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Abstract

This paper examined the strategic role women and women organizations play in the resolution of 
conflicts in Benue state especially in the last five years (2011-2016), with the persistence of the 
pastoralist / farmers clashes. Benue state has the unfortunate lot of attacks and women have been 
at the receiving end as majority of them are engaged in agricultural production that sustains the 
economy and the population. Government has responded in addressing these conflicts, but we 
must reckon with the great role women under several organizations have sought to interface 
government in preventing these conflicts and also offering relief materials to the displaced 
populations. The paper surveyed some of these women organizations and the strategies they have 
adopted in reducing the conflicts. Using liberal feminist theory as a framework of analysis, the 
paper showed how socio-cultural factors are constraining the women organization’s effort at 
resolving conflicts. The study demonstrated how the non-confrontational approach adopted by 
women has continued to douse out the conflicts and helped to ameliorate the conditions of women, 
children and men affected by the conflicts. It is hoped that stronger collaboration of these women 
groups and government through legislative provisions will seriously address these conflicts and 
their negative consequences on the people.
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Introduction

Violent conflicts ranging from communal, ethnic, religious, and political have become a 
recurrent decimal in Nigeria. The situation has become extremely worrisome since the return to 
democratic rule in 1999 (Imobighe, 2003). In Benue state, the story is not different! Communal, 
inter-ethnic, political, and more recently, herdsmen and farmers conflict have led to loss of lives 
and property, increased poverty, and massive displacement of people. Generally, conflict affects 
all members of the society but in most cases, it is women that suffer the most. During periods of 
conflicts, women suffer from sexual abuse, psychological pains and carry the burden of caring for 
children and the aged. In a study conducted in 200l by USAID cited in Scheper (2002) which 
analyzed the impact of deadly intrastate conflict on women and women organizations from 
Rwanda, Cambodia, Guatemala, El Salvador, Georgia, and Bosnia and Herzegovina showed that 
there are five major impacts of intrastate conflict on women and gender relations:

a.    Violence against civilians, of which 95% is female
b.    Internal displacement, of which 90% is women and children
c.    Redefinition of female identities in the society, both as victims and as perpetrators
d.    Increased poverty and starvation, as a result of targeted destruction of civilian   

 property and
e.    Communal violence leading to lasting bitterness, anger and hatred. 

The research concluded by observing that in all six countries, the most traumatizing factor 
for women in conflict is the lack of physical security, both during the conflict and the post conflict 
demobilization of the militia. It keeps women confined in their homes, not being able to move 
around freely. Rape was used as a regular tool of warfare and torture in all six case countries 
(Scheper, 2002). Moreover, many women saw themselves forced to engage in prostitution in the 
post conflict era, as the only available means of income. Family structures were damaged through 
death and trauma, resulting in women becoming heads of households and an increased incidence 
of domestic violence.
  Despite the fact that women suffer the most during the period of conflicts, formal conflict 
resolution mechanisms exclude women in the decision-making process. Falch (2010) underscored 
the above view by stating that women are often excluded from formal peace negotiations and are 
marginally involved in political decision-making process. However, since the passing of the 
United Nations Resolution 1325 in 2000 which advocates for the equal representation of women 
in key decision bodies, greater political space was opened for women groups to play significant 
roles in conflict resolution globally (Falch, 2010). While extolling the role of women organizations 
in the formal mechanism of conflict resolution, Falch (2010) acknowledged that, even though the 
role of women has not been appreciated, women have continued to play significant roles in 
community peacebuilding and have made valuable contributions to peace during and after conflict.

In Nigeria and Benue state in particular, since the return to democratic rule in 1999, there 
has been a proliferation in the number of women organizations that have been playing significant 
roles in conflict resolutions. For instance, women groups such as Women in Nigeria (WIN), 
Country Women Association of Nigeria (COWAN), Women, Law and Development Centre 
(WLDC), Community Women and Development (COWAD), International Federation of Female 

In Nigeria, there are well documented accounts of the exploits of Nigerian women and 
women organizations in conflict resolution. According to Idris and Habu (2012), women 
organizations in Nigeria have played significant roles in conflict resolution. For instance, Pisagih, 
Degri, Ajemasu and Muhammad (2015) observed that the role of women organizations in conflict 
resolution in Nigeria can be traced as far back as to the Aba women riot of 1929, the Egba women 
movement of the early 1920s to the 1950s, the Ogharefe women uprising of 1984. These are 
circumstances where women organizations in Nigeria organised and exercised their collective 
power to resolve conflict and build peace.

In Benue state, women organizations have also played significant roles in conflict 
resolution. Their role has been demonstrated particularly in the conflict between herdsmen and 
farmers in Benue state between 2011 to 2016 which led to loss of lives and property and left a lot 
of people in refugee camps, towns and  other settlements including Agaigbe, Naka, Atukpu, 
Tse-Iorbogo and other missionary centers outside the conflict areas, including Mission Station 
Ajigba of the NKST Church and other Christian centers like the Catholic Church premises in 
Agaigbe and the voluntary organization in the Local Government Areas (Women Environmental 
Programme, 2012). In a similar view, the herdsmen have dared not to go near the boundaries of 
Gwer-west Local Government Area. They were also displaced from where they had found pasture. 

During this conflict, Women Environmental Programme (2012) organized a multi-stake 
holder meeting that brought together the Benue state government, Miyetti-Allah Cattle Breeders 
Association, traditional rulers in Benue state, Christian Association of Nigeria (CAN) - Benue 
state chapter, Ja’amatu Nasiru Islam (JNI), Benue state and Civil Society Organizations. The 
forum provided a platform for farmers and herdsmen to come together to discuss how to resolve 
their differences and to educate both parties on other topical issues in the society like population 
increase and desertification which has increased the migration of herdsmen into the Benue 
trough/valley thereby exacerbating the conflict between the two groups.  

In a similar vein, women organizations such as Catholic Women Organisations (CWO) in 
Benue state have at different times reached out to different groups for deliberation, negotiation, 
compromises, and agreements on conflict resolution (Ikelegbe, 2003). Apart from helping to 
resolve conflict in Benue state, the organization has been able to provide a neutral ground where 
parties involved in conflict can come together to build bridges of trust, understanding and 
confidence (Ikelegbe,2003). They have also participated in providing relief materials to victims of 
conflict. For instance, during the herdsmen and farmer’s conflict in the state from 2011 to 2015 for 
which many citizens of the state particularly women were living in refugee camps across the state, 
the CWO donated relief materials such as food items, clothing, and free medical treatment to the 
victims of the conflict.

Other women organizations such as market women association have at different times in 
the course of the farmers-herdsmen conflict in Benue state used different strategies such as street 
protest and closing of shops in the market places to draw the attention of local, state and Federal 
government for peace to return to the state.

Challenges faced by Women Organizations in Conflict Resolution in Benue State

There are different factors limiting the role of women organizations in conflict resolution. 

One of the major problems facing women organization in Benue state is lack of funds to 
implement conflict resolution programs (Ahule & Ugba, 2014; Abari, 2014; Akuadna, 2014). 
Most of these organizations do not have adequate funds to organize workshops and seminars to 
educate members of the public on the need to live in peace. Besides, creating a platform where 
stakeholders involved in conflict can come to the negotiation table also requires funds which most 
women organizations in Benue do not have. This greatly limits the potentials of women 
organizations in conflict resolution. 

Secondly, in Benue state and Nigeria in general, people still believe and look up to 
government for the resolution of public problems and conflict. As a matter of fact, Ikelegbe (2003) 
observed that groups and communities in Benue state have more confidence in the ability of the 
state to resolve conflict. The implication here is that, even when women organizations have made 
concerted efforts to reach out to groups involved in conflict, people still believe that they do not 
possess the requisite influence, resources, integrity, and credibility to intervene and resolve 
conflict (Ikelegbe, 2003).

Thirdly, both the local, state and federal government in Nigeria have given women 
organizations and groups outside the realm of the state a marginal role in conflict resolution. There 
is poor partnership between government and other institutions outside the scope of the state in 
conflict resolution. In some cases, the state view other organizations and women groups with 
suspicion. Infact, Odeh (2012) observed that state officials view other groups outside the purview 
of the state as competitors of power and influence in the public sphere rather than partners in peace 
process. This also serves as a major setback for women organizations working in the area of 
conflict resolution.

Fourthly, most women organizations that are involved in conflict resolution lack 
experience, exposure and skills in negotiation, advocacy, and lobbying techniques (Agbalajobi, 
2002). Women have always been kept secluded from the political arena and sphere of 
decision-making; therefore, in many situations they are unable to participate. 

Lastly, women organizations in Benue state are also faced with the challenge of 
marginalization and stigmatization by powerful government and other non-governmental 
organizations (Munuve, nd). Besides, they also suffer from physical harassment from local men 
and security forces which is especially likely to happen in post conflict situations where gender 
tensions are usually high.

Conclusion and Recommendations

Based on the foregoing, the following recommendations have been made to improve the 
involvement of women organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state.

First, there must be change of attitudes among the people regarding the role of women and 
women organizations in Benue state and Nigeria in general. Women groups should be given 
greater role in all segments of the society. This can be achieved by sensitizing members of the 
public through printed and electronic media on the need to give women more political space to 
participate in decision making process.

Secondly, government at all levels in Nigeria need to partner with women organizations 

and other groups to resolve conflict. The state alone cannot resolve conflict in Nigeria. It is the 
submission of this paper that one-sector-approach would be inadequate to resolve conflicts in 
Nigeria. Therefore, the government needs to engage a broad-based coalition of actors, and women 
organizations need a seat on the table if any meaningful progress is to be made. This is because, 
according to the Dutch Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment, Conflict Resolution Unit 
states that partnering with women groups in conflict resolution fosters a wider popular mandate for 
peace, making it more sustainable.

Thirdly, women organizations in Benue state working in the area of conflict resolution 
needs to be strengthened in terms of training, skills and methods of operation and functioning 
(James, 2003). Most of these organizations are not well trained and properly equipped to resolve 
conflict. 

Lastly, women organizations in Benue state need to develop alternative ways of raising 
funds to implement their programs. Most of these organizations depend heavily on foreign 
donations and this is not adequate.
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Lawyers (FIDA), Women’s Right Advancement and Protection Alternative (WRAPA), and 
Catholic Women Organisations (CWO) have all played key roles in conflict resolution in Nigeria. 
Despite the significant role women organizations have played in conflict resolution in Benue state, 
their contributions have been neglected. There are two reasons for this. First, due to cultural and 
religious reasons, women are treated as second class citizens and therefore not given a seat at the 
table of conflict resolution process. Second, most people in Nigeria tend to believe that the issue of 
conflict resolution belongs to the realm of government and the business sector only. As a result of 
this, a comprehensive understanding of the role of women organizations in peacebuilding and 
conflict resolution has continued to be a major gap in the available literature particularly in the 
context of developing countries such as Nigeria. It is because of this gap in knowledge that this paper 
seeks to examine the contributions of women organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state.

Conceptual Clarification

In this paper, concepts such as women organizations and conflict resolution will be 
explained to sanitize the reader to their meaning and usage in this work.

Women organizations:  refer to all voluntary organizations led and managed by women 
that promote women’s welfare and gender equality (Kumar, n.d.). Examples of these organizations 
in Benue state include Women in Nigeria (WIN), International Federation of Female Lawyers 
(FIDA), Women’s Right Advancement and Protection Alternative (WRAPA), Catholic Women 
Organisations (CWO), Association of Market Women, Mzough U Kase, among others.

Conflict Resolution: is a range of processes aimed at alleviating or eliminating sources of 
conflict (Pisagih, Degri, Ajemasu & Muhammed, 2015). Miller and King (2003) define conflict 
resolution as “a variety of approaches aimed at terminating conflicts through the constructive 
solving of problems, distinct from management or transformation of conflicts.” In their view, 
Miall, Ramsbotham and Woodhouse (1999), the essence of conflict resolution is to identify the 
root causes of conflict, address and resolve them, and behaviour is no longer violent, nor are 
attitudes hostile any longer, while the structure of the conflict has been changed. Mitchel and 
Banks (1998) refer to conflict resolution as: 

i. An outcome in which the issue in an existing conflict are satisfactorily dealt with 
through a solution that is mutually acceptable to the parties, self-sustaining in the 
long run and productive of a new, positive relationship between parties that were 
previously hostile adversaries; and 

ii.  Any process or procedure by which such an outcome is achieved. 

Whatever the definition offered, the purpose of conflict resolution is to ensure that conflict is 
resolved for peaceful co-existence between individuals, groups, communities, and nations. 

Methodology

The study adopted descriptive research design. Secondary sources of data were obtained 

from the organizational records of women organizations involved in conflict resolution for a 
period of five years (2011-2016). In addition, other secondary sources of data such as newspapers, 
magazines, government records were also used. There are many registered and unregistered 
women organizations in Benue state. As a result of this, the study used purposive sampling 
technique to select only registered women organizations that were involved in conflict resolution 
in Benue state. The rational for studying women organizations involved in conflict resolutions is 
because, these organizations have made significant contributions to peace and conflict resolution, 
but their contributions have not been well documented and acknowledged.

Theoretical Framework

In this paper, liberal feminist theory has been employed to explain the role of women 
organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state. Liberal feminism is premised on the idea that 
gender inequality in society is a product of patriarchal and sexist patterning of division of labor 
(Idyorough, 2005). Based on the assumptions of liberal feminism, gender is socially constructed 
and is manifest in the division of labor where domestic work that is devalued and not remunerated 
is assigned to women while work outside the home is highly remunerated and is assigned to men. 
This whole phenomenon is perpetuated through patriarchal ideology (Idyorough, 2005).

The theory explains the lack of recognition for the role of women organizations in conflict 
resolution to our cultural beliefs and attitudes. The theory argues that the society believes that it is 
the men who are supposed to be involved in outdoor activities such as conflict resolution while 
women are supposed to be involved in menial jobs such as childcare and housekeeping. 
Consequently, even though women organizations have played important roles in conflict 
resolution, their roles have not been recognized simply because they are women organizations. 
Perhaps if these organizations were formed by men, their roles would have been acknowledged. 
This paper therefore states that, for the women organizations to be deeply involved in conflict 
resolution and their contributions to be appreciated, there has to be a change in our cultural beliefs 
and attitudes.

The Role of Women Organizations in Conflict Resolution in Benue State

The contributions of women organizations to conflict resolution cannot be over 
emphasized. According to Scheper (2002), the responses of local women’s groups in dealing with 
conflict, rehabilitation and peace appear to be remarkably similar around the world too. The 
women NGOs are mostly active in trauma counselling, micro-credit, voter education, gender 
awareness, law reform and political advocacy. They draw the attention of authorities to civilian 
security, e.g. through security sector reforms and greater participation of women in police forces, 
judiciary and in peace committees (Scheper, 2002). 
  In West Africa, Alaga (2010) states that women have played significant roles in situations 
relating to peace and war for centuries, primarily as traditional peace-makers, as priestesses who 
confer with gods to determine whether it was right to go to war or not, as praise singers for men 
during battles as a boost to ensure their victory, or as custodians of culture. In each culture there 
are stories of women who have played some leadership roles as peace envoys or harbingers of 
peace in their communities (Alaga, 2010).
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Introduction

Violent conflicts ranging from communal, ethnic, religious, and political have become a 
recurrent decimal in Nigeria. The situation has become extremely worrisome since the return to 
democratic rule in 1999 (Imobighe, 2003). In Benue state, the story is not different! Communal, 
inter-ethnic, political, and more recently, herdsmen and farmers conflict have led to loss of lives 
and property, increased poverty, and massive displacement of people. Generally, conflict affects 
all members of the society but in most cases, it is women that suffer the most. During periods of 
conflicts, women suffer from sexual abuse, psychological pains and carry the burden of caring for 
children and the aged. In a study conducted in 200l by USAID cited in Scheper (2002) which 
analyzed the impact of deadly intrastate conflict on women and women organizations from 
Rwanda, Cambodia, Guatemala, El Salvador, Georgia, and Bosnia and Herzegovina showed that 
there are five major impacts of intrastate conflict on women and gender relations:

a.    Violence against civilians, of which 95% is female
b.    Internal displacement, of which 90% is women and children
c.    Redefinition of female identities in the society, both as victims and as perpetrators
d.    Increased poverty and starvation, as a result of targeted destruction of civilian   

 property and
e.    Communal violence leading to lasting bitterness, anger and hatred. 

The research concluded by observing that in all six countries, the most traumatizing factor 
for women in conflict is the lack of physical security, both during the conflict and the post conflict 
demobilization of the militia. It keeps women confined in their homes, not being able to move 
around freely. Rape was used as a regular tool of warfare and torture in all six case countries 
(Scheper, 2002). Moreover, many women saw themselves forced to engage in prostitution in the 
post conflict era, as the only available means of income. Family structures were damaged through 
death and trauma, resulting in women becoming heads of households and an increased incidence 
of domestic violence.
  Despite the fact that women suffer the most during the period of conflicts, formal conflict 
resolution mechanisms exclude women in the decision-making process. Falch (2010) underscored 
the above view by stating that women are often excluded from formal peace negotiations and are 
marginally involved in political decision-making process. However, since the passing of the 
United Nations Resolution 1325 in 2000 which advocates for the equal representation of women 
in key decision bodies, greater political space was opened for women groups to play significant 
roles in conflict resolution globally (Falch, 2010). While extolling the role of women organizations 
in the formal mechanism of conflict resolution, Falch (2010) acknowledged that, even though the 
role of women has not been appreciated, women have continued to play significant roles in 
community peacebuilding and have made valuable contributions to peace during and after conflict.

In Nigeria and Benue state in particular, since the return to democratic rule in 1999, there 
has been a proliferation in the number of women organizations that have been playing significant 
roles in conflict resolutions. For instance, women groups such as Women in Nigeria (WIN), 
Country Women Association of Nigeria (COWAN), Women, Law and Development Centre 
(WLDC), Community Women and Development (COWAD), International Federation of Female 

In Nigeria, there are well documented accounts of the exploits of Nigerian women and 
women organizations in conflict resolution. According to Idris and Habu (2012), women 
organizations in Nigeria have played significant roles in conflict resolution. For instance, Pisagih, 
Degri, Ajemasu and Muhammad (2015) observed that the role of women organizations in conflict 
resolution in Nigeria can be traced as far back as to the Aba women riot of 1929, the Egba women 
movement of the early 1920s to the 1950s, the Ogharefe women uprising of 1984. These are 
circumstances where women organizations in Nigeria organised and exercised their collective 
power to resolve conflict and build peace.

In Benue state, women organizations have also played significant roles in conflict 
resolution. Their role has been demonstrated particularly in the conflict between herdsmen and 
farmers in Benue state between 2011 to 2016 which led to loss of lives and property and left a lot 
of people in refugee camps, towns and  other settlements including Agaigbe, Naka, Atukpu, 
Tse-Iorbogo and other missionary centers outside the conflict areas, including Mission Station 
Ajigba of the NKST Church and other Christian centers like the Catholic Church premises in 
Agaigbe and the voluntary organization in the Local Government Areas (Women Environmental 
Programme, 2012). In a similar view, the herdsmen have dared not to go near the boundaries of 
Gwer-west Local Government Area. They were also displaced from where they had found pasture. 

During this conflict, Women Environmental Programme (2012) organized a multi-stake 
holder meeting that brought together the Benue state government, Miyetti-Allah Cattle Breeders 
Association, traditional rulers in Benue state, Christian Association of Nigeria (CAN) - Benue 
state chapter, Ja’amatu Nasiru Islam (JNI), Benue state and Civil Society Organizations. The 
forum provided a platform for farmers and herdsmen to come together to discuss how to resolve 
their differences and to educate both parties on other topical issues in the society like population 
increase and desertification which has increased the migration of herdsmen into the Benue 
trough/valley thereby exacerbating the conflict between the two groups.  

In a similar vein, women organizations such as Catholic Women Organisations (CWO) in 
Benue state have at different times reached out to different groups for deliberation, negotiation, 
compromises, and agreements on conflict resolution (Ikelegbe, 2003). Apart from helping to 
resolve conflict in Benue state, the organization has been able to provide a neutral ground where 
parties involved in conflict can come together to build bridges of trust, understanding and 
confidence (Ikelegbe,2003). They have also participated in providing relief materials to victims of 
conflict. For instance, during the herdsmen and farmer’s conflict in the state from 2011 to 2015 for 
which many citizens of the state particularly women were living in refugee camps across the state, 
the CWO donated relief materials such as food items, clothing, and free medical treatment to the 
victims of the conflict.

Other women organizations such as market women association have at different times in 
the course of the farmers-herdsmen conflict in Benue state used different strategies such as street 
protest and closing of shops in the market places to draw the attention of local, state and Federal 
government for peace to return to the state.

Challenges faced by Women Organizations in Conflict Resolution in Benue State

There are different factors limiting the role of women organizations in conflict resolution. 

One of the major problems facing women organization in Benue state is lack of funds to 
implement conflict resolution programs (Ahule & Ugba, 2014; Abari, 2014; Akuadna, 2014). 
Most of these organizations do not have adequate funds to organize workshops and seminars to 
educate members of the public on the need to live in peace. Besides, creating a platform where 
stakeholders involved in conflict can come to the negotiation table also requires funds which most 
women organizations in Benue do not have. This greatly limits the potentials of women 
organizations in conflict resolution. 

Secondly, in Benue state and Nigeria in general, people still believe and look up to 
government for the resolution of public problems and conflict. As a matter of fact, Ikelegbe (2003) 
observed that groups and communities in Benue state have more confidence in the ability of the 
state to resolve conflict. The implication here is that, even when women organizations have made 
concerted efforts to reach out to groups involved in conflict, people still believe that they do not 
possess the requisite influence, resources, integrity, and credibility to intervene and resolve 
conflict (Ikelegbe, 2003).

Thirdly, both the local, state and federal government in Nigeria have given women 
organizations and groups outside the realm of the state a marginal role in conflict resolution. There 
is poor partnership between government and other institutions outside the scope of the state in 
conflict resolution. In some cases, the state view other organizations and women groups with 
suspicion. Infact, Odeh (2012) observed that state officials view other groups outside the purview 
of the state as competitors of power and influence in the public sphere rather than partners in peace 
process. This also serves as a major setback for women organizations working in the area of 
conflict resolution.

Fourthly, most women organizations that are involved in conflict resolution lack 
experience, exposure and skills in negotiation, advocacy, and lobbying techniques (Agbalajobi, 
2002). Women have always been kept secluded from the political arena and sphere of 
decision-making; therefore, in many situations they are unable to participate. 

Lastly, women organizations in Benue state are also faced with the challenge of 
marginalization and stigmatization by powerful government and other non-governmental 
organizations (Munuve, nd). Besides, they also suffer from physical harassment from local men 
and security forces which is especially likely to happen in post conflict situations where gender 
tensions are usually high.

Conclusion and Recommendations

Based on the foregoing, the following recommendations have been made to improve the 
involvement of women organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state.

First, there must be change of attitudes among the people regarding the role of women and 
women organizations in Benue state and Nigeria in general. Women groups should be given 
greater role in all segments of the society. This can be achieved by sensitizing members of the 
public through printed and electronic media on the need to give women more political space to 
participate in decision making process.

Secondly, government at all levels in Nigeria need to partner with women organizations 

and other groups to resolve conflict. The state alone cannot resolve conflict in Nigeria. It is the 
submission of this paper that one-sector-approach would be inadequate to resolve conflicts in 
Nigeria. Therefore, the government needs to engage a broad-based coalition of actors, and women 
organizations need a seat on the table if any meaningful progress is to be made. This is because, 
according to the Dutch Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment, Conflict Resolution Unit 
states that partnering with women groups in conflict resolution fosters a wider popular mandate for 
peace, making it more sustainable.

Thirdly, women organizations in Benue state working in the area of conflict resolution 
needs to be strengthened in terms of training, skills and methods of operation and functioning 
(James, 2003). Most of these organizations are not well trained and properly equipped to resolve 
conflict. 

Lastly, women organizations in Benue state need to develop alternative ways of raising 
funds to implement their programs. Most of these organizations depend heavily on foreign 
donations and this is not adequate.
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Lawyers (FIDA), Women’s Right Advancement and Protection Alternative (WRAPA), and 
Catholic Women Organisations (CWO) have all played key roles in conflict resolution in Nigeria. 
Despite the significant role women organizations have played in conflict resolution in Benue state, 
their contributions have been neglected. There are two reasons for this. First, due to cultural and 
religious reasons, women are treated as second class citizens and therefore not given a seat at the 
table of conflict resolution process. Second, most people in Nigeria tend to believe that the issue of 
conflict resolution belongs to the realm of government and the business sector only. As a result of 
this, a comprehensive understanding of the role of women organizations in peacebuilding and 
conflict resolution has continued to be a major gap in the available literature particularly in the 
context of developing countries such as Nigeria. It is because of this gap in knowledge that this paper 
seeks to examine the contributions of women organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state.

Conceptual Clarification

In this paper, concepts such as women organizations and conflict resolution will be 
explained to sanitize the reader to their meaning and usage in this work.

Women organizations:  refer to all voluntary organizations led and managed by women 
that promote women’s welfare and gender equality (Kumar, n.d.). Examples of these organizations 
in Benue state include Women in Nigeria (WIN), International Federation of Female Lawyers 
(FIDA), Women’s Right Advancement and Protection Alternative (WRAPA), Catholic Women 
Organisations (CWO), Association of Market Women, Mzough U Kase, among others.

Conflict Resolution: is a range of processes aimed at alleviating or eliminating sources of 
conflict (Pisagih, Degri, Ajemasu & Muhammed, 2015). Miller and King (2003) define conflict 
resolution as “a variety of approaches aimed at terminating conflicts through the constructive 
solving of problems, distinct from management or transformation of conflicts.” In their view, 
Miall, Ramsbotham and Woodhouse (1999), the essence of conflict resolution is to identify the 
root causes of conflict, address and resolve them, and behaviour is no longer violent, nor are 
attitudes hostile any longer, while the structure of the conflict has been changed. Mitchel and 
Banks (1998) refer to conflict resolution as: 

i. An outcome in which the issue in an existing conflict are satisfactorily dealt with 
through a solution that is mutually acceptable to the parties, self-sustaining in the 
long run and productive of a new, positive relationship between parties that were 
previously hostile adversaries; and 

ii.  Any process or procedure by which such an outcome is achieved. 

Whatever the definition offered, the purpose of conflict resolution is to ensure that conflict is 
resolved for peaceful co-existence between individuals, groups, communities, and nations. 

Methodology

The study adopted descriptive research design. Secondary sources of data were obtained 

from the organizational records of women organizations involved in conflict resolution for a 
period of five years (2011-2016). In addition, other secondary sources of data such as newspapers, 
magazines, government records were also used. There are many registered and unregistered 
women organizations in Benue state. As a result of this, the study used purposive sampling 
technique to select only registered women organizations that were involved in conflict resolution 
in Benue state. The rational for studying women organizations involved in conflict resolutions is 
because, these organizations have made significant contributions to peace and conflict resolution, 
but their contributions have not been well documented and acknowledged.

Theoretical Framework

In this paper, liberal feminist theory has been employed to explain the role of women 
organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state. Liberal feminism is premised on the idea that 
gender inequality in society is a product of patriarchal and sexist patterning of division of labor 
(Idyorough, 2005). Based on the assumptions of liberal feminism, gender is socially constructed 
and is manifest in the division of labor where domestic work that is devalued and not remunerated 
is assigned to women while work outside the home is highly remunerated and is assigned to men. 
This whole phenomenon is perpetuated through patriarchal ideology (Idyorough, 2005).

The theory explains the lack of recognition for the role of women organizations in conflict 
resolution to our cultural beliefs and attitudes. The theory argues that the society believes that it is 
the men who are supposed to be involved in outdoor activities such as conflict resolution while 
women are supposed to be involved in menial jobs such as childcare and housekeeping. 
Consequently, even though women organizations have played important roles in conflict 
resolution, their roles have not been recognized simply because they are women organizations. 
Perhaps if these organizations were formed by men, their roles would have been acknowledged. 
This paper therefore states that, for the women organizations to be deeply involved in conflict 
resolution and their contributions to be appreciated, there has to be a change in our cultural beliefs 
and attitudes.

The Role of Women Organizations in Conflict Resolution in Benue State

The contributions of women organizations to conflict resolution cannot be over 
emphasized. According to Scheper (2002), the responses of local women’s groups in dealing with 
conflict, rehabilitation and peace appear to be remarkably similar around the world too. The 
women NGOs are mostly active in trauma counselling, micro-credit, voter education, gender 
awareness, law reform and political advocacy. They draw the attention of authorities to civilian 
security, e.g. through security sector reforms and greater participation of women in police forces, 
judiciary and in peace committees (Scheper, 2002). 
  In West Africa, Alaga (2010) states that women have played significant roles in situations 
relating to peace and war for centuries, primarily as traditional peace-makers, as priestesses who 
confer with gods to determine whether it was right to go to war or not, as praise singers for men 
during battles as a boost to ensure their victory, or as custodians of culture. In each culture there 
are stories of women who have played some leadership roles as peace envoys or harbingers of 
peace in their communities (Alaga, 2010).
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Abstract

In reviewing Jewish, Christian, and Islamic perspectives on nuclear weapons we find that there is 
a broad consensus that the use of nuclear weapons would be morally wrong because of the harm 
to large numbers of non-combatants and the environment. However, a small minority believes that 
limited nuclear war might be acceptable as a final measure for national defense, and some in the 
faith community believe that nuclear war would be acceptable as an eschatological event prior to 
the final Day of Judgment and commencement of a messianic age. Among the three faiths there 
has been some acceptance of deployment of nuclear weapons as a measure of deterrence for 
self-defense in order to dissuade other nations from nuclear or conventional attack. However, a 
growing number reject nuclear deterrence because of the immorality of in effect holding civilian 
population hostage. Within the faith community there is widespread support for negotiation of 
arms control agreements and for unilateral actions to reduce nuclear arsenals. 
Keywords: Judaism, Christianity, Islam, nuclear weapons, disarmament

Introduction

Since the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima on Augusts 6, 1945 representatives of 
Judaism, Christianity, and Islam have spoken out on the possession and use of nuclear weapons. 
Among them there is a broad consensus that nuclear weapons should never be used because of 
harm to God’s creation: massive loss of human lives and disastrous destruction of the 
environment. Although some believe that it is acceptable for a nation to possess nuclear weapons 
as a deterrent against nuclear attack or an overwhelming conventional attack from another nation, 
many insist that it is time to go beyond deterrence and seek the global elimination of nuclear 
weapons.  

Jewish Perspective

 In 1962 when the nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union was 
accelerating, Rabbi Maurice Lamm (1962) of the Floral Park Jewish Center in New York made 
distinction between obligatory wars and optional wars. He concluded that as a matter of 
self-defense it was obligatory to oppose the quest of the Soviet Union to gain world domination 
with Communism. That was because Communism violates the basic moral principles of Judaism 
and Israel would cease to exist as a nation if the Soviet Union ruled the world. Therefore, the 
expansionist Soviet Union must be opposed with nuclear weapons even if it resulted in a nuclear 
war that destroyed life on earth. Thus, it would be preferable to be dead than red.
 In a rejoinder Rabbi Immanuel Jakobovits of the Fifth Avenue Synagogue, who later 
became the Chief Rabbi of Great Britain, took up the issue of self-defense. He noted in 1962 that 
the Torah and teaching of rabbis allow slaying an attacker to save one’s own life (Exodus 22.1 
[22.2 in RSVP]; Rashi on BT Sanhedrin 72a). But the defender would not be entitled to forestall 
the attack at the cost of both lives, such as by blowing up the house. He commented, “In view of 
this vital limitation of the law of self-defense, it would appear that a defensive war likely to 
endanger the survival of the attacking and the defending nations alike, if not the entire human race, 
can never be justified” (Sapertstein, pp. 7-8).
 Neither rabbi, of course, wanted the world to face that choice of red or dead. Rabbi Lamm 
favored nuclear deterrence which so far had prevented nuclear war. He wrote, “Constant 
negotiation between the atomic powers must continue in order to probe new possibilities of 
peacefully settling the differences between East and West” (Lamm, 1962, p. 177).  
 Twenty years later when the nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet 
Union intensified again, the Commission on Social Action of Reformed Judaism took up this issue 
in a report Preventing the Nuclear Holocaust: A Jewish Response edited by Rabbi David 
Saperstein (1983). The report reviews the five regulations of war, drawn from the halacha (Jewish 
law): force not an end in itself, opportunity for the opponent to choose peace, concern for lives of 
non-combatants, waged so as not to destroy God’s creation, before ever battle reading the rules and 
regulations of war (Saperstein, 1983, pp. 8-13). As applied to an optional war, the report 
concludes:

Clearly the speed with which nuclear war could happen, the distance over which it is 

fought and the virtual absence of opportunity to use human judgements to regulate the war 
once the missiles are launched mitigate against the ability of any nation to fight a “humane” 
nuclear war. From this brief view of the halachic stipulations on war, it is evident that 
nuclear war would violate almost every rule and regulation and would thereby be 
impermissible. (Saperstein, 1983, p.13)

 The report then cites a number of rabbis to show that the weight of the Jewish tradition is 
clearly arrayed against the use of nuclear weapons (Saperstein, 1983, pp. 19-31). But what about 
the current nuclear build-up and stockpiling? Under what circumstances is possession of nuclear 
weapons per se, permissible or prohibited? In answering the report draws upon the halachic 
concept of geder (fence) that some things are prohibited not because they are evil in and of 
themselves but because they might lead to evil things. Rabbi Saul Berman applied this reasoning 
to stockpiling nuclear weapons which “will likely lead to consequences which will violate Jewish 
law” (Saperstein, p. 36). As Rabbi Jakobovits wrote in his 1962 article, “Once the recourse to 
atomic warfare, even in self defense (retaliation), is eliminated, the threat of resorting to it when 
attacked (deterrent) would naturally have to be abandoned. A threat is effective, and can be 
justified, only as the possibility to carry it out exists” (Saperstein, p. 36). 

This being the case, Preventing the Nuclear Holocaust devotes considerable attention to 
ways of ending the nuclear arms race, such as freeze on production and deployment of nuclear 
weapons and other methods of nuclear arms control and reduction.
 This issue was taken up again in 1991 in a book entitled Confronting Omnicide: Jewish 
Reflections on Weapons of Mass Destruction, edited by Daniel Landes (1991). Fifteen essays offer 
diverse points of view but have a common concern that God’s creation would be at risk in nuclear 
war. Pinchas Peli from Ben Gurion University, Be’er Sheva, Israel writes:

As to the universal threat of destruction of the world through the weapons of mass 
destruction, the view of Torah is crystal clear: The world created by God was meant for 
life; it was given over to Man to rule, to preserve and cultivate, and not to destroy and 
mutilate. (Landes, 1991, pp. 72-73)

Translating this into practice, he continues:

One is not allowed to willingly destroy any created being. This prohibition is known in the 
Halakhah as bal tash’hit – Do not destroy. The rabbis, of course, derive this prohibition 
from Scripture: “When thou shalt besiege a city a long time, in making war against it to 
take it, thou shalt not destroy the trees thereof by wielding an axe against them: for thou 
mayest eat of them, and thou shalt not cut them down.” (Deuteronomy 20:10)

 In another essay Professor David Novak picks up this theme and cites rabbinic tradition 
over the centuries in support of the prohibition of wanton destruction. He concludes: “The evil of 
nuclear war, which cannot be justified by any of the usual criteria of temporary destruction for the 
sake of ultimate victory, is to be emphasized continually.” He adds, “It seems that bilateral, not 
unilateral disarmament is what is required” (Landes, 1991, p. 115). 
 In an essay on “Nuclear Deterrence and Nuclear War” Professor Walter S. Wurzburger 

believes that “the actual use of nuclear weapons must be ruled out, for it is inconceivable to 
sanction the very extinction of the human race.” But one-sided renunciation of their use “would 
rule out any possibility of defense or deterrence against adversaries who threaten nuclear 
aggression.” Therefore, “we have no choice but to continue to rely on the threat of nuclear 
retaliation to deter nuclear aggression.” But that choice is fraught with moral problems and must 
be considered a lesser evil. It would be better to gain universal acceptance of a “no first use 
pledge” (Landes, 1991, pp. 224-233). 
 Although the much of the background for discussion about nuclear weapons is the nuclear 
arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union with their enormous arsenals, Israel’s 
possession of nuclear weapons also enters into the picture. In his book Israel and the Bomb, Avner 
Cohen describes Israel’s approach as nuclear opacity – “a situation in which a state’s nuclear 
capability has not been acknowledged, but is recognized in a way that influences other nation’s 
perceptions and actions” (Cohen, 1998, p. 2). In his second book The Worst-Kept Secret, he uses 
the Hebrew term amimut with connotation of both opacity and ambiguity to describe this approach 
(Cohen 2010, xxxii). Although the Israeli government has never officially admitted that it has 
nuclear weapons, enough information has become available to estimate that Israel possesses 
approximately 80 nuclear weapons (Federation of American Scientists, 2017).  
 Because of amimut the Israeli government has never publicly articulated its rationale for 
acquiring nuclear weapons. In fact, there is a prohibition against public discussion of nuclear 
issues, a ban “rigidly enforce by Israeli military censorship (the Censora), which bans any 
reference to Israeli’s nuclear weapons in the Israeli media” (Cohen, 2010, p. xxix). However, one 
can project that the policy emphasizes deterrence as a matter of self-defense to prevent an 
existential threat to Israel. Some Jewish writers consider this legitimate in the present political 
situation. Others raise a note of caution that actual use would be disastrous. 

Christian Perspective

Protestant

After the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima, Japan, on August 6, 1945, the Federal 
Council of the Churches of Christ in America asked a commission of theologians to formulate a 
response. In February 1946 the commission issued a report entitled Atomic Warfare and Christian 
Faith that began with an act of contrition:

As American Christians, we are deeply penitent for the irresponsible use already made of 
the atomic bomb. We have agreed that, whatever be one’s judgment of the ethics of war in 
principle, the surprise bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki are morally indefensible. 
They repeated in a ghastly form the indiscriminate slaughter of non-combatants that has 
become familiar during World War II. They were released without specific warning, under 
conditions which virtually assured the deaths of 100,000 civilians. (Lunger, 1988, p. 303)

The theologians urged that all manufacture of atomic bombs be stopped, pending the development 
of international controls and called upon the United States “to affirm publicly, with suitable 

guarantees, that it will under no circumstances be the first to use atomic weapons in any possible 
future war” (Lunger, 1988, p. 305). 

Four years later another commission of theologians appointed by the Federal Council of 
Churches in report on The Christian Conscience and Weapons of Mass Destruction came to the 
opposite conclusion. They noted: “Today, two great dangers threaten mankind, the danger that 
totalitarian tyranny may be extended over the world and the danger of global war” (Lunger, 1988, 
p. 317). The tyranny they feared was Soviet Communism which by 1950 had taken control of 
Eastern Europe and was moving aggressively in other parts of the world. What became known as 
the Cold War was underway. The report therefore insisted:

For as long as the existing situation holds, for the United States to abandon its atomic 
weapons or to give the impression that they would not be used, would leave the 
non-communist world with totally inadequate defense. For Christians to advocate such a 
policy would be to share responsibility for the worldwide tyranny that might result. 
(Lunger, 1988, p. 321)

The Commission found it difficult to draw an absolute line between types of weapons. “If, as we 
have felt bound to acknowledge, certain key industrial targets are inescapably involved in modern 
war, we find no moral distinction between destroying them with tons of T.N.T. or by fire as 
compared with an atomic bomb…Christian conscience guides us to restraint from destruction not 
essential to our total objective” (Landes, 1988, pp. 320-321). 
 In 1950 the Federal Council of Churches was reorganized as the National Council of the 
Churches of Christ in the USA (NCC). In years that followed the NCC put aside conditional 
acceptance of nuclear weapons in some circumstances and became a staunch advocate of their 
elimination. This history is narrated in a resolution, “Nuclear Disarmament: The Time is Now”, 
adopted by NCC General Assembly in 2009, that stated:

Jesus Christ, the Good Shepherd, declared that He had come to bring ‘abundant life" to 
humanity. Nuclear weapons, which have the capacity to destroy entire cities and nations, 
and, indeed, all life on earth, represent the diametric opposite to this. In fact, the only thing 
that they are capable of producing is "abundant death.’ The time has arrived to eliminate all 
of them, before they eliminate all of us. Be it therefore resolved that the National Council 
of the Churches of Christ in the U.S.A. hereby recommits itself to the total worldwide 
eradication of nuclear weapons. (National Council of Churches, 2009)

Over the years the National Association of Evangelicals (NAE) in the U.S. has also 
expressed its concern about nuclear weapons. Recognizing that within the membership are those 
who are committed to peace through strength and those who renounce the use of force as a matter 
of conscience, NAE has nevertheless favored arms control agreements to scale back the nuclear 
arms race. In “Nuclear Weapons 2011,” NAE laid out a course that included re-examining the 
moral and ethical basis for the doctrine of nuclear deterrence, maintaining the taboo against 
nuclear use, achieving verified mutual reductions in current nuclear stockpiles, and continuing 
dialogue on the effects of possession and threatened use of nuclear weapons (National Association 
of Evangelicals, 2011).

Elsewhere in NATO countries the Conference of European Churches and its Church and 
Society Commission have been active on nuclear disarmament issues, favoring a world free of 
nuclear weapons and specifically advocating the removal of tactical nuclear weapons from Europe 
(Conference of European Churches. 2013). 

In the United Kingdom many denominations support nuclear disarmament, expressed 
specifically in opposition to building a new trident submarine. Although the Church of England 
has tended to defer to the government on continuation of minimal nuclear deterrence, Dr. Rowan 
Williams, 104th Archbishop of Canterbury, speaking in Nagasaki, Japan in September 2009, said 
of nuclear weapons: 

They are necessarily indiscriminate; that is, they will always kill the innocent. They 
destroy the living environment; they have long-term effects on every aspect of the material 
and organic world…To work for a world free from nuclear arms is to work for the sake of 
that moral and human dignity.�(Williams, 2009)

In 1976 the Canadian Council of Churches established Project Plowshares as its vehicle to 
build peace and prevent war, and promote the peaceful resolution of political conflict. Developing 
support for the elimination of nuclear weapons has been a major focus (Project Plourshares, 2017). 

On the world stage the Ninth Assembly of World Council of Churches (WCC) in 2006 
recalled its long-standing opposition to nuclear weapons. 

From its birth as a fellowship of Christian churches the WCC has condemned nuclear 
weapons for their "widespread and indiscriminate destruction" and as "sin against God" in 
modern warfare (First WCC Assembly, 1948), recognized early that the only sure defense 
against nuclear weapons is prohibition, elimination and verification (Second Assembly) 
and, inter alia, called citizens to “press their governments to ensure national security 
without resorting to the use of weapons of mass destruction" (Fifth Assembly, 1975).

 The Second Assembly in 1954 called for “The prohibition of all weapons of mass 
destruction; including atomic and hydrogen bombs, with provision for international inspection and 
control, such as would safeguard the security of all nations, together with the drastic reduction of 
other armaments” (Visser 't Hooft, 1955, p. 146). The Ninth Assembly in 2006 adopted a “Minute 
on Elimination of Nuclear Arms”, noting that “Existing WCC policy urges all states to meet their 
treaty obligations to reduce and then destroy nuclear arsenals with adequate verification” and that 
“Churches must prevail upon governments until they recognize the incontrovertible immorality of 
nuclear weapons” (World Council of Churches, 2006). The Tenth Assembly in November 2013 
recommended that governments “Negotiate and establish a ban on the production, deployment, 
transfer and use of nuclear weapons in accordance with international humanitarian law” (World 
Council of Churches, 2013).

Among Protestant denominations, the United Methodist Council of Bishops in 1986 took 
up the nuclear weapons in a foundation document, In Defense of Creation: The Nuclear Crisis and 
a Just Peace (United Methodist Council of Bishops, 1986). They chose the title because God’s 
creation “is under attack…[from] the darkening shadows of threatening nuclear winter… [It is] “a 

crisis that threatens to assault not only the whole human family but planet earth itself” (United 
Methodist Council of Bishops, 1986, p. 92). Given this situation, the bishops in a pastoral letter 
stated:

Therefore, we say a clear and unconditional No to nuclear war and any use of nuclear 
weapons. We conclude that nuclear deterrence is a position that cannot receive the 
church’s blessing (United Methodist Council of Bishops, p.92). 

For moving toward a nuclear-free world they recommended four measures: (1) comprehensive test 
ban to inaugurate a nuclear freeze; (2) consolidated of existing treaties and phased reductions; (3) 
bans on space weapons; and (4) no-first-use agreement (United Methodist Council of Bishop, 
1986, pp. 74-78).

  The 1988 United Methodist General Conference, the official governing body, endorsed In 
Defense of Creation (United Methodist Church, 1988) and in following quadrennial meetings 
supported concrete steps toward a world free of nuclear weapons. A 2004 resolution described the 
doctrine of nuclear deterrence as “morally corrupt and spiritually bankrupt” because “nuclear 
weapons hold innocent people hostage for political and military purposes” (United Methodist 
Church, 2004, p. 889).
 In the last thirty years all of the “mainline” Protestant churches and the historic peace 
churches in the United States have taken strong stands against the use of nuclear weapons and have 
supported policies leading to the elimination. 

Orthodox

 Orthodox Churches from many nations are members of the World Council of Churches and 
in that sense support WCC policies on nuclear weapons. They also speak for themselves in their 
own countries. In the United States branches of the Orthodox Church – Russian, Greek, and others 
- have joined interfaith initiatives for the elimination of nuclear weapons. In Russia, Patriarch 
Kirill, head of the Russian Orthodox Church, speaking in 2007 in Sarov, the center of Russia’s 
nuclear weapons industry, indicated that Russia required nuclear arms to enable it to remain a 
sovereign state during the Cold War. That is because of the deterrent value of nuclear weapons. 
Nevertheless, he said, the Church favors a world without nuclear weapons (Kirill, 2007). 

Roman Catholic  

 In the Roman Catholic Church, popes have spoken against the use of nuclear weapons 
since the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima. Pope Pius XII (pope from 1939 to 1958) in his 
1954 Easter message demanded “the effective proscription and banishment of atomic…warfare,” 
calling the arms race a “costly relationship of mutual terror” (Pius XII, 1954). 

 Pope John XXXIII (1958-1963) in his1963 papal encyclical Pacem in Terris called for the 
cessation of the arms race, noting:

The stock-piles of armaments which have been built up in various countries must be 
reduced all round and simultaneously by the parties concerned. Nuclear weapons must be 
banned. A general agreement must be reached on a suitable disarmament program, with an 
effective system of mutual control. (John XXIII, 1963)

 Gaudium et Spes (“Joy and Hope”), a pastoral constitution coming out of the Second 
Vatican Council and promulgated by Pope Paul VI (1963-78) in 1965, stated:

Any act of war aimed indiscriminately at the destruction of entire cities of extensive areas 
along with their population is a crime against God and man himself. It merits unequivocal 
and unhesitating condemnation. (Paul VI, 1965)

However, the document noted that some “scientific weapons” are amassed for retaliation and 
therefore serve as a “deterrent to possible enemy attack.” But this “is not a safe way to preserve 
a steady peace, nor is the so-called balance resulting from this race a sure and authentic peace.” 
A better way is to “labor to put an end at last to the arms race, and to make a true beginning of 
disarmament, not unilaterally indeed, but proceeding at an equal pace according to agreement, 
and backed up by true and workable safeguards” (Paul VI, 1965). 

 When Pope John Paul II (1978-2005) spoke in the Hiroshima Peace Memorial Hall in 
February 1981 he called on heads of state and of government and those who hold political and 
economic power to pledge ourselves “that war will never be tolerated or sought as a means of 
resolving differences; let us promise our fellow human beings that we will work untiringly for 
disarmament and the banishing of all nuclear weapons” (John Paul II, 1981).

 Speaking to the United Nations General Assembly in June 1982, Pope John Paul II stated:

The teaching of the Catholic Church in this area has been clear and consistent. It has 
deplored the arms race, called nonetheless for mutual progressive and verifiable reduction 
of armaments as well as greater safeguards against possible misuse of these weapons. It has 
done so while urging that the independence, freedom and legitimate security of each and 
every nation be respected. In current conditions "deterrence" based on balance, certainly 
not as an end in itself but as step on the way toward a progressive disarmament, may still 
be judged morally acceptable. Nonetheless in order to ensure peace, it is indispensable not 
to be satisfied with this minimum which is always susceptible to the real danger of 
explosion. (John Paul II, 1982)

Pope Benedict XVI (2005-2013) in a message on World Day of Peace 2006 indicated:

In a nuclear war there would be no victors, only victims. The truth of peace requires that 
all - whether those governments which openly or secretly possess nuclear arms, or those 
planning to acquire them �- agree to change their course by clear and firm decisions, and 
strive for a progressive and concerted nuclear disarmament. (Benedict XVI, 2006) 

At the 2010 Review Conference of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty Msgr Celestino Migliore 
delivered a message from Benedict XVI encouraging “initiatives that seek progressive 
disarmament and the creation of zones free of nuclear weapons, with a view to their complete 
elimination from the planet" (Migliore, 2010).
 With this decades-long support for nuclear disarmament the Holy See has become 
impatient with the lack of progress toward this objective. This was shown in an address by 
Archbishop Francis Chullikat, the permanent observer of the Holy See to the United Nations, in 
Kansas City, Missouri in 2011. He said:

The Holy See has never countenanced nuclear deterrence as a permanent measure, nor does 
it today when it is evident that nuclear deterrence drives the development of ever newer 
nuclear arms, thus preventing genuine nuclear disarmament…. Nuclear deterrence 
prevents genuine nuclear disarmament. It maintains an unacceptable hegemony over 
non-nuclear development for the poorest half of the world's population. It is a fundamental 
obstacle to achieving a new age of global security. (Chullikat, 2011)

He noted that the Catholic Church had embraced a 1996 decision of the International Court of 
Justice calling for “negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and 
effective international control." He reiterated the Holy See’s support “for transparent, verifiable, 
global and irreversible nuclear disarmament and for addressing seriously the issues of nuclear 
strategic arms, the tactical ones and their means of delivery (Chullikat, 2011). 

 Pope Francis in 2015 address to the United Nations General Assembly stated: 

There is urgent need to work for a world free of nuclear weapons, in full application of the 
non-proliferation Treaty, in letter and spirit, with the goal of a complete prohibition of 
these weapons. (Francis, 2015)

 In the United States in the early 1980s, the National Conference of Catholic Bishops 
undertook an in-depth study of war and peace with special attention to nuclear weapons. Working 
from the moral principles of the just-war tradition, they indicated: 

• Every nation has a right and duty to defend itself against unjust aggression.
• Offensive war of any kind is morally unjustifiable.
• The intentional killing of innocent civilians or non-combatants is always wrong.
• Even defensive response to unjust attack can cause destruction which violates the 

principle of proportionality, going far beyond the limits of legitimate defense. 
(National Conference of Catholic Bishops, 1983, p. iii) 

Applying these principles to nuclear weapons, the U.S. Catholic bishops spoke against initiation 
of nuclear war and against any use of nuclear weapons to destroy population centers or other 
predominantly civilian targets even in retaliatory action. They opposed initiation of nuclear war 
and expressed skepticism of even a limited nuclear war. Following the leadership of Pope John 
Paul II, they accepted “a strictly conditional moral acceptance of deterrence” but not adequate as 
a long-term basis for peace (National Conference of Catholic Bishops, 1983, pp v-vi).

 Over the years the U.S. Catholic bishops have retained their strong interest in nuclear 
disarmament. In 2010, Cardinal Francis George, then President of the U.S. Conference of Catholic 
Bishops, wrote: 

The horribly destructive capacity of nuclear arms makes them disproportionate and 
indiscriminate weapons that endanger human life and dignity like no other armaments. 
Their use as a weapon of war is rejected in Church teaching based on just war norms. 
Although we cannot anticipate every step on the path humanity must walk, we can point 
with moral clarity to a destination that moves beyond deterrence to a world free of the 
nuclear threat. (George, 2010)

For this to happen “the Church urges that nuclear deterrence be replaced with concrete measures 
of disarmament based on dialogue and multilateral negotiations” (George, 2010). 

Islamic Perspective

“A Common Word,” a report addressed by Muslim scholars to Christian leaders, notes that 
Christians and Muslims together make up more than 55 percent of the world’s population. They 
then observe:

If Muslims and Christians are not at peace, the world cannot be at peace. With the terrible 
weaponry of the modern world; with Muslims and Christians intertwined everywhere as 
never before, no side can unilaterally win a conflict between more than half of the world’s 
inhabitants. Thus, our common future is at stake. The very survival of the world itself is at 
stake. (A Common Word, 2007, pp. 72-73) 

 Jamal Badawi and Muzammil H. Siddiqi in an essay published by the Muslim-Christian 
Initiative on the Nuclear Weapons Danger offered six powerful reasons for Muslims to oppose the 
production, deployment, and use of nuclear weapons.

(1) They represent a serious threat to peace, while peace is a central theme of                       
 Islam.
(2)  They are brutal and merciless, and thus violate the Qur’anic description of the Prophet 

Muhammad (peace be upon him) as “mercy to all the worlds.”
(3)  They are contrary to Islam’s promotion of human fellowship.
(4)  Nuclear weapons do not fall with the scope of legitimate self-defense… Not only do they 

not discriminate between combatants and noncombatants, but the great majority of victims 
are likely to be noncombatants… Repelling aggression is permissible in Islam, but only 
with the minimum cost of life and property. Nuclear weapons cause destruction of the 
environment that lasts for hundreds, if not thousands, of years.

(5)  Nuclear weapons research and production waste a huge amount of resources.
(6)  While the argument for nuclear deterrence is not un-Islamic in principle, and while such 

deterrence apparently did work during the Cold War, there is no guarantee that it will work 

in the future. Nor is there any guarantee that nuclear weapons will not fall into the hands of 
non-state actors. (Badawi and Siggiqi, 2005, pp. 26-27)

 The authors continue:

Considering all of these points, we must conclude that it is harâm (forbidden) to 
deploy nuclear weapons. The sharî’ah of Allah could never approve such weapons. 
According to the principles of Islamic law, there should instead be a universal ban 
on their development and possession. No criteria exist that allow some states to 
maintain nuclear weapons while others are denied of them. (Badawi and Siggiqi, 
2005, p. 27)

 
 In applying such beliefs, Iran Supreme Leader, Ali Khamenei, on a number of occasions 
has said that possession and use of nuclear weapons are contrary to Islamic law. In 2005, Iran 
communicated to the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) that Ayatollah Khamenei had 
issued a fatwa [religious edict] that “the production, stockpiling and use of nuclear weapons are 
forbidden under Islamic law and that the Islamic Republic of Iran shall never acquire these 
weapons” (International Atomic Energy Agency (2005, p. 121).  In a letter to the 2010 Review 
Conference of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, Khamenei wrote: "We consider the use of 
such weapons as haram (religiously forbidden) and believe that it is everyone's duty to make 
efforts to secure humanity against this great disaster."  In an address on August 30, 2012 at the 16th 
Non-Aligned Summit in Tehran, he stated:

The Islamic Republic of Iran considers the use of nuclear, chemical and similar weapons 
as a great and unforgivable sin. We proposed the idea of ‘Middle East free of nuclear 
weapons’ and we are committed to it. This does not mean forgoing our right to peaceful use 
of nuclear power and production of nuclear fuel. On the basis of international laws, 
peaceful use of nuclear energy is a right of every country…. Our motto is: “Nuclear energy 
for all and nuclear weapons for none.” (Khamenei, 2012)

 Some analysts observe that Ayatollah Khamenei sometimes speaks of production, 
stockpiling, and use of nuclear weapons and sometimes only use. They speculate that this implies 
that Iran might want to produce nuclear weapons as a deterrent, but there have been no public 
statements using deterrence language. Such clarification might occur during ongoing negotiations 
about Iran’s nuclear capability.

Summary

 In reviewing Jewish, Christian, and Islamic perspectives on nuclear weapons, we find 
many common features.  
 There is a broad consensus that use of nuclear weapons would be morally wrong because 
of the harm to large numbers of non-combatants and the environment. Widespread use would be 
disastrous for humankind and the planet Earth. A small minority believes that limited nuclear war 
might be acceptable as a final measure for national defense, but most maintain that nuclear weap-

ons are so powerful and indiscriminate that even limited use would be wrong. Although not part of 
our previous discussion, there are also some in the faith community who believe that nuclear war 
would be acceptable as an eschatological event prior to the final day of judgment and commence-
ment of a messianic era.
 Among the three faiths there has been some acceptance of development, production, and 
deployment of nuclear weapons as a measure of deterrence for self-defense in order to dissuade 
other nations from nuclear or conventional attack. However, a growing number reject nuclear 
deterrence because of the immorality of in effect holding civilian population hostage. Some deter-
rence adherents believe if deterrence fails and a nation is attacked, nuclear weapons should not be 
used in retaliation. 
 There is widespread support for negotiation of arms control agreements and for unilateral 
actions to reduce nuclear arsenals.  
 Although not discussed in previous sections, many voices in the faith community observe 
that the nuclear arms race is a waste of resources and that funds could be better spent for measures 
that improve human and community welfare.
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Abstract

This paper examined the strategic role women and women organizations play in the resolution of 
conflicts in Benue state especially in the last five years (2011-2016), with the persistence of the 
pastoralist / farmers clashes. Benue state has the unfortunate lot of attacks and women have been 
at the receiving end as majority of them are engaged in agricultural production that sustains the 
economy and the population. Government has responded in addressing these conflicts, but we 
must reckon with the great role women under several organizations have sought to interface 
government in preventing these conflicts and also offering relief materials to the displaced 
populations. The paper surveyed some of these women organizations and the strategies they have 
adopted in reducing the conflicts. Using liberal feminist theory as a framework of analysis, the 
paper showed how socio-cultural factors are constraining the women organization’s effort at 
resolving conflicts. The study demonstrated how the non-confrontational approach adopted by 
women has continued to douse out the conflicts and helped to ameliorate the conditions of women, 
children and men affected by the conflicts. It is hoped that stronger collaboration of these women 
groups and government through legislative provisions will seriously address these conflicts and 
their negative consequences on the people.

Keywords: women, women organizations, conflict resolution

Introduction

Violent conflicts ranging from communal, ethnic, religious, and political have become a 
recurrent decimal in Nigeria. The situation has become extremely worrisome since the return to 
democratic rule in 1999 (Imobighe, 2003). In Benue state, the story is not different! Communal, 
inter-ethnic, political, and more recently, herdsmen and farmers conflict have led to loss of lives 
and property, increased poverty, and massive displacement of people. Generally, conflict affects 
all members of the society but in most cases, it is women that suffer the most. During periods of 
conflicts, women suffer from sexual abuse, psychological pains and carry the burden of caring for 
children and the aged. In a study conducted in 200l by USAID cited in Scheper (2002) which 
analyzed the impact of deadly intrastate conflict on women and women organizations from 
Rwanda, Cambodia, Guatemala, El Salvador, Georgia, and Bosnia and Herzegovina showed that 
there are five major impacts of intrastate conflict on women and gender relations:

a.    Violence against civilians, of which 95% is female
b.    Internal displacement, of which 90% is women and children
c.    Redefinition of female identities in the society, both as victims and as perpetrators
d.    Increased poverty and starvation, as a result of targeted destruction of civilian   

 property and
e.    Communal violence leading to lasting bitterness, anger and hatred. 

The research concluded by observing that in all six countries, the most traumatizing factor 
for women in conflict is the lack of physical security, both during the conflict and the post conflict 
demobilization of the militia. It keeps women confined in their homes, not being able to move 
around freely. Rape was used as a regular tool of warfare and torture in all six case countries 
(Scheper, 2002). Moreover, many women saw themselves forced to engage in prostitution in the 
post conflict era, as the only available means of income. Family structures were damaged through 
death and trauma, resulting in women becoming heads of households and an increased incidence 
of domestic violence.
  Despite the fact that women suffer the most during the period of conflicts, formal conflict 
resolution mechanisms exclude women in the decision-making process. Falch (2010) underscored 
the above view by stating that women are often excluded from formal peace negotiations and are 
marginally involved in political decision-making process. However, since the passing of the 
United Nations Resolution 1325 in 2000 which advocates for the equal representation of women 
in key decision bodies, greater political space was opened for women groups to play significant 
roles in conflict resolution globally (Falch, 2010). While extolling the role of women organizations 
in the formal mechanism of conflict resolution, Falch (2010) acknowledged that, even though the 
role of women has not been appreciated, women have continued to play significant roles in 
community peacebuilding and have made valuable contributions to peace during and after conflict.

In Nigeria and Benue state in particular, since the return to democratic rule in 1999, there 
has been a proliferation in the number of women organizations that have been playing significant 
roles in conflict resolutions. For instance, women groups such as Women in Nigeria (WIN), 
Country Women Association of Nigeria (COWAN), Women, Law and Development Centre 
(WLDC), Community Women and Development (COWAD), International Federation of Female 

In Nigeria, there are well documented accounts of the exploits of Nigerian women and 
women organizations in conflict resolution. According to Idris and Habu (2012), women 
organizations in Nigeria have played significant roles in conflict resolution. For instance, Pisagih, 
Degri, Ajemasu and Muhammad (2015) observed that the role of women organizations in conflict 
resolution in Nigeria can be traced as far back as to the Aba women riot of 1929, the Egba women 
movement of the early 1920s to the 1950s, the Ogharefe women uprising of 1984. These are 
circumstances where women organizations in Nigeria organised and exercised their collective 
power to resolve conflict and build peace.

In Benue state, women organizations have also played significant roles in conflict 
resolution. Their role has been demonstrated particularly in the conflict between herdsmen and 
farmers in Benue state between 2011 to 2016 which led to loss of lives and property and left a lot 
of people in refugee camps, towns and  other settlements including Agaigbe, Naka, Atukpu, 
Tse-Iorbogo and other missionary centers outside the conflict areas, including Mission Station 
Ajigba of the NKST Church and other Christian centers like the Catholic Church premises in 
Agaigbe and the voluntary organization in the Local Government Areas (Women Environmental 
Programme, 2012). In a similar view, the herdsmen have dared not to go near the boundaries of 
Gwer-west Local Government Area. They were also displaced from where they had found pasture. 

During this conflict, Women Environmental Programme (2012) organized a multi-stake 
holder meeting that brought together the Benue state government, Miyetti-Allah Cattle Breeders 
Association, traditional rulers in Benue state, Christian Association of Nigeria (CAN) - Benue 
state chapter, Ja’amatu Nasiru Islam (JNI), Benue state and Civil Society Organizations. The 
forum provided a platform for farmers and herdsmen to come together to discuss how to resolve 
their differences and to educate both parties on other topical issues in the society like population 
increase and desertification which has increased the migration of herdsmen into the Benue 
trough/valley thereby exacerbating the conflict between the two groups.  

In a similar vein, women organizations such as Catholic Women Organisations (CWO) in 
Benue state have at different times reached out to different groups for deliberation, negotiation, 
compromises, and agreements on conflict resolution (Ikelegbe, 2003). Apart from helping to 
resolve conflict in Benue state, the organization has been able to provide a neutral ground where 
parties involved in conflict can come together to build bridges of trust, understanding and 
confidence (Ikelegbe,2003). They have also participated in providing relief materials to victims of 
conflict. For instance, during the herdsmen and farmer’s conflict in the state from 2011 to 2015 for 
which many citizens of the state particularly women were living in refugee camps across the state, 
the CWO donated relief materials such as food items, clothing, and free medical treatment to the 
victims of the conflict.

Other women organizations such as market women association have at different times in 
the course of the farmers-herdsmen conflict in Benue state used different strategies such as street 
protest and closing of shops in the market places to draw the attention of local, state and Federal 
government for peace to return to the state.

Challenges faced by Women Organizations in Conflict Resolution in Benue State

There are different factors limiting the role of women organizations in conflict resolution. 

One of the major problems facing women organization in Benue state is lack of funds to 
implement conflict resolution programs (Ahule & Ugba, 2014; Abari, 2014; Akuadna, 2014). 
Most of these organizations do not have adequate funds to organize workshops and seminars to 
educate members of the public on the need to live in peace. Besides, creating a platform where 
stakeholders involved in conflict can come to the negotiation table also requires funds which most 
women organizations in Benue do not have. This greatly limits the potentials of women 
organizations in conflict resolution. 

Secondly, in Benue state and Nigeria in general, people still believe and look up to 
government for the resolution of public problems and conflict. As a matter of fact, Ikelegbe (2003) 
observed that groups and communities in Benue state have more confidence in the ability of the 
state to resolve conflict. The implication here is that, even when women organizations have made 
concerted efforts to reach out to groups involved in conflict, people still believe that they do not 
possess the requisite influence, resources, integrity, and credibility to intervene and resolve 
conflict (Ikelegbe, 2003).

Thirdly, both the local, state and federal government in Nigeria have given women 
organizations and groups outside the realm of the state a marginal role in conflict resolution. There 
is poor partnership between government and other institutions outside the scope of the state in 
conflict resolution. In some cases, the state view other organizations and women groups with 
suspicion. Infact, Odeh (2012) observed that state officials view other groups outside the purview 
of the state as competitors of power and influence in the public sphere rather than partners in peace 
process. This also serves as a major setback for women organizations working in the area of 
conflict resolution.

Fourthly, most women organizations that are involved in conflict resolution lack 
experience, exposure and skills in negotiation, advocacy, and lobbying techniques (Agbalajobi, 
2002). Women have always been kept secluded from the political arena and sphere of 
decision-making; therefore, in many situations they are unable to participate. 

Lastly, women organizations in Benue state are also faced with the challenge of 
marginalization and stigmatization by powerful government and other non-governmental 
organizations (Munuve, nd). Besides, they also suffer from physical harassment from local men 
and security forces which is especially likely to happen in post conflict situations where gender 
tensions are usually high.

Conclusion and Recommendations

Based on the foregoing, the following recommendations have been made to improve the 
involvement of women organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state.

First, there must be change of attitudes among the people regarding the role of women and 
women organizations in Benue state and Nigeria in general. Women groups should be given 
greater role in all segments of the society. This can be achieved by sensitizing members of the 
public through printed and electronic media on the need to give women more political space to 
participate in decision making process.

Secondly, government at all levels in Nigeria need to partner with women organizations 

and other groups to resolve conflict. The state alone cannot resolve conflict in Nigeria. It is the 
submission of this paper that one-sector-approach would be inadequate to resolve conflicts in 
Nigeria. Therefore, the government needs to engage a broad-based coalition of actors, and women 
organizations need a seat on the table if any meaningful progress is to be made. This is because, 
according to the Dutch Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment, Conflict Resolution Unit 
states that partnering with women groups in conflict resolution fosters a wider popular mandate for 
peace, making it more sustainable.

Thirdly, women organizations in Benue state working in the area of conflict resolution 
needs to be strengthened in terms of training, skills and methods of operation and functioning 
(James, 2003). Most of these organizations are not well trained and properly equipped to resolve 
conflict. 

Lastly, women organizations in Benue state need to develop alternative ways of raising 
funds to implement their programs. Most of these organizations depend heavily on foreign 
donations and this is not adequate.
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Lawyers (FIDA), Women’s Right Advancement and Protection Alternative (WRAPA), and 
Catholic Women Organisations (CWO) have all played key roles in conflict resolution in Nigeria. 
Despite the significant role women organizations have played in conflict resolution in Benue state, 
their contributions have been neglected. There are two reasons for this. First, due to cultural and 
religious reasons, women are treated as second class citizens and therefore not given a seat at the 
table of conflict resolution process. Second, most people in Nigeria tend to believe that the issue of 
conflict resolution belongs to the realm of government and the business sector only. As a result of 
this, a comprehensive understanding of the role of women organizations in peacebuilding and 
conflict resolution has continued to be a major gap in the available literature particularly in the 
context of developing countries such as Nigeria. It is because of this gap in knowledge that this paper 
seeks to examine the contributions of women organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state.

Conceptual Clarification

In this paper, concepts such as women organizations and conflict resolution will be 
explained to sanitize the reader to their meaning and usage in this work.

Women organizations:  refer to all voluntary organizations led and managed by women 
that promote women’s welfare and gender equality (Kumar, n.d.). Examples of these organizations 
in Benue state include Women in Nigeria (WIN), International Federation of Female Lawyers 
(FIDA), Women’s Right Advancement and Protection Alternative (WRAPA), Catholic Women 
Organisations (CWO), Association of Market Women, Mzough U Kase, among others.

Conflict Resolution: is a range of processes aimed at alleviating or eliminating sources of 
conflict (Pisagih, Degri, Ajemasu & Muhammed, 2015). Miller and King (2003) define conflict 
resolution as “a variety of approaches aimed at terminating conflicts through the constructive 
solving of problems, distinct from management or transformation of conflicts.” In their view, 
Miall, Ramsbotham and Woodhouse (1999), the essence of conflict resolution is to identify the 
root causes of conflict, address and resolve them, and behaviour is no longer violent, nor are 
attitudes hostile any longer, while the structure of the conflict has been changed. Mitchel and 
Banks (1998) refer to conflict resolution as: 

i. An outcome in which the issue in an existing conflict are satisfactorily dealt with 
through a solution that is mutually acceptable to the parties, self-sustaining in the 
long run and productive of a new, positive relationship between parties that were 
previously hostile adversaries; and 

ii.  Any process or procedure by which such an outcome is achieved. 

Whatever the definition offered, the purpose of conflict resolution is to ensure that conflict is 
resolved for peaceful co-existence between individuals, groups, communities, and nations. 

Methodology

The study adopted descriptive research design. Secondary sources of data were obtained 

from the organizational records of women organizations involved in conflict resolution for a 
period of five years (2011-2016). In addition, other secondary sources of data such as newspapers, 
magazines, government records were also used. There are many registered and unregistered 
women organizations in Benue state. As a result of this, the study used purposive sampling 
technique to select only registered women organizations that were involved in conflict resolution 
in Benue state. The rational for studying women organizations involved in conflict resolutions is 
because, these organizations have made significant contributions to peace and conflict resolution, 
but their contributions have not been well documented and acknowledged.

Theoretical Framework

In this paper, liberal feminist theory has been employed to explain the role of women 
organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state. Liberal feminism is premised on the idea that 
gender inequality in society is a product of patriarchal and sexist patterning of division of labor 
(Idyorough, 2005). Based on the assumptions of liberal feminism, gender is socially constructed 
and is manifest in the division of labor where domestic work that is devalued and not remunerated 
is assigned to women while work outside the home is highly remunerated and is assigned to men. 
This whole phenomenon is perpetuated through patriarchal ideology (Idyorough, 2005).

The theory explains the lack of recognition for the role of women organizations in conflict 
resolution to our cultural beliefs and attitudes. The theory argues that the society believes that it is 
the men who are supposed to be involved in outdoor activities such as conflict resolution while 
women are supposed to be involved in menial jobs such as childcare and housekeeping. 
Consequently, even though women organizations have played important roles in conflict 
resolution, their roles have not been recognized simply because they are women organizations. 
Perhaps if these organizations were formed by men, their roles would have been acknowledged. 
This paper therefore states that, for the women organizations to be deeply involved in conflict 
resolution and their contributions to be appreciated, there has to be a change in our cultural beliefs 
and attitudes.

The Role of Women Organizations in Conflict Resolution in Benue State

The contributions of women organizations to conflict resolution cannot be over 
emphasized. According to Scheper (2002), the responses of local women’s groups in dealing with 
conflict, rehabilitation and peace appear to be remarkably similar around the world too. The 
women NGOs are mostly active in trauma counselling, micro-credit, voter education, gender 
awareness, law reform and political advocacy. They draw the attention of authorities to civilian 
security, e.g. through security sector reforms and greater participation of women in police forces, 
judiciary and in peace committees (Scheper, 2002). 
  In West Africa, Alaga (2010) states that women have played significant roles in situations 
relating to peace and war for centuries, primarily as traditional peace-makers, as priestesses who 
confer with gods to determine whether it was right to go to war or not, as praise singers for men 
during battles as a boost to ensure their victory, or as custodians of culture. In each culture there 
are stories of women who have played some leadership roles as peace envoys or harbingers of 
peace in their communities (Alaga, 2010).

Attitudes of Judaism, Christianity, and 
Islam: Toward Nuclear Weapons

Abstract

In reviewing Jewish, Christian, and Islamic perspectives on nuclear weapons we find that there is 
a broad consensus that the use of nuclear weapons would be morally wrong because of the harm 
to large numbers of non-combatants and the environment. However, a small minority believes that 
limited nuclear war might be acceptable as a final measure for national defense, and some in the 
faith community believe that nuclear war would be acceptable as an eschatological event prior to 
the final Day of Judgment and commencement of a messianic age. Among the three faiths there 
has been some acceptance of deployment of nuclear weapons as a measure of deterrence for 
self-defense in order to dissuade other nations from nuclear or conventional attack. However, a 
growing number reject nuclear deterrence because of the immorality of in effect holding civilian 
population hostage. Within the faith community there is widespread support for negotiation of 
arms control agreements and for unilateral actions to reduce nuclear arsenals. 
Keywords: Judaism, Christianity, Islam, nuclear weapons, disarmament

Introduction

Since the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima on Augusts 6, 1945 representatives of 
Judaism, Christianity, and Islam have spoken out on the possession and use of nuclear weapons. 
Among them there is a broad consensus that nuclear weapons should never be used because of 
harm to God’s creation: massive loss of human lives and disastrous destruction of the 
environment. Although some believe that it is acceptable for a nation to possess nuclear weapons 
as a deterrent against nuclear attack or an overwhelming conventional attack from another nation, 
many insist that it is time to go beyond deterrence and seek the global elimination of nuclear 
weapons.  

Jewish Perspective

 In 1962 when the nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union was 
accelerating, Rabbi Maurice Lamm (1962) of the Floral Park Jewish Center in New York made 
distinction between obligatory wars and optional wars. He concluded that as a matter of 
self-defense it was obligatory to oppose the quest of the Soviet Union to gain world domination 
with Communism. That was because Communism violates the basic moral principles of Judaism 
and Israel would cease to exist as a nation if the Soviet Union ruled the world. Therefore, the 
expansionist Soviet Union must be opposed with nuclear weapons even if it resulted in a nuclear 
war that destroyed life on earth. Thus, it would be preferable to be dead than red.
 In a rejoinder Rabbi Immanuel Jakobovits of the Fifth Avenue Synagogue, who later 
became the Chief Rabbi of Great Britain, took up the issue of self-defense. He noted in 1962 that 
the Torah and teaching of rabbis allow slaying an attacker to save one’s own life (Exodus 22.1 
[22.2 in RSVP]; Rashi on BT Sanhedrin 72a). But the defender would not be entitled to forestall 
the attack at the cost of both lives, such as by blowing up the house. He commented, “In view of 
this vital limitation of the law of self-defense, it would appear that a defensive war likely to 
endanger the survival of the attacking and the defending nations alike, if not the entire human race, 
can never be justified” (Sapertstein, pp. 7-8).
 Neither rabbi, of course, wanted the world to face that choice of red or dead. Rabbi Lamm 
favored nuclear deterrence which so far had prevented nuclear war. He wrote, “Constant 
negotiation between the atomic powers must continue in order to probe new possibilities of 
peacefully settling the differences between East and West” (Lamm, 1962, p. 177).  
 Twenty years later when the nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet 
Union intensified again, the Commission on Social Action of Reformed Judaism took up this issue 
in a report Preventing the Nuclear Holocaust: A Jewish Response edited by Rabbi David 
Saperstein (1983). The report reviews the five regulations of war, drawn from the halacha (Jewish 
law): force not an end in itself, opportunity for the opponent to choose peace, concern for lives of 
non-combatants, waged so as not to destroy God’s creation, before ever battle reading the rules and 
regulations of war (Saperstein, 1983, pp. 8-13). As applied to an optional war, the report 
concludes:

Clearly the speed with which nuclear war could happen, the distance over which it is 

fought and the virtual absence of opportunity to use human judgements to regulate the war 
once the missiles are launched mitigate against the ability of any nation to fight a “humane” 
nuclear war. From this brief view of the halachic stipulations on war, it is evident that 
nuclear war would violate almost every rule and regulation and would thereby be 
impermissible. (Saperstein, 1983, p.13)

 The report then cites a number of rabbis to show that the weight of the Jewish tradition is 
clearly arrayed against the use of nuclear weapons (Saperstein, 1983, pp. 19-31). But what about 
the current nuclear build-up and stockpiling? Under what circumstances is possession of nuclear 
weapons per se, permissible or prohibited? In answering the report draws upon the halachic 
concept of geder (fence) that some things are prohibited not because they are evil in and of 
themselves but because they might lead to evil things. Rabbi Saul Berman applied this reasoning 
to stockpiling nuclear weapons which “will likely lead to consequences which will violate Jewish 
law” (Saperstein, p. 36). As Rabbi Jakobovits wrote in his 1962 article, “Once the recourse to 
atomic warfare, even in self defense (retaliation), is eliminated, the threat of resorting to it when 
attacked (deterrent) would naturally have to be abandoned. A threat is effective, and can be 
justified, only as the possibility to carry it out exists” (Saperstein, p. 36). 

This being the case, Preventing the Nuclear Holocaust devotes considerable attention to 
ways of ending the nuclear arms race, such as freeze on production and deployment of nuclear 
weapons and other methods of nuclear arms control and reduction.
 This issue was taken up again in 1991 in a book entitled Confronting Omnicide: Jewish 
Reflections on Weapons of Mass Destruction, edited by Daniel Landes (1991). Fifteen essays offer 
diverse points of view but have a common concern that God’s creation would be at risk in nuclear 
war. Pinchas Peli from Ben Gurion University, Be’er Sheva, Israel writes:

As to the universal threat of destruction of the world through the weapons of mass 
destruction, the view of Torah is crystal clear: The world created by God was meant for 
life; it was given over to Man to rule, to preserve and cultivate, and not to destroy and 
mutilate. (Landes, 1991, pp. 72-73)

Translating this into practice, he continues:

One is not allowed to willingly destroy any created being. This prohibition is known in the 
Halakhah as bal tash’hit – Do not destroy. The rabbis, of course, derive this prohibition 
from Scripture: “When thou shalt besiege a city a long time, in making war against it to 
take it, thou shalt not destroy the trees thereof by wielding an axe against them: for thou 
mayest eat of them, and thou shalt not cut them down.” (Deuteronomy 20:10)

 In another essay Professor David Novak picks up this theme and cites rabbinic tradition 
over the centuries in support of the prohibition of wanton destruction. He concludes: “The evil of 
nuclear war, which cannot be justified by any of the usual criteria of temporary destruction for the 
sake of ultimate victory, is to be emphasized continually.” He adds, “It seems that bilateral, not 
unilateral disarmament is what is required” (Landes, 1991, p. 115). 
 In an essay on “Nuclear Deterrence and Nuclear War” Professor Walter S. Wurzburger 

believes that “the actual use of nuclear weapons must be ruled out, for it is inconceivable to 
sanction the very extinction of the human race.” But one-sided renunciation of their use “would 
rule out any possibility of defense or deterrence against adversaries who threaten nuclear 
aggression.” Therefore, “we have no choice but to continue to rely on the threat of nuclear 
retaliation to deter nuclear aggression.” But that choice is fraught with moral problems and must 
be considered a lesser evil. It would be better to gain universal acceptance of a “no first use 
pledge” (Landes, 1991, pp. 224-233). 
 Although the much of the background for discussion about nuclear weapons is the nuclear 
arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union with their enormous arsenals, Israel’s 
possession of nuclear weapons also enters into the picture. In his book Israel and the Bomb, Avner 
Cohen describes Israel’s approach as nuclear opacity – “a situation in which a state’s nuclear 
capability has not been acknowledged, but is recognized in a way that influences other nation’s 
perceptions and actions” (Cohen, 1998, p. 2). In his second book The Worst-Kept Secret, he uses 
the Hebrew term amimut with connotation of both opacity and ambiguity to describe this approach 
(Cohen 2010, xxxii). Although the Israeli government has never officially admitted that it has 
nuclear weapons, enough information has become available to estimate that Israel possesses 
approximately 80 nuclear weapons (Federation of American Scientists, 2017).  
 Because of amimut the Israeli government has never publicly articulated its rationale for 
acquiring nuclear weapons. In fact, there is a prohibition against public discussion of nuclear 
issues, a ban “rigidly enforce by Israeli military censorship (the Censora), which bans any 
reference to Israeli’s nuclear weapons in the Israeli media” (Cohen, 2010, p. xxix). However, one 
can project that the policy emphasizes deterrence as a matter of self-defense to prevent an 
existential threat to Israel. Some Jewish writers consider this legitimate in the present political 
situation. Others raise a note of caution that actual use would be disastrous. 

Christian Perspective

Protestant

After the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima, Japan, on August 6, 1945, the Federal 
Council of the Churches of Christ in America asked a commission of theologians to formulate a 
response. In February 1946 the commission issued a report entitled Atomic Warfare and Christian 
Faith that began with an act of contrition:

As American Christians, we are deeply penitent for the irresponsible use already made of 
the atomic bomb. We have agreed that, whatever be one’s judgment of the ethics of war in 
principle, the surprise bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki are morally indefensible. 
They repeated in a ghastly form the indiscriminate slaughter of non-combatants that has 
become familiar during World War II. They were released without specific warning, under 
conditions which virtually assured the deaths of 100,000 civilians. (Lunger, 1988, p. 303)

The theologians urged that all manufacture of atomic bombs be stopped, pending the development 
of international controls and called upon the United States “to affirm publicly, with suitable 

guarantees, that it will under no circumstances be the first to use atomic weapons in any possible 
future war” (Lunger, 1988, p. 305). 

Four years later another commission of theologians appointed by the Federal Council of 
Churches in report on The Christian Conscience and Weapons of Mass Destruction came to the 
opposite conclusion. They noted: “Today, two great dangers threaten mankind, the danger that 
totalitarian tyranny may be extended over the world and the danger of global war” (Lunger, 1988, 
p. 317). The tyranny they feared was Soviet Communism which by 1950 had taken control of 
Eastern Europe and was moving aggressively in other parts of the world. What became known as 
the Cold War was underway. The report therefore insisted:

For as long as the existing situation holds, for the United States to abandon its atomic 
weapons or to give the impression that they would not be used, would leave the 
non-communist world with totally inadequate defense. For Christians to advocate such a 
policy would be to share responsibility for the worldwide tyranny that might result. 
(Lunger, 1988, p. 321)

The Commission found it difficult to draw an absolute line between types of weapons. “If, as we 
have felt bound to acknowledge, certain key industrial targets are inescapably involved in modern 
war, we find no moral distinction between destroying them with tons of T.N.T. or by fire as 
compared with an atomic bomb…Christian conscience guides us to restraint from destruction not 
essential to our total objective” (Landes, 1988, pp. 320-321). 
 In 1950 the Federal Council of Churches was reorganized as the National Council of the 
Churches of Christ in the USA (NCC). In years that followed the NCC put aside conditional 
acceptance of nuclear weapons in some circumstances and became a staunch advocate of their 
elimination. This history is narrated in a resolution, “Nuclear Disarmament: The Time is Now”, 
adopted by NCC General Assembly in 2009, that stated:

Jesus Christ, the Good Shepherd, declared that He had come to bring ‘abundant life" to 
humanity. Nuclear weapons, which have the capacity to destroy entire cities and nations, 
and, indeed, all life on earth, represent the diametric opposite to this. In fact, the only thing 
that they are capable of producing is "abundant death.’ The time has arrived to eliminate all 
of them, before they eliminate all of us. Be it therefore resolved that the National Council 
of the Churches of Christ in the U.S.A. hereby recommits itself to the total worldwide 
eradication of nuclear weapons. (National Council of Churches, 2009)

Over the years the National Association of Evangelicals (NAE) in the U.S. has also 
expressed its concern about nuclear weapons. Recognizing that within the membership are those 
who are committed to peace through strength and those who renounce the use of force as a matter 
of conscience, NAE has nevertheless favored arms control agreements to scale back the nuclear 
arms race. In “Nuclear Weapons 2011,” NAE laid out a course that included re-examining the 
moral and ethical basis for the doctrine of nuclear deterrence, maintaining the taboo against 
nuclear use, achieving verified mutual reductions in current nuclear stockpiles, and continuing 
dialogue on the effects of possession and threatened use of nuclear weapons (National Association 
of Evangelicals, 2011).

Elsewhere in NATO countries the Conference of European Churches and its Church and 
Society Commission have been active on nuclear disarmament issues, favoring a world free of 
nuclear weapons and specifically advocating the removal of tactical nuclear weapons from Europe 
(Conference of European Churches. 2013). 

In the United Kingdom many denominations support nuclear disarmament, expressed 
specifically in opposition to building a new trident submarine. Although the Church of England 
has tended to defer to the government on continuation of minimal nuclear deterrence, Dr. Rowan 
Williams, 104th Archbishop of Canterbury, speaking in Nagasaki, Japan in September 2009, said 
of nuclear weapons: 

They are necessarily indiscriminate; that is, they will always kill the innocent. They 
destroy the living environment; they have long-term effects on every aspect of the material 
and organic world…To work for a world free from nuclear arms is to work for the sake of 
that moral and human dignity.�(Williams, 2009)

In 1976 the Canadian Council of Churches established Project Plowshares as its vehicle to 
build peace and prevent war, and promote the peaceful resolution of political conflict. Developing 
support for the elimination of nuclear weapons has been a major focus (Project Plourshares, 2017). 

On the world stage the Ninth Assembly of World Council of Churches (WCC) in 2006 
recalled its long-standing opposition to nuclear weapons. 

From its birth as a fellowship of Christian churches the WCC has condemned nuclear 
weapons for their "widespread and indiscriminate destruction" and as "sin against God" in 
modern warfare (First WCC Assembly, 1948), recognized early that the only sure defense 
against nuclear weapons is prohibition, elimination and verification (Second Assembly) 
and, inter alia, called citizens to “press their governments to ensure national security 
without resorting to the use of weapons of mass destruction" (Fifth Assembly, 1975).

 The Second Assembly in 1954 called for “The prohibition of all weapons of mass 
destruction; including atomic and hydrogen bombs, with provision for international inspection and 
control, such as would safeguard the security of all nations, together with the drastic reduction of 
other armaments” (Visser 't Hooft, 1955, p. 146). The Ninth Assembly in 2006 adopted a “Minute 
on Elimination of Nuclear Arms”, noting that “Existing WCC policy urges all states to meet their 
treaty obligations to reduce and then destroy nuclear arsenals with adequate verification” and that 
“Churches must prevail upon governments until they recognize the incontrovertible immorality of 
nuclear weapons” (World Council of Churches, 2006). The Tenth Assembly in November 2013 
recommended that governments “Negotiate and establish a ban on the production, deployment, 
transfer and use of nuclear weapons in accordance with international humanitarian law” (World 
Council of Churches, 2013).

Among Protestant denominations, the United Methodist Council of Bishops in 1986 took 
up the nuclear weapons in a foundation document, In Defense of Creation: The Nuclear Crisis and 
a Just Peace (United Methodist Council of Bishops, 1986). They chose the title because God’s 
creation “is under attack…[from] the darkening shadows of threatening nuclear winter… [It is] “a 

crisis that threatens to assault not only the whole human family but planet earth itself” (United 
Methodist Council of Bishops, 1986, p. 92). Given this situation, the bishops in a pastoral letter 
stated:

Therefore, we say a clear and unconditional No to nuclear war and any use of nuclear 
weapons. We conclude that nuclear deterrence is a position that cannot receive the 
church’s blessing (United Methodist Council of Bishops, p.92). 

For moving toward a nuclear-free world they recommended four measures: (1) comprehensive test 
ban to inaugurate a nuclear freeze; (2) consolidated of existing treaties and phased reductions; (3) 
bans on space weapons; and (4) no-first-use agreement (United Methodist Council of Bishop, 
1986, pp. 74-78).

  The 1988 United Methodist General Conference, the official governing body, endorsed In 
Defense of Creation (United Methodist Church, 1988) and in following quadrennial meetings 
supported concrete steps toward a world free of nuclear weapons. A 2004 resolution described the 
doctrine of nuclear deterrence as “morally corrupt and spiritually bankrupt” because “nuclear 
weapons hold innocent people hostage for political and military purposes” (United Methodist 
Church, 2004, p. 889).
 In the last thirty years all of the “mainline” Protestant churches and the historic peace 
churches in the United States have taken strong stands against the use of nuclear weapons and have 
supported policies leading to the elimination. 

Orthodox

 Orthodox Churches from many nations are members of the World Council of Churches and 
in that sense support WCC policies on nuclear weapons. They also speak for themselves in their 
own countries. In the United States branches of the Orthodox Church – Russian, Greek, and others 
- have joined interfaith initiatives for the elimination of nuclear weapons. In Russia, Patriarch 
Kirill, head of the Russian Orthodox Church, speaking in 2007 in Sarov, the center of Russia’s 
nuclear weapons industry, indicated that Russia required nuclear arms to enable it to remain a 
sovereign state during the Cold War. That is because of the deterrent value of nuclear weapons. 
Nevertheless, he said, the Church favors a world without nuclear weapons (Kirill, 2007). 

Roman Catholic  

 In the Roman Catholic Church, popes have spoken against the use of nuclear weapons 
since the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima. Pope Pius XII (pope from 1939 to 1958) in his 
1954 Easter message demanded “the effective proscription and banishment of atomic…warfare,” 
calling the arms race a “costly relationship of mutual terror” (Pius XII, 1954). 

 Pope John XXXIII (1958-1963) in his1963 papal encyclical Pacem in Terris called for the 
cessation of the arms race, noting:

The stock-piles of armaments which have been built up in various countries must be 
reduced all round and simultaneously by the parties concerned. Nuclear weapons must be 
banned. A general agreement must be reached on a suitable disarmament program, with an 
effective system of mutual control. (John XXIII, 1963)

 Gaudium et Spes (“Joy and Hope”), a pastoral constitution coming out of the Second 
Vatican Council and promulgated by Pope Paul VI (1963-78) in 1965, stated:

Any act of war aimed indiscriminately at the destruction of entire cities of extensive areas 
along with their population is a crime against God and man himself. It merits unequivocal 
and unhesitating condemnation. (Paul VI, 1965)

However, the document noted that some “scientific weapons” are amassed for retaliation and 
therefore serve as a “deterrent to possible enemy attack.” But this “is not a safe way to preserve 
a steady peace, nor is the so-called balance resulting from this race a sure and authentic peace.” 
A better way is to “labor to put an end at last to the arms race, and to make a true beginning of 
disarmament, not unilaterally indeed, but proceeding at an equal pace according to agreement, 
and backed up by true and workable safeguards” (Paul VI, 1965). 

 When Pope John Paul II (1978-2005) spoke in the Hiroshima Peace Memorial Hall in 
February 1981 he called on heads of state and of government and those who hold political and 
economic power to pledge ourselves “that war will never be tolerated or sought as a means of 
resolving differences; let us promise our fellow human beings that we will work untiringly for 
disarmament and the banishing of all nuclear weapons” (John Paul II, 1981).

 Speaking to the United Nations General Assembly in June 1982, Pope John Paul II stated:

The teaching of the Catholic Church in this area has been clear and consistent. It has 
deplored the arms race, called nonetheless for mutual progressive and verifiable reduction 
of armaments as well as greater safeguards against possible misuse of these weapons. It has 
done so while urging that the independence, freedom and legitimate security of each and 
every nation be respected. In current conditions "deterrence" based on balance, certainly 
not as an end in itself but as step on the way toward a progressive disarmament, may still 
be judged morally acceptable. Nonetheless in order to ensure peace, it is indispensable not 
to be satisfied with this minimum which is always susceptible to the real danger of 
explosion. (John Paul II, 1982)

Pope Benedict XVI (2005-2013) in a message on World Day of Peace 2006 indicated:

In a nuclear war there would be no victors, only victims. The truth of peace requires that 
all - whether those governments which openly or secretly possess nuclear arms, or those 
planning to acquire them �- agree to change their course by clear and firm decisions, and 
strive for a progressive and concerted nuclear disarmament. (Benedict XVI, 2006) 

At the 2010 Review Conference of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty Msgr Celestino Migliore 
delivered a message from Benedict XVI encouraging “initiatives that seek progressive 
disarmament and the creation of zones free of nuclear weapons, with a view to their complete 
elimination from the planet" (Migliore, 2010).
 With this decades-long support for nuclear disarmament the Holy See has become 
impatient with the lack of progress toward this objective. This was shown in an address by 
Archbishop Francis Chullikat, the permanent observer of the Holy See to the United Nations, in 
Kansas City, Missouri in 2011. He said:

The Holy See has never countenanced nuclear deterrence as a permanent measure, nor does 
it today when it is evident that nuclear deterrence drives the development of ever newer 
nuclear arms, thus preventing genuine nuclear disarmament…. Nuclear deterrence 
prevents genuine nuclear disarmament. It maintains an unacceptable hegemony over 
non-nuclear development for the poorest half of the world's population. It is a fundamental 
obstacle to achieving a new age of global security. (Chullikat, 2011)

He noted that the Catholic Church had embraced a 1996 decision of the International Court of 
Justice calling for “negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and 
effective international control." He reiterated the Holy See’s support “for transparent, verifiable, 
global and irreversible nuclear disarmament and for addressing seriously the issues of nuclear 
strategic arms, the tactical ones and their means of delivery (Chullikat, 2011). 

 Pope Francis in 2015 address to the United Nations General Assembly stated: 

There is urgent need to work for a world free of nuclear weapons, in full application of the 
non-proliferation Treaty, in letter and spirit, with the goal of a complete prohibition of 
these weapons. (Francis, 2015)

 In the United States in the early 1980s, the National Conference of Catholic Bishops 
undertook an in-depth study of war and peace with special attention to nuclear weapons. Working 
from the moral principles of the just-war tradition, they indicated: 

• Every nation has a right and duty to defend itself against unjust aggression.
• Offensive war of any kind is morally unjustifiable.
• The intentional killing of innocent civilians or non-combatants is always wrong.
• Even defensive response to unjust attack can cause destruction which violates the 

principle of proportionality, going far beyond the limits of legitimate defense. 
(National Conference of Catholic Bishops, 1983, p. iii) 

Applying these principles to nuclear weapons, the U.S. Catholic bishops spoke against initiation 
of nuclear war and against any use of nuclear weapons to destroy population centers or other 
predominantly civilian targets even in retaliatory action. They opposed initiation of nuclear war 
and expressed skepticism of even a limited nuclear war. Following the leadership of Pope John 
Paul II, they accepted “a strictly conditional moral acceptance of deterrence” but not adequate as 
a long-term basis for peace (National Conference of Catholic Bishops, 1983, pp v-vi).

 Over the years the U.S. Catholic bishops have retained their strong interest in nuclear 
disarmament. In 2010, Cardinal Francis George, then President of the U.S. Conference of Catholic 
Bishops, wrote: 

The horribly destructive capacity of nuclear arms makes them disproportionate and 
indiscriminate weapons that endanger human life and dignity like no other armaments. 
Their use as a weapon of war is rejected in Church teaching based on just war norms. 
Although we cannot anticipate every step on the path humanity must walk, we can point 
with moral clarity to a destination that moves beyond deterrence to a world free of the 
nuclear threat. (George, 2010)

For this to happen “the Church urges that nuclear deterrence be replaced with concrete measures 
of disarmament based on dialogue and multilateral negotiations” (George, 2010). 

Islamic Perspective

“A Common Word,” a report addressed by Muslim scholars to Christian leaders, notes that 
Christians and Muslims together make up more than 55 percent of the world’s population. They 
then observe:

If Muslims and Christians are not at peace, the world cannot be at peace. With the terrible 
weaponry of the modern world; with Muslims and Christians intertwined everywhere as 
never before, no side can unilaterally win a conflict between more than half of the world’s 
inhabitants. Thus, our common future is at stake. The very survival of the world itself is at 
stake. (A Common Word, 2007, pp. 72-73) 

 Jamal Badawi and Muzammil H. Siddiqi in an essay published by the Muslim-Christian 
Initiative on the Nuclear Weapons Danger offered six powerful reasons for Muslims to oppose the 
production, deployment, and use of nuclear weapons.

(1) They represent a serious threat to peace, while peace is a central theme of                       
 Islam.
(2)  They are brutal and merciless, and thus violate the Qur’anic description of the Prophet 

Muhammad (peace be upon him) as “mercy to all the worlds.”
(3)  They are contrary to Islam’s promotion of human fellowship.
(4)  Nuclear weapons do not fall with the scope of legitimate self-defense… Not only do they 

not discriminate between combatants and noncombatants, but the great majority of victims 
are likely to be noncombatants… Repelling aggression is permissible in Islam, but only 
with the minimum cost of life and property. Nuclear weapons cause destruction of the 
environment that lasts for hundreds, if not thousands, of years.

(5)  Nuclear weapons research and production waste a huge amount of resources.
(6)  While the argument for nuclear deterrence is not un-Islamic in principle, and while such 

deterrence apparently did work during the Cold War, there is no guarantee that it will work 

in the future. Nor is there any guarantee that nuclear weapons will not fall into the hands of 
non-state actors. (Badawi and Siggiqi, 2005, pp. 26-27)

 The authors continue:

Considering all of these points, we must conclude that it is harâm (forbidden) to 
deploy nuclear weapons. The sharî’ah of Allah could never approve such weapons. 
According to the principles of Islamic law, there should instead be a universal ban 
on their development and possession. No criteria exist that allow some states to 
maintain nuclear weapons while others are denied of them. (Badawi and Siggiqi, 
2005, p. 27)

 
 In applying such beliefs, Iran Supreme Leader, Ali Khamenei, on a number of occasions 
has said that possession and use of nuclear weapons are contrary to Islamic law. In 2005, Iran 
communicated to the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) that Ayatollah Khamenei had 
issued a fatwa [religious edict] that “the production, stockpiling and use of nuclear weapons are 
forbidden under Islamic law and that the Islamic Republic of Iran shall never acquire these 
weapons” (International Atomic Energy Agency (2005, p. 121).  In a letter to the 2010 Review 
Conference of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, Khamenei wrote: "We consider the use of 
such weapons as haram (religiously forbidden) and believe that it is everyone's duty to make 
efforts to secure humanity against this great disaster."  In an address on August 30, 2012 at the 16th 
Non-Aligned Summit in Tehran, he stated:

The Islamic Republic of Iran considers the use of nuclear, chemical and similar weapons 
as a great and unforgivable sin. We proposed the idea of ‘Middle East free of nuclear 
weapons’ and we are committed to it. This does not mean forgoing our right to peaceful use 
of nuclear power and production of nuclear fuel. On the basis of international laws, 
peaceful use of nuclear energy is a right of every country…. Our motto is: “Nuclear energy 
for all and nuclear weapons for none.” (Khamenei, 2012)

 Some analysts observe that Ayatollah Khamenei sometimes speaks of production, 
stockpiling, and use of nuclear weapons and sometimes only use. They speculate that this implies 
that Iran might want to produce nuclear weapons as a deterrent, but there have been no public 
statements using deterrence language. Such clarification might occur during ongoing negotiations 
about Iran’s nuclear capability.

Summary

 In reviewing Jewish, Christian, and Islamic perspectives on nuclear weapons, we find 
many common features.  
 There is a broad consensus that use of nuclear weapons would be morally wrong because 
of the harm to large numbers of non-combatants and the environment. Widespread use would be 
disastrous for humankind and the planet Earth. A small minority believes that limited nuclear war 
might be acceptable as a final measure for national defense, but most maintain that nuclear weap-

ons are so powerful and indiscriminate that even limited use would be wrong. Although not part of 
our previous discussion, there are also some in the faith community who believe that nuclear war 
would be acceptable as an eschatological event prior to the final day of judgment and commence-
ment of a messianic era.
 Among the three faiths there has been some acceptance of development, production, and 
deployment of nuclear weapons as a measure of deterrence for self-defense in order to dissuade 
other nations from nuclear or conventional attack. However, a growing number reject nuclear 
deterrence because of the immorality of in effect holding civilian population hostage. Some deter-
rence adherents believe if deterrence fails and a nation is attacked, nuclear weapons should not be 
used in retaliation. 
 There is widespread support for negotiation of arms control agreements and for unilateral 
actions to reduce nuclear arsenals.  
 Although not discussed in previous sections, many voices in the faith community observe 
that the nuclear arms race is a waste of resources and that funds could be better spent for measures 
that improve human and community welfare.
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Abstract

This paper examined the strategic role women and women organizations play in the resolution of 
conflicts in Benue state especially in the last five years (2011-2016), with the persistence of the 
pastoralist / farmers clashes. Benue state has the unfortunate lot of attacks and women have been 
at the receiving end as majority of them are engaged in agricultural production that sustains the 
economy and the population. Government has responded in addressing these conflicts, but we 
must reckon with the great role women under several organizations have sought to interface 
government in preventing these conflicts and also offering relief materials to the displaced 
populations. The paper surveyed some of these women organizations and the strategies they have 
adopted in reducing the conflicts. Using liberal feminist theory as a framework of analysis, the 
paper showed how socio-cultural factors are constraining the women organization’s effort at 
resolving conflicts. The study demonstrated how the non-confrontational approach adopted by 
women has continued to douse out the conflicts and helped to ameliorate the conditions of women, 
children and men affected by the conflicts. It is hoped that stronger collaboration of these women 
groups and government through legislative provisions will seriously address these conflicts and 
their negative consequences on the people.

Keywords: women, women organizations, conflict resolution

Introduction

Violent conflicts ranging from communal, ethnic, religious, and political have become a 
recurrent decimal in Nigeria. The situation has become extremely worrisome since the return to 
democratic rule in 1999 (Imobighe, 2003). In Benue state, the story is not different! Communal, 
inter-ethnic, political, and more recently, herdsmen and farmers conflict have led to loss of lives 
and property, increased poverty, and massive displacement of people. Generally, conflict affects 
all members of the society but in most cases, it is women that suffer the most. During periods of 
conflicts, women suffer from sexual abuse, psychological pains and carry the burden of caring for 
children and the aged. In a study conducted in 200l by USAID cited in Scheper (2002) which 
analyzed the impact of deadly intrastate conflict on women and women organizations from 
Rwanda, Cambodia, Guatemala, El Salvador, Georgia, and Bosnia and Herzegovina showed that 
there are five major impacts of intrastate conflict on women and gender relations:

a.    Violence against civilians, of which 95% is female
b.    Internal displacement, of which 90% is women and children
c.    Redefinition of female identities in the society, both as victims and as perpetrators
d.    Increased poverty and starvation, as a result of targeted destruction of civilian   

 property and
e.    Communal violence leading to lasting bitterness, anger and hatred. 

The research concluded by observing that in all six countries, the most traumatizing factor 
for women in conflict is the lack of physical security, both during the conflict and the post conflict 
demobilization of the militia. It keeps women confined in their homes, not being able to move 
around freely. Rape was used as a regular tool of warfare and torture in all six case countries 
(Scheper, 2002). Moreover, many women saw themselves forced to engage in prostitution in the 
post conflict era, as the only available means of income. Family structures were damaged through 
death and trauma, resulting in women becoming heads of households and an increased incidence 
of domestic violence.
  Despite the fact that women suffer the most during the period of conflicts, formal conflict 
resolution mechanisms exclude women in the decision-making process. Falch (2010) underscored 
the above view by stating that women are often excluded from formal peace negotiations and are 
marginally involved in political decision-making process. However, since the passing of the 
United Nations Resolution 1325 in 2000 which advocates for the equal representation of women 
in key decision bodies, greater political space was opened for women groups to play significant 
roles in conflict resolution globally (Falch, 2010). While extolling the role of women organizations 
in the formal mechanism of conflict resolution, Falch (2010) acknowledged that, even though the 
role of women has not been appreciated, women have continued to play significant roles in 
community peacebuilding and have made valuable contributions to peace during and after conflict.

In Nigeria and Benue state in particular, since the return to democratic rule in 1999, there 
has been a proliferation in the number of women organizations that have been playing significant 
roles in conflict resolutions. For instance, women groups such as Women in Nigeria (WIN), 
Country Women Association of Nigeria (COWAN), Women, Law and Development Centre 
(WLDC), Community Women and Development (COWAD), International Federation of Female 

In Nigeria, there are well documented accounts of the exploits of Nigerian women and 
women organizations in conflict resolution. According to Idris and Habu (2012), women 
organizations in Nigeria have played significant roles in conflict resolution. For instance, Pisagih, 
Degri, Ajemasu and Muhammad (2015) observed that the role of women organizations in conflict 
resolution in Nigeria can be traced as far back as to the Aba women riot of 1929, the Egba women 
movement of the early 1920s to the 1950s, the Ogharefe women uprising of 1984. These are 
circumstances where women organizations in Nigeria organised and exercised their collective 
power to resolve conflict and build peace.

In Benue state, women organizations have also played significant roles in conflict 
resolution. Their role has been demonstrated particularly in the conflict between herdsmen and 
farmers in Benue state between 2011 to 2016 which led to loss of lives and property and left a lot 
of people in refugee camps, towns and  other settlements including Agaigbe, Naka, Atukpu, 
Tse-Iorbogo and other missionary centers outside the conflict areas, including Mission Station 
Ajigba of the NKST Church and other Christian centers like the Catholic Church premises in 
Agaigbe and the voluntary organization in the Local Government Areas (Women Environmental 
Programme, 2012). In a similar view, the herdsmen have dared not to go near the boundaries of 
Gwer-west Local Government Area. They were also displaced from where they had found pasture. 

During this conflict, Women Environmental Programme (2012) organized a multi-stake 
holder meeting that brought together the Benue state government, Miyetti-Allah Cattle Breeders 
Association, traditional rulers in Benue state, Christian Association of Nigeria (CAN) - Benue 
state chapter, Ja’amatu Nasiru Islam (JNI), Benue state and Civil Society Organizations. The 
forum provided a platform for farmers and herdsmen to come together to discuss how to resolve 
their differences and to educate both parties on other topical issues in the society like population 
increase and desertification which has increased the migration of herdsmen into the Benue 
trough/valley thereby exacerbating the conflict between the two groups.  

In a similar vein, women organizations such as Catholic Women Organisations (CWO) in 
Benue state have at different times reached out to different groups for deliberation, negotiation, 
compromises, and agreements on conflict resolution (Ikelegbe, 2003). Apart from helping to 
resolve conflict in Benue state, the organization has been able to provide a neutral ground where 
parties involved in conflict can come together to build bridges of trust, understanding and 
confidence (Ikelegbe,2003). They have also participated in providing relief materials to victims of 
conflict. For instance, during the herdsmen and farmer’s conflict in the state from 2011 to 2015 for 
which many citizens of the state particularly women were living in refugee camps across the state, 
the CWO donated relief materials such as food items, clothing, and free medical treatment to the 
victims of the conflict.

Other women organizations such as market women association have at different times in 
the course of the farmers-herdsmen conflict in Benue state used different strategies such as street 
protest and closing of shops in the market places to draw the attention of local, state and Federal 
government for peace to return to the state.

Challenges faced by Women Organizations in Conflict Resolution in Benue State

There are different factors limiting the role of women organizations in conflict resolution. 

One of the major problems facing women organization in Benue state is lack of funds to 
implement conflict resolution programs (Ahule & Ugba, 2014; Abari, 2014; Akuadna, 2014). 
Most of these organizations do not have adequate funds to organize workshops and seminars to 
educate members of the public on the need to live in peace. Besides, creating a platform where 
stakeholders involved in conflict can come to the negotiation table also requires funds which most 
women organizations in Benue do not have. This greatly limits the potentials of women 
organizations in conflict resolution. 

Secondly, in Benue state and Nigeria in general, people still believe and look up to 
government for the resolution of public problems and conflict. As a matter of fact, Ikelegbe (2003) 
observed that groups and communities in Benue state have more confidence in the ability of the 
state to resolve conflict. The implication here is that, even when women organizations have made 
concerted efforts to reach out to groups involved in conflict, people still believe that they do not 
possess the requisite influence, resources, integrity, and credibility to intervene and resolve 
conflict (Ikelegbe, 2003).

Thirdly, both the local, state and federal government in Nigeria have given women 
organizations and groups outside the realm of the state a marginal role in conflict resolution. There 
is poor partnership between government and other institutions outside the scope of the state in 
conflict resolution. In some cases, the state view other organizations and women groups with 
suspicion. Infact, Odeh (2012) observed that state officials view other groups outside the purview 
of the state as competitors of power and influence in the public sphere rather than partners in peace 
process. This also serves as a major setback for women organizations working in the area of 
conflict resolution.

Fourthly, most women organizations that are involved in conflict resolution lack 
experience, exposure and skills in negotiation, advocacy, and lobbying techniques (Agbalajobi, 
2002). Women have always been kept secluded from the political arena and sphere of 
decision-making; therefore, in many situations they are unable to participate. 

Lastly, women organizations in Benue state are also faced with the challenge of 
marginalization and stigmatization by powerful government and other non-governmental 
organizations (Munuve, nd). Besides, they also suffer from physical harassment from local men 
and security forces which is especially likely to happen in post conflict situations where gender 
tensions are usually high.

Conclusion and Recommendations

Based on the foregoing, the following recommendations have been made to improve the 
involvement of women organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state.

First, there must be change of attitudes among the people regarding the role of women and 
women organizations in Benue state and Nigeria in general. Women groups should be given 
greater role in all segments of the society. This can be achieved by sensitizing members of the 
public through printed and electronic media on the need to give women more political space to 
participate in decision making process.

Secondly, government at all levels in Nigeria need to partner with women organizations 

and other groups to resolve conflict. The state alone cannot resolve conflict in Nigeria. It is the 
submission of this paper that one-sector-approach would be inadequate to resolve conflicts in 
Nigeria. Therefore, the government needs to engage a broad-based coalition of actors, and women 
organizations need a seat on the table if any meaningful progress is to be made. This is because, 
according to the Dutch Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment, Conflict Resolution Unit 
states that partnering with women groups in conflict resolution fosters a wider popular mandate for 
peace, making it more sustainable.

Thirdly, women organizations in Benue state working in the area of conflict resolution 
needs to be strengthened in terms of training, skills and methods of operation and functioning 
(James, 2003). Most of these organizations are not well trained and properly equipped to resolve 
conflict. 

Lastly, women organizations in Benue state need to develop alternative ways of raising 
funds to implement their programs. Most of these organizations depend heavily on foreign 
donations and this is not adequate.
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Lawyers (FIDA), Women’s Right Advancement and Protection Alternative (WRAPA), and 
Catholic Women Organisations (CWO) have all played key roles in conflict resolution in Nigeria. 
Despite the significant role women organizations have played in conflict resolution in Benue state, 
their contributions have been neglected. There are two reasons for this. First, due to cultural and 
religious reasons, women are treated as second class citizens and therefore not given a seat at the 
table of conflict resolution process. Second, most people in Nigeria tend to believe that the issue of 
conflict resolution belongs to the realm of government and the business sector only. As a result of 
this, a comprehensive understanding of the role of women organizations in peacebuilding and 
conflict resolution has continued to be a major gap in the available literature particularly in the 
context of developing countries such as Nigeria. It is because of this gap in knowledge that this paper 
seeks to examine the contributions of women organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state.

Conceptual Clarification

In this paper, concepts such as women organizations and conflict resolution will be 
explained to sanitize the reader to their meaning and usage in this work.

Women organizations:  refer to all voluntary organizations led and managed by women 
that promote women’s welfare and gender equality (Kumar, n.d.). Examples of these organizations 
in Benue state include Women in Nigeria (WIN), International Federation of Female Lawyers 
(FIDA), Women’s Right Advancement and Protection Alternative (WRAPA), Catholic Women 
Organisations (CWO), Association of Market Women, Mzough U Kase, among others.

Conflict Resolution: is a range of processes aimed at alleviating or eliminating sources of 
conflict (Pisagih, Degri, Ajemasu & Muhammed, 2015). Miller and King (2003) define conflict 
resolution as “a variety of approaches aimed at terminating conflicts through the constructive 
solving of problems, distinct from management or transformation of conflicts.” In their view, 
Miall, Ramsbotham and Woodhouse (1999), the essence of conflict resolution is to identify the 
root causes of conflict, address and resolve them, and behaviour is no longer violent, nor are 
attitudes hostile any longer, while the structure of the conflict has been changed. Mitchel and 
Banks (1998) refer to conflict resolution as: 

i. An outcome in which the issue in an existing conflict are satisfactorily dealt with 
through a solution that is mutually acceptable to the parties, self-sustaining in the 
long run and productive of a new, positive relationship between parties that were 
previously hostile adversaries; and 

ii.  Any process or procedure by which such an outcome is achieved. 

Whatever the definition offered, the purpose of conflict resolution is to ensure that conflict is 
resolved for peaceful co-existence between individuals, groups, communities, and nations. 

Methodology

The study adopted descriptive research design. Secondary sources of data were obtained 

from the organizational records of women organizations involved in conflict resolution for a 
period of five years (2011-2016). In addition, other secondary sources of data such as newspapers, 
magazines, government records were also used. There are many registered and unregistered 
women organizations in Benue state. As a result of this, the study used purposive sampling 
technique to select only registered women organizations that were involved in conflict resolution 
in Benue state. The rational for studying women organizations involved in conflict resolutions is 
because, these organizations have made significant contributions to peace and conflict resolution, 
but their contributions have not been well documented and acknowledged.

Theoretical Framework

In this paper, liberal feminist theory has been employed to explain the role of women 
organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state. Liberal feminism is premised on the idea that 
gender inequality in society is a product of patriarchal and sexist patterning of division of labor 
(Idyorough, 2005). Based on the assumptions of liberal feminism, gender is socially constructed 
and is manifest in the division of labor where domestic work that is devalued and not remunerated 
is assigned to women while work outside the home is highly remunerated and is assigned to men. 
This whole phenomenon is perpetuated through patriarchal ideology (Idyorough, 2005).

The theory explains the lack of recognition for the role of women organizations in conflict 
resolution to our cultural beliefs and attitudes. The theory argues that the society believes that it is 
the men who are supposed to be involved in outdoor activities such as conflict resolution while 
women are supposed to be involved in menial jobs such as childcare and housekeeping. 
Consequently, even though women organizations have played important roles in conflict 
resolution, their roles have not been recognized simply because they are women organizations. 
Perhaps if these organizations were formed by men, their roles would have been acknowledged. 
This paper therefore states that, for the women organizations to be deeply involved in conflict 
resolution and their contributions to be appreciated, there has to be a change in our cultural beliefs 
and attitudes.

The Role of Women Organizations in Conflict Resolution in Benue State

The contributions of women organizations to conflict resolution cannot be over 
emphasized. According to Scheper (2002), the responses of local women’s groups in dealing with 
conflict, rehabilitation and peace appear to be remarkably similar around the world too. The 
women NGOs are mostly active in trauma counselling, micro-credit, voter education, gender 
awareness, law reform and political advocacy. They draw the attention of authorities to civilian 
security, e.g. through security sector reforms and greater participation of women in police forces, 
judiciary and in peace committees (Scheper, 2002). 
  In West Africa, Alaga (2010) states that women have played significant roles in situations 
relating to peace and war for centuries, primarily as traditional peace-makers, as priestesses who 
confer with gods to determine whether it was right to go to war or not, as praise singers for men 
during battles as a boost to ensure their victory, or as custodians of culture. In each culture there 
are stories of women who have played some leadership roles as peace envoys or harbingers of 
peace in their communities (Alaga, 2010).
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Abstract

In reviewing Jewish, Christian, and Islamic perspectives on nuclear weapons we find that there is 
a broad consensus that the use of nuclear weapons would be morally wrong because of the harm 
to large numbers of non-combatants and the environment. However, a small minority believes that 
limited nuclear war might be acceptable as a final measure for national defense, and some in the 
faith community believe that nuclear war would be acceptable as an eschatological event prior to 
the final Day of Judgment and commencement of a messianic age. Among the three faiths there 
has been some acceptance of deployment of nuclear weapons as a measure of deterrence for 
self-defense in order to dissuade other nations from nuclear or conventional attack. However, a 
growing number reject nuclear deterrence because of the immorality of in effect holding civilian 
population hostage. Within the faith community there is widespread support for negotiation of 
arms control agreements and for unilateral actions to reduce nuclear arsenals. 
Keywords: Judaism, Christianity, Islam, nuclear weapons, disarmament

Introduction

Since the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima on Augusts 6, 1945 representatives of 
Judaism, Christianity, and Islam have spoken out on the possession and use of nuclear weapons. 
Among them there is a broad consensus that nuclear weapons should never be used because of 
harm to God’s creation: massive loss of human lives and disastrous destruction of the 
environment. Although some believe that it is acceptable for a nation to possess nuclear weapons 
as a deterrent against nuclear attack or an overwhelming conventional attack from another nation, 
many insist that it is time to go beyond deterrence and seek the global elimination of nuclear 
weapons.  

Jewish Perspective

 In 1962 when the nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union was 
accelerating, Rabbi Maurice Lamm (1962) of the Floral Park Jewish Center in New York made 
distinction between obligatory wars and optional wars. He concluded that as a matter of 
self-defense it was obligatory to oppose the quest of the Soviet Union to gain world domination 
with Communism. That was because Communism violates the basic moral principles of Judaism 
and Israel would cease to exist as a nation if the Soviet Union ruled the world. Therefore, the 
expansionist Soviet Union must be opposed with nuclear weapons even if it resulted in a nuclear 
war that destroyed life on earth. Thus, it would be preferable to be dead than red.
 In a rejoinder Rabbi Immanuel Jakobovits of the Fifth Avenue Synagogue, who later 
became the Chief Rabbi of Great Britain, took up the issue of self-defense. He noted in 1962 that 
the Torah and teaching of rabbis allow slaying an attacker to save one’s own life (Exodus 22.1 
[22.2 in RSVP]; Rashi on BT Sanhedrin 72a). But the defender would not be entitled to forestall 
the attack at the cost of both lives, such as by blowing up the house. He commented, “In view of 
this vital limitation of the law of self-defense, it would appear that a defensive war likely to 
endanger the survival of the attacking and the defending nations alike, if not the entire human race, 
can never be justified” (Sapertstein, pp. 7-8).
 Neither rabbi, of course, wanted the world to face that choice of red or dead. Rabbi Lamm 
favored nuclear deterrence which so far had prevented nuclear war. He wrote, “Constant 
negotiation between the atomic powers must continue in order to probe new possibilities of 
peacefully settling the differences between East and West” (Lamm, 1962, p. 177).  
 Twenty years later when the nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet 
Union intensified again, the Commission on Social Action of Reformed Judaism took up this issue 
in a report Preventing the Nuclear Holocaust: A Jewish Response edited by Rabbi David 
Saperstein (1983). The report reviews the five regulations of war, drawn from the halacha (Jewish 
law): force not an end in itself, opportunity for the opponent to choose peace, concern for lives of 
non-combatants, waged so as not to destroy God’s creation, before ever battle reading the rules and 
regulations of war (Saperstein, 1983, pp. 8-13). As applied to an optional war, the report 
concludes:

Clearly the speed with which nuclear war could happen, the distance over which it is 

fought and the virtual absence of opportunity to use human judgements to regulate the war 
once the missiles are launched mitigate against the ability of any nation to fight a “humane” 
nuclear war. From this brief view of the halachic stipulations on war, it is evident that 
nuclear war would violate almost every rule and regulation and would thereby be 
impermissible. (Saperstein, 1983, p.13)

 The report then cites a number of rabbis to show that the weight of the Jewish tradition is 
clearly arrayed against the use of nuclear weapons (Saperstein, 1983, pp. 19-31). But what about 
the current nuclear build-up and stockpiling? Under what circumstances is possession of nuclear 
weapons per se, permissible or prohibited? In answering the report draws upon the halachic 
concept of geder (fence) that some things are prohibited not because they are evil in and of 
themselves but because they might lead to evil things. Rabbi Saul Berman applied this reasoning 
to stockpiling nuclear weapons which “will likely lead to consequences which will violate Jewish 
law” (Saperstein, p. 36). As Rabbi Jakobovits wrote in his 1962 article, “Once the recourse to 
atomic warfare, even in self defense (retaliation), is eliminated, the threat of resorting to it when 
attacked (deterrent) would naturally have to be abandoned. A threat is effective, and can be 
justified, only as the possibility to carry it out exists” (Saperstein, p. 36). 

This being the case, Preventing the Nuclear Holocaust devotes considerable attention to 
ways of ending the nuclear arms race, such as freeze on production and deployment of nuclear 
weapons and other methods of nuclear arms control and reduction.
 This issue was taken up again in 1991 in a book entitled Confronting Omnicide: Jewish 
Reflections on Weapons of Mass Destruction, edited by Daniel Landes (1991). Fifteen essays offer 
diverse points of view but have a common concern that God’s creation would be at risk in nuclear 
war. Pinchas Peli from Ben Gurion University, Be’er Sheva, Israel writes:

As to the universal threat of destruction of the world through the weapons of mass 
destruction, the view of Torah is crystal clear: The world created by God was meant for 
life; it was given over to Man to rule, to preserve and cultivate, and not to destroy and 
mutilate. (Landes, 1991, pp. 72-73)

Translating this into practice, he continues:

One is not allowed to willingly destroy any created being. This prohibition is known in the 
Halakhah as bal tash’hit – Do not destroy. The rabbis, of course, derive this prohibition 
from Scripture: “When thou shalt besiege a city a long time, in making war against it to 
take it, thou shalt not destroy the trees thereof by wielding an axe against them: for thou 
mayest eat of them, and thou shalt not cut them down.” (Deuteronomy 20:10)

 In another essay Professor David Novak picks up this theme and cites rabbinic tradition 
over the centuries in support of the prohibition of wanton destruction. He concludes: “The evil of 
nuclear war, which cannot be justified by any of the usual criteria of temporary destruction for the 
sake of ultimate victory, is to be emphasized continually.” He adds, “It seems that bilateral, not 
unilateral disarmament is what is required” (Landes, 1991, p. 115). 
 In an essay on “Nuclear Deterrence and Nuclear War” Professor Walter S. Wurzburger 

believes that “the actual use of nuclear weapons must be ruled out, for it is inconceivable to 
sanction the very extinction of the human race.” But one-sided renunciation of their use “would 
rule out any possibility of defense or deterrence against adversaries who threaten nuclear 
aggression.” Therefore, “we have no choice but to continue to rely on the threat of nuclear 
retaliation to deter nuclear aggression.” But that choice is fraught with moral problems and must 
be considered a lesser evil. It would be better to gain universal acceptance of a “no first use 
pledge” (Landes, 1991, pp. 224-233). 
 Although the much of the background for discussion about nuclear weapons is the nuclear 
arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union with their enormous arsenals, Israel’s 
possession of nuclear weapons also enters into the picture. In his book Israel and the Bomb, Avner 
Cohen describes Israel’s approach as nuclear opacity – “a situation in which a state’s nuclear 
capability has not been acknowledged, but is recognized in a way that influences other nation’s 
perceptions and actions” (Cohen, 1998, p. 2). In his second book The Worst-Kept Secret, he uses 
the Hebrew term amimut with connotation of both opacity and ambiguity to describe this approach 
(Cohen 2010, xxxii). Although the Israeli government has never officially admitted that it has 
nuclear weapons, enough information has become available to estimate that Israel possesses 
approximately 80 nuclear weapons (Federation of American Scientists, 2017).  
 Because of amimut the Israeli government has never publicly articulated its rationale for 
acquiring nuclear weapons. In fact, there is a prohibition against public discussion of nuclear 
issues, a ban “rigidly enforce by Israeli military censorship (the Censora), which bans any 
reference to Israeli’s nuclear weapons in the Israeli media” (Cohen, 2010, p. xxix). However, one 
can project that the policy emphasizes deterrence as a matter of self-defense to prevent an 
existential threat to Israel. Some Jewish writers consider this legitimate in the present political 
situation. Others raise a note of caution that actual use would be disastrous. 

Christian Perspective

Protestant

After the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima, Japan, on August 6, 1945, the Federal 
Council of the Churches of Christ in America asked a commission of theologians to formulate a 
response. In February 1946 the commission issued a report entitled Atomic Warfare and Christian 
Faith that began with an act of contrition:

As American Christians, we are deeply penitent for the irresponsible use already made of 
the atomic bomb. We have agreed that, whatever be one’s judgment of the ethics of war in 
principle, the surprise bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki are morally indefensible. 
They repeated in a ghastly form the indiscriminate slaughter of non-combatants that has 
become familiar during World War II. They were released without specific warning, under 
conditions which virtually assured the deaths of 100,000 civilians. (Lunger, 1988, p. 303)

The theologians urged that all manufacture of atomic bombs be stopped, pending the development 
of international controls and called upon the United States “to affirm publicly, with suitable 

guarantees, that it will under no circumstances be the first to use atomic weapons in any possible 
future war” (Lunger, 1988, p. 305). 

Four years later another commission of theologians appointed by the Federal Council of 
Churches in report on The Christian Conscience and Weapons of Mass Destruction came to the 
opposite conclusion. They noted: “Today, two great dangers threaten mankind, the danger that 
totalitarian tyranny may be extended over the world and the danger of global war” (Lunger, 1988, 
p. 317). The tyranny they feared was Soviet Communism which by 1950 had taken control of 
Eastern Europe and was moving aggressively in other parts of the world. What became known as 
the Cold War was underway. The report therefore insisted:

For as long as the existing situation holds, for the United States to abandon its atomic 
weapons or to give the impression that they would not be used, would leave the 
non-communist world with totally inadequate defense. For Christians to advocate such a 
policy would be to share responsibility for the worldwide tyranny that might result. 
(Lunger, 1988, p. 321)

The Commission found it difficult to draw an absolute line between types of weapons. “If, as we 
have felt bound to acknowledge, certain key industrial targets are inescapably involved in modern 
war, we find no moral distinction between destroying them with tons of T.N.T. or by fire as 
compared with an atomic bomb…Christian conscience guides us to restraint from destruction not 
essential to our total objective” (Landes, 1988, pp. 320-321). 
 In 1950 the Federal Council of Churches was reorganized as the National Council of the 
Churches of Christ in the USA (NCC). In years that followed the NCC put aside conditional 
acceptance of nuclear weapons in some circumstances and became a staunch advocate of their 
elimination. This history is narrated in a resolution, “Nuclear Disarmament: The Time is Now”, 
adopted by NCC General Assembly in 2009, that stated:

Jesus Christ, the Good Shepherd, declared that He had come to bring ‘abundant life" to 
humanity. Nuclear weapons, which have the capacity to destroy entire cities and nations, 
and, indeed, all life on earth, represent the diametric opposite to this. In fact, the only thing 
that they are capable of producing is "abundant death.’ The time has arrived to eliminate all 
of them, before they eliminate all of us. Be it therefore resolved that the National Council 
of the Churches of Christ in the U.S.A. hereby recommits itself to the total worldwide 
eradication of nuclear weapons. (National Council of Churches, 2009)

Over the years the National Association of Evangelicals (NAE) in the U.S. has also 
expressed its concern about nuclear weapons. Recognizing that within the membership are those 
who are committed to peace through strength and those who renounce the use of force as a matter 
of conscience, NAE has nevertheless favored arms control agreements to scale back the nuclear 
arms race. In “Nuclear Weapons 2011,” NAE laid out a course that included re-examining the 
moral and ethical basis for the doctrine of nuclear deterrence, maintaining the taboo against 
nuclear use, achieving verified mutual reductions in current nuclear stockpiles, and continuing 
dialogue on the effects of possession and threatened use of nuclear weapons (National Association 
of Evangelicals, 2011).

Elsewhere in NATO countries the Conference of European Churches and its Church and 
Society Commission have been active on nuclear disarmament issues, favoring a world free of 
nuclear weapons and specifically advocating the removal of tactical nuclear weapons from Europe 
(Conference of European Churches. 2013). 

In the United Kingdom many denominations support nuclear disarmament, expressed 
specifically in opposition to building a new trident submarine. Although the Church of England 
has tended to defer to the government on continuation of minimal nuclear deterrence, Dr. Rowan 
Williams, 104th Archbishop of Canterbury, speaking in Nagasaki, Japan in September 2009, said 
of nuclear weapons: 

They are necessarily indiscriminate; that is, they will always kill the innocent. They 
destroy the living environment; they have long-term effects on every aspect of the material 
and organic world…To work for a world free from nuclear arms is to work for the sake of 
that moral and human dignity.�(Williams, 2009)

In 1976 the Canadian Council of Churches established Project Plowshares as its vehicle to 
build peace and prevent war, and promote the peaceful resolution of political conflict. Developing 
support for the elimination of nuclear weapons has been a major focus (Project Plourshares, 2017). 

On the world stage the Ninth Assembly of World Council of Churches (WCC) in 2006 
recalled its long-standing opposition to nuclear weapons. 

From its birth as a fellowship of Christian churches the WCC has condemned nuclear 
weapons for their "widespread and indiscriminate destruction" and as "sin against God" in 
modern warfare (First WCC Assembly, 1948), recognized early that the only sure defense 
against nuclear weapons is prohibition, elimination and verification (Second Assembly) 
and, inter alia, called citizens to “press their governments to ensure national security 
without resorting to the use of weapons of mass destruction" (Fifth Assembly, 1975).

 The Second Assembly in 1954 called for “The prohibition of all weapons of mass 
destruction; including atomic and hydrogen bombs, with provision for international inspection and 
control, such as would safeguard the security of all nations, together with the drastic reduction of 
other armaments” (Visser 't Hooft, 1955, p. 146). The Ninth Assembly in 2006 adopted a “Minute 
on Elimination of Nuclear Arms”, noting that “Existing WCC policy urges all states to meet their 
treaty obligations to reduce and then destroy nuclear arsenals with adequate verification” and that 
“Churches must prevail upon governments until they recognize the incontrovertible immorality of 
nuclear weapons” (World Council of Churches, 2006). The Tenth Assembly in November 2013 
recommended that governments “Negotiate and establish a ban on the production, deployment, 
transfer and use of nuclear weapons in accordance with international humanitarian law” (World 
Council of Churches, 2013).

Among Protestant denominations, the United Methodist Council of Bishops in 1986 took 
up the nuclear weapons in a foundation document, In Defense of Creation: The Nuclear Crisis and 
a Just Peace (United Methodist Council of Bishops, 1986). They chose the title because God’s 
creation “is under attack…[from] the darkening shadows of threatening nuclear winter… [It is] “a 

crisis that threatens to assault not only the whole human family but planet earth itself” (United 
Methodist Council of Bishops, 1986, p. 92). Given this situation, the bishops in a pastoral letter 
stated:

Therefore, we say a clear and unconditional No to nuclear war and any use of nuclear 
weapons. We conclude that nuclear deterrence is a position that cannot receive the 
church’s blessing (United Methodist Council of Bishops, p.92). 

For moving toward a nuclear-free world they recommended four measures: (1) comprehensive test 
ban to inaugurate a nuclear freeze; (2) consolidated of existing treaties and phased reductions; (3) 
bans on space weapons; and (4) no-first-use agreement (United Methodist Council of Bishop, 
1986, pp. 74-78).

  The 1988 United Methodist General Conference, the official governing body, endorsed In 
Defense of Creation (United Methodist Church, 1988) and in following quadrennial meetings 
supported concrete steps toward a world free of nuclear weapons. A 2004 resolution described the 
doctrine of nuclear deterrence as “morally corrupt and spiritually bankrupt” because “nuclear 
weapons hold innocent people hostage for political and military purposes” (United Methodist 
Church, 2004, p. 889).
 In the last thirty years all of the “mainline” Protestant churches and the historic peace 
churches in the United States have taken strong stands against the use of nuclear weapons and have 
supported policies leading to the elimination. 

Orthodox

 Orthodox Churches from many nations are members of the World Council of Churches and 
in that sense support WCC policies on nuclear weapons. They also speak for themselves in their 
own countries. In the United States branches of the Orthodox Church – Russian, Greek, and others 
- have joined interfaith initiatives for the elimination of nuclear weapons. In Russia, Patriarch 
Kirill, head of the Russian Orthodox Church, speaking in 2007 in Sarov, the center of Russia’s 
nuclear weapons industry, indicated that Russia required nuclear arms to enable it to remain a 
sovereign state during the Cold War. That is because of the deterrent value of nuclear weapons. 
Nevertheless, he said, the Church favors a world without nuclear weapons (Kirill, 2007). 

Roman Catholic  

 In the Roman Catholic Church, popes have spoken against the use of nuclear weapons 
since the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima. Pope Pius XII (pope from 1939 to 1958) in his 
1954 Easter message demanded “the effective proscription and banishment of atomic…warfare,” 
calling the arms race a “costly relationship of mutual terror” (Pius XII, 1954). 

 Pope John XXXIII (1958-1963) in his1963 papal encyclical Pacem in Terris called for the 
cessation of the arms race, noting:

The stock-piles of armaments which have been built up in various countries must be 
reduced all round and simultaneously by the parties concerned. Nuclear weapons must be 
banned. A general agreement must be reached on a suitable disarmament program, with an 
effective system of mutual control. (John XXIII, 1963)

 Gaudium et Spes (“Joy and Hope”), a pastoral constitution coming out of the Second 
Vatican Council and promulgated by Pope Paul VI (1963-78) in 1965, stated:

Any act of war aimed indiscriminately at the destruction of entire cities of extensive areas 
along with their population is a crime against God and man himself. It merits unequivocal 
and unhesitating condemnation. (Paul VI, 1965)

However, the document noted that some “scientific weapons” are amassed for retaliation and 
therefore serve as a “deterrent to possible enemy attack.” But this “is not a safe way to preserve 
a steady peace, nor is the so-called balance resulting from this race a sure and authentic peace.” 
A better way is to “labor to put an end at last to the arms race, and to make a true beginning of 
disarmament, not unilaterally indeed, but proceeding at an equal pace according to agreement, 
and backed up by true and workable safeguards” (Paul VI, 1965). 

 When Pope John Paul II (1978-2005) spoke in the Hiroshima Peace Memorial Hall in 
February 1981 he called on heads of state and of government and those who hold political and 
economic power to pledge ourselves “that war will never be tolerated or sought as a means of 
resolving differences; let us promise our fellow human beings that we will work untiringly for 
disarmament and the banishing of all nuclear weapons” (John Paul II, 1981).

 Speaking to the United Nations General Assembly in June 1982, Pope John Paul II stated:

The teaching of the Catholic Church in this area has been clear and consistent. It has 
deplored the arms race, called nonetheless for mutual progressive and verifiable reduction 
of armaments as well as greater safeguards against possible misuse of these weapons. It has 
done so while urging that the independence, freedom and legitimate security of each and 
every nation be respected. In current conditions "deterrence" based on balance, certainly 
not as an end in itself but as step on the way toward a progressive disarmament, may still 
be judged morally acceptable. Nonetheless in order to ensure peace, it is indispensable not 
to be satisfied with this minimum which is always susceptible to the real danger of 
explosion. (John Paul II, 1982)

Pope Benedict XVI (2005-2013) in a message on World Day of Peace 2006 indicated:

In a nuclear war there would be no victors, only victims. The truth of peace requires that 
all - whether those governments which openly or secretly possess nuclear arms, or those 
planning to acquire them �- agree to change their course by clear and firm decisions, and 
strive for a progressive and concerted nuclear disarmament. (Benedict XVI, 2006) 

At the 2010 Review Conference of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty Msgr Celestino Migliore 
delivered a message from Benedict XVI encouraging “initiatives that seek progressive 
disarmament and the creation of zones free of nuclear weapons, with a view to their complete 
elimination from the planet" (Migliore, 2010).
 With this decades-long support for nuclear disarmament the Holy See has become 
impatient with the lack of progress toward this objective. This was shown in an address by 
Archbishop Francis Chullikat, the permanent observer of the Holy See to the United Nations, in 
Kansas City, Missouri in 2011. He said:

The Holy See has never countenanced nuclear deterrence as a permanent measure, nor does 
it today when it is evident that nuclear deterrence drives the development of ever newer 
nuclear arms, thus preventing genuine nuclear disarmament…. Nuclear deterrence 
prevents genuine nuclear disarmament. It maintains an unacceptable hegemony over 
non-nuclear development for the poorest half of the world's population. It is a fundamental 
obstacle to achieving a new age of global security. (Chullikat, 2011)

He noted that the Catholic Church had embraced a 1996 decision of the International Court of 
Justice calling for “negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and 
effective international control." He reiterated the Holy See’s support “for transparent, verifiable, 
global and irreversible nuclear disarmament and for addressing seriously the issues of nuclear 
strategic arms, the tactical ones and their means of delivery (Chullikat, 2011). 

 Pope Francis in 2015 address to the United Nations General Assembly stated: 

There is urgent need to work for a world free of nuclear weapons, in full application of the 
non-proliferation Treaty, in letter and spirit, with the goal of a complete prohibition of 
these weapons. (Francis, 2015)

 In the United States in the early 1980s, the National Conference of Catholic Bishops 
undertook an in-depth study of war and peace with special attention to nuclear weapons. Working 
from the moral principles of the just-war tradition, they indicated: 

• Every nation has a right and duty to defend itself against unjust aggression.
• Offensive war of any kind is morally unjustifiable.
• The intentional killing of innocent civilians or non-combatants is always wrong.
• Even defensive response to unjust attack can cause destruction which violates the 

principle of proportionality, going far beyond the limits of legitimate defense. 
(National Conference of Catholic Bishops, 1983, p. iii) 

Applying these principles to nuclear weapons, the U.S. Catholic bishops spoke against initiation 
of nuclear war and against any use of nuclear weapons to destroy population centers or other 
predominantly civilian targets even in retaliatory action. They opposed initiation of nuclear war 
and expressed skepticism of even a limited nuclear war. Following the leadership of Pope John 
Paul II, they accepted “a strictly conditional moral acceptance of deterrence” but not adequate as 
a long-term basis for peace (National Conference of Catholic Bishops, 1983, pp v-vi).

 Over the years the U.S. Catholic bishops have retained their strong interest in nuclear 
disarmament. In 2010, Cardinal Francis George, then President of the U.S. Conference of Catholic 
Bishops, wrote: 

The horribly destructive capacity of nuclear arms makes them disproportionate and 
indiscriminate weapons that endanger human life and dignity like no other armaments. 
Their use as a weapon of war is rejected in Church teaching based on just war norms. 
Although we cannot anticipate every step on the path humanity must walk, we can point 
with moral clarity to a destination that moves beyond deterrence to a world free of the 
nuclear threat. (George, 2010)

For this to happen “the Church urges that nuclear deterrence be replaced with concrete measures 
of disarmament based on dialogue and multilateral negotiations” (George, 2010). 

Islamic Perspective

“A Common Word,” a report addressed by Muslim scholars to Christian leaders, notes that 
Christians and Muslims together make up more than 55 percent of the world’s population. They 
then observe:

If Muslims and Christians are not at peace, the world cannot be at peace. With the terrible 
weaponry of the modern world; with Muslims and Christians intertwined everywhere as 
never before, no side can unilaterally win a conflict between more than half of the world’s 
inhabitants. Thus, our common future is at stake. The very survival of the world itself is at 
stake. (A Common Word, 2007, pp. 72-73) 

 Jamal Badawi and Muzammil H. Siddiqi in an essay published by the Muslim-Christian 
Initiative on the Nuclear Weapons Danger offered six powerful reasons for Muslims to oppose the 
production, deployment, and use of nuclear weapons.

(1) They represent a serious threat to peace, while peace is a central theme of                       
 Islam.
(2)  They are brutal and merciless, and thus violate the Qur’anic description of the Prophet 

Muhammad (peace be upon him) as “mercy to all the worlds.”
(3)  They are contrary to Islam’s promotion of human fellowship.
(4)  Nuclear weapons do not fall with the scope of legitimate self-defense… Not only do they 

not discriminate between combatants and noncombatants, but the great majority of victims 
are likely to be noncombatants… Repelling aggression is permissible in Islam, but only 
with the minimum cost of life and property. Nuclear weapons cause destruction of the 
environment that lasts for hundreds, if not thousands, of years.

(5)  Nuclear weapons research and production waste a huge amount of resources.
(6)  While the argument for nuclear deterrence is not un-Islamic in principle, and while such 

deterrence apparently did work during the Cold War, there is no guarantee that it will work 

in the future. Nor is there any guarantee that nuclear weapons will not fall into the hands of 
non-state actors. (Badawi and Siggiqi, 2005, pp. 26-27)

 The authors continue:

Considering all of these points, we must conclude that it is harâm (forbidden) to 
deploy nuclear weapons. The sharî’ah of Allah could never approve such weapons. 
According to the principles of Islamic law, there should instead be a universal ban 
on their development and possession. No criteria exist that allow some states to 
maintain nuclear weapons while others are denied of them. (Badawi and Siggiqi, 
2005, p. 27)

 
 In applying such beliefs, Iran Supreme Leader, Ali Khamenei, on a number of occasions 
has said that possession and use of nuclear weapons are contrary to Islamic law. In 2005, Iran 
communicated to the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) that Ayatollah Khamenei had 
issued a fatwa [religious edict] that “the production, stockpiling and use of nuclear weapons are 
forbidden under Islamic law and that the Islamic Republic of Iran shall never acquire these 
weapons” (International Atomic Energy Agency (2005, p. 121).  In a letter to the 2010 Review 
Conference of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, Khamenei wrote: "We consider the use of 
such weapons as haram (religiously forbidden) and believe that it is everyone's duty to make 
efforts to secure humanity against this great disaster."  In an address on August 30, 2012 at the 16th 
Non-Aligned Summit in Tehran, he stated:

The Islamic Republic of Iran considers the use of nuclear, chemical and similar weapons 
as a great and unforgivable sin. We proposed the idea of ‘Middle East free of nuclear 
weapons’ and we are committed to it. This does not mean forgoing our right to peaceful use 
of nuclear power and production of nuclear fuel. On the basis of international laws, 
peaceful use of nuclear energy is a right of every country…. Our motto is: “Nuclear energy 
for all and nuclear weapons for none.” (Khamenei, 2012)

 Some analysts observe that Ayatollah Khamenei sometimes speaks of production, 
stockpiling, and use of nuclear weapons and sometimes only use. They speculate that this implies 
that Iran might want to produce nuclear weapons as a deterrent, but there have been no public 
statements using deterrence language. Such clarification might occur during ongoing negotiations 
about Iran’s nuclear capability.

Summary

 In reviewing Jewish, Christian, and Islamic perspectives on nuclear weapons, we find 
many common features.  
 There is a broad consensus that use of nuclear weapons would be morally wrong because 
of the harm to large numbers of non-combatants and the environment. Widespread use would be 
disastrous for humankind and the planet Earth. A small minority believes that limited nuclear war 
might be acceptable as a final measure for national defense, but most maintain that nuclear weap-

ons are so powerful and indiscriminate that even limited use would be wrong. Although not part of 
our previous discussion, there are also some in the faith community who believe that nuclear war 
would be acceptable as an eschatological event prior to the final day of judgment and commence-
ment of a messianic era.
 Among the three faiths there has been some acceptance of development, production, and 
deployment of nuclear weapons as a measure of deterrence for self-defense in order to dissuade 
other nations from nuclear or conventional attack. However, a growing number reject nuclear 
deterrence because of the immorality of in effect holding civilian population hostage. Some deter-
rence adherents believe if deterrence fails and a nation is attacked, nuclear weapons should not be 
used in retaliation. 
 There is widespread support for negotiation of arms control agreements and for unilateral 
actions to reduce nuclear arsenals.  
 Although not discussed in previous sections, many voices in the faith community observe 
that the nuclear arms race is a waste of resources and that funds could be better spent for measures 
that improve human and community welfare.
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Abstract

This paper examined the strategic role women and women organizations play in the resolution of 
conflicts in Benue state especially in the last five years (2011-2016), with the persistence of the 
pastoralist / farmers clashes. Benue state has the unfortunate lot of attacks and women have been 
at the receiving end as majority of them are engaged in agricultural production that sustains the 
economy and the population. Government has responded in addressing these conflicts, but we 
must reckon with the great role women under several organizations have sought to interface 
government in preventing these conflicts and also offering relief materials to the displaced 
populations. The paper surveyed some of these women organizations and the strategies they have 
adopted in reducing the conflicts. Using liberal feminist theory as a framework of analysis, the 
paper showed how socio-cultural factors are constraining the women organization’s effort at 
resolving conflicts. The study demonstrated how the non-confrontational approach adopted by 
women has continued to douse out the conflicts and helped to ameliorate the conditions of women, 
children and men affected by the conflicts. It is hoped that stronger collaboration of these women 
groups and government through legislative provisions will seriously address these conflicts and 
their negative consequences on the people.

Keywords: women, women organizations, conflict resolution

Introduction

Violent conflicts ranging from communal, ethnic, religious, and political have become a 
recurrent decimal in Nigeria. The situation has become extremely worrisome since the return to 
democratic rule in 1999 (Imobighe, 2003). In Benue state, the story is not different! Communal, 
inter-ethnic, political, and more recently, herdsmen and farmers conflict have led to loss of lives 
and property, increased poverty, and massive displacement of people. Generally, conflict affects 
all members of the society but in most cases, it is women that suffer the most. During periods of 
conflicts, women suffer from sexual abuse, psychological pains and carry the burden of caring for 
children and the aged. In a study conducted in 200l by USAID cited in Scheper (2002) which 
analyzed the impact of deadly intrastate conflict on women and women organizations from 
Rwanda, Cambodia, Guatemala, El Salvador, Georgia, and Bosnia and Herzegovina showed that 
there are five major impacts of intrastate conflict on women and gender relations:

a.    Violence against civilians, of which 95% is female
b.    Internal displacement, of which 90% is women and children
c.    Redefinition of female identities in the society, both as victims and as perpetrators
d.    Increased poverty and starvation, as a result of targeted destruction of civilian   

 property and
e.    Communal violence leading to lasting bitterness, anger and hatred. 

The research concluded by observing that in all six countries, the most traumatizing factor 
for women in conflict is the lack of physical security, both during the conflict and the post conflict 
demobilization of the militia. It keeps women confined in their homes, not being able to move 
around freely. Rape was used as a regular tool of warfare and torture in all six case countries 
(Scheper, 2002). Moreover, many women saw themselves forced to engage in prostitution in the 
post conflict era, as the only available means of income. Family structures were damaged through 
death and trauma, resulting in women becoming heads of households and an increased incidence 
of domestic violence.
  Despite the fact that women suffer the most during the period of conflicts, formal conflict 
resolution mechanisms exclude women in the decision-making process. Falch (2010) underscored 
the above view by stating that women are often excluded from formal peace negotiations and are 
marginally involved in political decision-making process. However, since the passing of the 
United Nations Resolution 1325 in 2000 which advocates for the equal representation of women 
in key decision bodies, greater political space was opened for women groups to play significant 
roles in conflict resolution globally (Falch, 2010). While extolling the role of women organizations 
in the formal mechanism of conflict resolution, Falch (2010) acknowledged that, even though the 
role of women has not been appreciated, women have continued to play significant roles in 
community peacebuilding and have made valuable contributions to peace during and after conflict.

In Nigeria and Benue state in particular, since the return to democratic rule in 1999, there 
has been a proliferation in the number of women organizations that have been playing significant 
roles in conflict resolutions. For instance, women groups such as Women in Nigeria (WIN), 
Country Women Association of Nigeria (COWAN), Women, Law and Development Centre 
(WLDC), Community Women and Development (COWAD), International Federation of Female 

In Nigeria, there are well documented accounts of the exploits of Nigerian women and 
women organizations in conflict resolution. According to Idris and Habu (2012), women 
organizations in Nigeria have played significant roles in conflict resolution. For instance, Pisagih, 
Degri, Ajemasu and Muhammad (2015) observed that the role of women organizations in conflict 
resolution in Nigeria can be traced as far back as to the Aba women riot of 1929, the Egba women 
movement of the early 1920s to the 1950s, the Ogharefe women uprising of 1984. These are 
circumstances where women organizations in Nigeria organised and exercised their collective 
power to resolve conflict and build peace.

In Benue state, women organizations have also played significant roles in conflict 
resolution. Their role has been demonstrated particularly in the conflict between herdsmen and 
farmers in Benue state between 2011 to 2016 which led to loss of lives and property and left a lot 
of people in refugee camps, towns and  other settlements including Agaigbe, Naka, Atukpu, 
Tse-Iorbogo and other missionary centers outside the conflict areas, including Mission Station 
Ajigba of the NKST Church and other Christian centers like the Catholic Church premises in 
Agaigbe and the voluntary organization in the Local Government Areas (Women Environmental 
Programme, 2012). In a similar view, the herdsmen have dared not to go near the boundaries of 
Gwer-west Local Government Area. They were also displaced from where they had found pasture. 

During this conflict, Women Environmental Programme (2012) organized a multi-stake 
holder meeting that brought together the Benue state government, Miyetti-Allah Cattle Breeders 
Association, traditional rulers in Benue state, Christian Association of Nigeria (CAN) - Benue 
state chapter, Ja’amatu Nasiru Islam (JNI), Benue state and Civil Society Organizations. The 
forum provided a platform for farmers and herdsmen to come together to discuss how to resolve 
their differences and to educate both parties on other topical issues in the society like population 
increase and desertification which has increased the migration of herdsmen into the Benue 
trough/valley thereby exacerbating the conflict between the two groups.  

In a similar vein, women organizations such as Catholic Women Organisations (CWO) in 
Benue state have at different times reached out to different groups for deliberation, negotiation, 
compromises, and agreements on conflict resolution (Ikelegbe, 2003). Apart from helping to 
resolve conflict in Benue state, the organization has been able to provide a neutral ground where 
parties involved in conflict can come together to build bridges of trust, understanding and 
confidence (Ikelegbe,2003). They have also participated in providing relief materials to victims of 
conflict. For instance, during the herdsmen and farmer’s conflict in the state from 2011 to 2015 for 
which many citizens of the state particularly women were living in refugee camps across the state, 
the CWO donated relief materials such as food items, clothing, and free medical treatment to the 
victims of the conflict.

Other women organizations such as market women association have at different times in 
the course of the farmers-herdsmen conflict in Benue state used different strategies such as street 
protest and closing of shops in the market places to draw the attention of local, state and Federal 
government for peace to return to the state.

Challenges faced by Women Organizations in Conflict Resolution in Benue State

There are different factors limiting the role of women organizations in conflict resolution. 

One of the major problems facing women organization in Benue state is lack of funds to 
implement conflict resolution programs (Ahule & Ugba, 2014; Abari, 2014; Akuadna, 2014). 
Most of these organizations do not have adequate funds to organize workshops and seminars to 
educate members of the public on the need to live in peace. Besides, creating a platform where 
stakeholders involved in conflict can come to the negotiation table also requires funds which most 
women organizations in Benue do not have. This greatly limits the potentials of women 
organizations in conflict resolution. 

Secondly, in Benue state and Nigeria in general, people still believe and look up to 
government for the resolution of public problems and conflict. As a matter of fact, Ikelegbe (2003) 
observed that groups and communities in Benue state have more confidence in the ability of the 
state to resolve conflict. The implication here is that, even when women organizations have made 
concerted efforts to reach out to groups involved in conflict, people still believe that they do not 
possess the requisite influence, resources, integrity, and credibility to intervene and resolve 
conflict (Ikelegbe, 2003).

Thirdly, both the local, state and federal government in Nigeria have given women 
organizations and groups outside the realm of the state a marginal role in conflict resolution. There 
is poor partnership between government and other institutions outside the scope of the state in 
conflict resolution. In some cases, the state view other organizations and women groups with 
suspicion. Infact, Odeh (2012) observed that state officials view other groups outside the purview 
of the state as competitors of power and influence in the public sphere rather than partners in peace 
process. This also serves as a major setback for women organizations working in the area of 
conflict resolution.

Fourthly, most women organizations that are involved in conflict resolution lack 
experience, exposure and skills in negotiation, advocacy, and lobbying techniques (Agbalajobi, 
2002). Women have always been kept secluded from the political arena and sphere of 
decision-making; therefore, in many situations they are unable to participate. 

Lastly, women organizations in Benue state are also faced with the challenge of 
marginalization and stigmatization by powerful government and other non-governmental 
organizations (Munuve, nd). Besides, they also suffer from physical harassment from local men 
and security forces which is especially likely to happen in post conflict situations where gender 
tensions are usually high.

Conclusion and Recommendations

Based on the foregoing, the following recommendations have been made to improve the 
involvement of women organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state.

First, there must be change of attitudes among the people regarding the role of women and 
women organizations in Benue state and Nigeria in general. Women groups should be given 
greater role in all segments of the society. This can be achieved by sensitizing members of the 
public through printed and electronic media on the need to give women more political space to 
participate in decision making process.

Secondly, government at all levels in Nigeria need to partner with women organizations 

and other groups to resolve conflict. The state alone cannot resolve conflict in Nigeria. It is the 
submission of this paper that one-sector-approach would be inadequate to resolve conflicts in 
Nigeria. Therefore, the government needs to engage a broad-based coalition of actors, and women 
organizations need a seat on the table if any meaningful progress is to be made. This is because, 
according to the Dutch Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment, Conflict Resolution Unit 
states that partnering with women groups in conflict resolution fosters a wider popular mandate for 
peace, making it more sustainable.

Thirdly, women organizations in Benue state working in the area of conflict resolution 
needs to be strengthened in terms of training, skills and methods of operation and functioning 
(James, 2003). Most of these organizations are not well trained and properly equipped to resolve 
conflict. 

Lastly, women organizations in Benue state need to develop alternative ways of raising 
funds to implement their programs. Most of these organizations depend heavily on foreign 
donations and this is not adequate.
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Lawyers (FIDA), Women’s Right Advancement and Protection Alternative (WRAPA), and 
Catholic Women Organisations (CWO) have all played key roles in conflict resolution in Nigeria. 
Despite the significant role women organizations have played in conflict resolution in Benue state, 
their contributions have been neglected. There are two reasons for this. First, due to cultural and 
religious reasons, women are treated as second class citizens and therefore not given a seat at the 
table of conflict resolution process. Second, most people in Nigeria tend to believe that the issue of 
conflict resolution belongs to the realm of government and the business sector only. As a result of 
this, a comprehensive understanding of the role of women organizations in peacebuilding and 
conflict resolution has continued to be a major gap in the available literature particularly in the 
context of developing countries such as Nigeria. It is because of this gap in knowledge that this paper 
seeks to examine the contributions of women organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state.

Conceptual Clarification

In this paper, concepts such as women organizations and conflict resolution will be 
explained to sanitize the reader to their meaning and usage in this work.

Women organizations:  refer to all voluntary organizations led and managed by women 
that promote women’s welfare and gender equality (Kumar, n.d.). Examples of these organizations 
in Benue state include Women in Nigeria (WIN), International Federation of Female Lawyers 
(FIDA), Women’s Right Advancement and Protection Alternative (WRAPA), Catholic Women 
Organisations (CWO), Association of Market Women, Mzough U Kase, among others.

Conflict Resolution: is a range of processes aimed at alleviating or eliminating sources of 
conflict (Pisagih, Degri, Ajemasu & Muhammed, 2015). Miller and King (2003) define conflict 
resolution as “a variety of approaches aimed at terminating conflicts through the constructive 
solving of problems, distinct from management or transformation of conflicts.” In their view, 
Miall, Ramsbotham and Woodhouse (1999), the essence of conflict resolution is to identify the 
root causes of conflict, address and resolve them, and behaviour is no longer violent, nor are 
attitudes hostile any longer, while the structure of the conflict has been changed. Mitchel and 
Banks (1998) refer to conflict resolution as: 

i. An outcome in which the issue in an existing conflict are satisfactorily dealt with 
through a solution that is mutually acceptable to the parties, self-sustaining in the 
long run and productive of a new, positive relationship between parties that were 
previously hostile adversaries; and 

ii.  Any process or procedure by which such an outcome is achieved. 

Whatever the definition offered, the purpose of conflict resolution is to ensure that conflict is 
resolved for peaceful co-existence between individuals, groups, communities, and nations. 

Methodology

The study adopted descriptive research design. Secondary sources of data were obtained 

from the organizational records of women organizations involved in conflict resolution for a 
period of five years (2011-2016). In addition, other secondary sources of data such as newspapers, 
magazines, government records were also used. There are many registered and unregistered 
women organizations in Benue state. As a result of this, the study used purposive sampling 
technique to select only registered women organizations that were involved in conflict resolution 
in Benue state. The rational for studying women organizations involved in conflict resolutions is 
because, these organizations have made significant contributions to peace and conflict resolution, 
but their contributions have not been well documented and acknowledged.

Theoretical Framework

In this paper, liberal feminist theory has been employed to explain the role of women 
organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state. Liberal feminism is premised on the idea that 
gender inequality in society is a product of patriarchal and sexist patterning of division of labor 
(Idyorough, 2005). Based on the assumptions of liberal feminism, gender is socially constructed 
and is manifest in the division of labor where domestic work that is devalued and not remunerated 
is assigned to women while work outside the home is highly remunerated and is assigned to men. 
This whole phenomenon is perpetuated through patriarchal ideology (Idyorough, 2005).

The theory explains the lack of recognition for the role of women organizations in conflict 
resolution to our cultural beliefs and attitudes. The theory argues that the society believes that it is 
the men who are supposed to be involved in outdoor activities such as conflict resolution while 
women are supposed to be involved in menial jobs such as childcare and housekeeping. 
Consequently, even though women organizations have played important roles in conflict 
resolution, their roles have not been recognized simply because they are women organizations. 
Perhaps if these organizations were formed by men, their roles would have been acknowledged. 
This paper therefore states that, for the women organizations to be deeply involved in conflict 
resolution and their contributions to be appreciated, there has to be a change in our cultural beliefs 
and attitudes.

The Role of Women Organizations in Conflict Resolution in Benue State

The contributions of women organizations to conflict resolution cannot be over 
emphasized. According to Scheper (2002), the responses of local women’s groups in dealing with 
conflict, rehabilitation and peace appear to be remarkably similar around the world too. The 
women NGOs are mostly active in trauma counselling, micro-credit, voter education, gender 
awareness, law reform and political advocacy. They draw the attention of authorities to civilian 
security, e.g. through security sector reforms and greater participation of women in police forces, 
judiciary and in peace committees (Scheper, 2002). 
  In West Africa, Alaga (2010) states that women have played significant roles in situations 
relating to peace and war for centuries, primarily as traditional peace-makers, as priestesses who 
confer with gods to determine whether it was right to go to war or not, as praise singers for men 
during battles as a boost to ensure their victory, or as custodians of culture. In each culture there 
are stories of women who have played some leadership roles as peace envoys or harbingers of 
peace in their communities (Alaga, 2010).

Attitudes of Judaism, Christianity, and 
Islam: Toward Nuclear Weapons

Abstract

In reviewing Jewish, Christian, and Islamic perspectives on nuclear weapons we find that there is 
a broad consensus that the use of nuclear weapons would be morally wrong because of the harm 
to large numbers of non-combatants and the environment. However, a small minority believes that 
limited nuclear war might be acceptable as a final measure for national defense, and some in the 
faith community believe that nuclear war would be acceptable as an eschatological event prior to 
the final Day of Judgment and commencement of a messianic age. Among the three faiths there 
has been some acceptance of deployment of nuclear weapons as a measure of deterrence for 
self-defense in order to dissuade other nations from nuclear or conventional attack. However, a 
growing number reject nuclear deterrence because of the immorality of in effect holding civilian 
population hostage. Within the faith community there is widespread support for negotiation of 
arms control agreements and for unilateral actions to reduce nuclear arsenals. 
Keywords: Judaism, Christianity, Islam, nuclear weapons, disarmament

Introduction

Since the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima on Augusts 6, 1945 representatives of 
Judaism, Christianity, and Islam have spoken out on the possession and use of nuclear weapons. 
Among them there is a broad consensus that nuclear weapons should never be used because of 
harm to God’s creation: massive loss of human lives and disastrous destruction of the 
environment. Although some believe that it is acceptable for a nation to possess nuclear weapons 
as a deterrent against nuclear attack or an overwhelming conventional attack from another nation, 
many insist that it is time to go beyond deterrence and seek the global elimination of nuclear 
weapons.  

Jewish Perspective

 In 1962 when the nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union was 
accelerating, Rabbi Maurice Lamm (1962) of the Floral Park Jewish Center in New York made 
distinction between obligatory wars and optional wars. He concluded that as a matter of 
self-defense it was obligatory to oppose the quest of the Soviet Union to gain world domination 
with Communism. That was because Communism violates the basic moral principles of Judaism 
and Israel would cease to exist as a nation if the Soviet Union ruled the world. Therefore, the 
expansionist Soviet Union must be opposed with nuclear weapons even if it resulted in a nuclear 
war that destroyed life on earth. Thus, it would be preferable to be dead than red.
 In a rejoinder Rabbi Immanuel Jakobovits of the Fifth Avenue Synagogue, who later 
became the Chief Rabbi of Great Britain, took up the issue of self-defense. He noted in 1962 that 
the Torah and teaching of rabbis allow slaying an attacker to save one’s own life (Exodus 22.1 
[22.2 in RSVP]; Rashi on BT Sanhedrin 72a). But the defender would not be entitled to forestall 
the attack at the cost of both lives, such as by blowing up the house. He commented, “In view of 
this vital limitation of the law of self-defense, it would appear that a defensive war likely to 
endanger the survival of the attacking and the defending nations alike, if not the entire human race, 
can never be justified” (Sapertstein, pp. 7-8).
 Neither rabbi, of course, wanted the world to face that choice of red or dead. Rabbi Lamm 
favored nuclear deterrence which so far had prevented nuclear war. He wrote, “Constant 
negotiation between the atomic powers must continue in order to probe new possibilities of 
peacefully settling the differences between East and West” (Lamm, 1962, p. 177).  
 Twenty years later when the nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet 
Union intensified again, the Commission on Social Action of Reformed Judaism took up this issue 
in a report Preventing the Nuclear Holocaust: A Jewish Response edited by Rabbi David 
Saperstein (1983). The report reviews the five regulations of war, drawn from the halacha (Jewish 
law): force not an end in itself, opportunity for the opponent to choose peace, concern for lives of 
non-combatants, waged so as not to destroy God’s creation, before ever battle reading the rules and 
regulations of war (Saperstein, 1983, pp. 8-13). As applied to an optional war, the report 
concludes:

Clearly the speed with which nuclear war could happen, the distance over which it is 

fought and the virtual absence of opportunity to use human judgements to regulate the war 
once the missiles are launched mitigate against the ability of any nation to fight a “humane” 
nuclear war. From this brief view of the halachic stipulations on war, it is evident that 
nuclear war would violate almost every rule and regulation and would thereby be 
impermissible. (Saperstein, 1983, p.13)

 The report then cites a number of rabbis to show that the weight of the Jewish tradition is 
clearly arrayed against the use of nuclear weapons (Saperstein, 1983, pp. 19-31). But what about 
the current nuclear build-up and stockpiling? Under what circumstances is possession of nuclear 
weapons per se, permissible or prohibited? In answering the report draws upon the halachic 
concept of geder (fence) that some things are prohibited not because they are evil in and of 
themselves but because they might lead to evil things. Rabbi Saul Berman applied this reasoning 
to stockpiling nuclear weapons which “will likely lead to consequences which will violate Jewish 
law” (Saperstein, p. 36). As Rabbi Jakobovits wrote in his 1962 article, “Once the recourse to 
atomic warfare, even in self defense (retaliation), is eliminated, the threat of resorting to it when 
attacked (deterrent) would naturally have to be abandoned. A threat is effective, and can be 
justified, only as the possibility to carry it out exists” (Saperstein, p. 36). 

This being the case, Preventing the Nuclear Holocaust devotes considerable attention to 
ways of ending the nuclear arms race, such as freeze on production and deployment of nuclear 
weapons and other methods of nuclear arms control and reduction.
 This issue was taken up again in 1991 in a book entitled Confronting Omnicide: Jewish 
Reflections on Weapons of Mass Destruction, edited by Daniel Landes (1991). Fifteen essays offer 
diverse points of view but have a common concern that God’s creation would be at risk in nuclear 
war. Pinchas Peli from Ben Gurion University, Be’er Sheva, Israel writes:

As to the universal threat of destruction of the world through the weapons of mass 
destruction, the view of Torah is crystal clear: The world created by God was meant for 
life; it was given over to Man to rule, to preserve and cultivate, and not to destroy and 
mutilate. (Landes, 1991, pp. 72-73)

Translating this into practice, he continues:

One is not allowed to willingly destroy any created being. This prohibition is known in the 
Halakhah as bal tash’hit – Do not destroy. The rabbis, of course, derive this prohibition 
from Scripture: “When thou shalt besiege a city a long time, in making war against it to 
take it, thou shalt not destroy the trees thereof by wielding an axe against them: for thou 
mayest eat of them, and thou shalt not cut them down.” (Deuteronomy 20:10)

 In another essay Professor David Novak picks up this theme and cites rabbinic tradition 
over the centuries in support of the prohibition of wanton destruction. He concludes: “The evil of 
nuclear war, which cannot be justified by any of the usual criteria of temporary destruction for the 
sake of ultimate victory, is to be emphasized continually.” He adds, “It seems that bilateral, not 
unilateral disarmament is what is required” (Landes, 1991, p. 115). 
 In an essay on “Nuclear Deterrence and Nuclear War” Professor Walter S. Wurzburger 

believes that “the actual use of nuclear weapons must be ruled out, for it is inconceivable to 
sanction the very extinction of the human race.” But one-sided renunciation of their use “would 
rule out any possibility of defense or deterrence against adversaries who threaten nuclear 
aggression.” Therefore, “we have no choice but to continue to rely on the threat of nuclear 
retaliation to deter nuclear aggression.” But that choice is fraught with moral problems and must 
be considered a lesser evil. It would be better to gain universal acceptance of a “no first use 
pledge” (Landes, 1991, pp. 224-233). 
 Although the much of the background for discussion about nuclear weapons is the nuclear 
arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union with their enormous arsenals, Israel’s 
possession of nuclear weapons also enters into the picture. In his book Israel and the Bomb, Avner 
Cohen describes Israel’s approach as nuclear opacity – “a situation in which a state’s nuclear 
capability has not been acknowledged, but is recognized in a way that influences other nation’s 
perceptions and actions” (Cohen, 1998, p. 2). In his second book The Worst-Kept Secret, he uses 
the Hebrew term amimut with connotation of both opacity and ambiguity to describe this approach 
(Cohen 2010, xxxii). Although the Israeli government has never officially admitted that it has 
nuclear weapons, enough information has become available to estimate that Israel possesses 
approximately 80 nuclear weapons (Federation of American Scientists, 2017).  
 Because of amimut the Israeli government has never publicly articulated its rationale for 
acquiring nuclear weapons. In fact, there is a prohibition against public discussion of nuclear 
issues, a ban “rigidly enforce by Israeli military censorship (the Censora), which bans any 
reference to Israeli’s nuclear weapons in the Israeli media” (Cohen, 2010, p. xxix). However, one 
can project that the policy emphasizes deterrence as a matter of self-defense to prevent an 
existential threat to Israel. Some Jewish writers consider this legitimate in the present political 
situation. Others raise a note of caution that actual use would be disastrous. 

Christian Perspective

Protestant

After the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima, Japan, on August 6, 1945, the Federal 
Council of the Churches of Christ in America asked a commission of theologians to formulate a 
response. In February 1946 the commission issued a report entitled Atomic Warfare and Christian 
Faith that began with an act of contrition:

As American Christians, we are deeply penitent for the irresponsible use already made of 
the atomic bomb. We have agreed that, whatever be one’s judgment of the ethics of war in 
principle, the surprise bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki are morally indefensible. 
They repeated in a ghastly form the indiscriminate slaughter of non-combatants that has 
become familiar during World War II. They were released without specific warning, under 
conditions which virtually assured the deaths of 100,000 civilians. (Lunger, 1988, p. 303)

The theologians urged that all manufacture of atomic bombs be stopped, pending the development 
of international controls and called upon the United States “to affirm publicly, with suitable 

guarantees, that it will under no circumstances be the first to use atomic weapons in any possible 
future war” (Lunger, 1988, p. 305). 

Four years later another commission of theologians appointed by the Federal Council of 
Churches in report on The Christian Conscience and Weapons of Mass Destruction came to the 
opposite conclusion. They noted: “Today, two great dangers threaten mankind, the danger that 
totalitarian tyranny may be extended over the world and the danger of global war” (Lunger, 1988, 
p. 317). The tyranny they feared was Soviet Communism which by 1950 had taken control of 
Eastern Europe and was moving aggressively in other parts of the world. What became known as 
the Cold War was underway. The report therefore insisted:

For as long as the existing situation holds, for the United States to abandon its atomic 
weapons or to give the impression that they would not be used, would leave the 
non-communist world with totally inadequate defense. For Christians to advocate such a 
policy would be to share responsibility for the worldwide tyranny that might result. 
(Lunger, 1988, p. 321)

The Commission found it difficult to draw an absolute line between types of weapons. “If, as we 
have felt bound to acknowledge, certain key industrial targets are inescapably involved in modern 
war, we find no moral distinction between destroying them with tons of T.N.T. or by fire as 
compared with an atomic bomb…Christian conscience guides us to restraint from destruction not 
essential to our total objective” (Landes, 1988, pp. 320-321). 
 In 1950 the Federal Council of Churches was reorganized as the National Council of the 
Churches of Christ in the USA (NCC). In years that followed the NCC put aside conditional 
acceptance of nuclear weapons in some circumstances and became a staunch advocate of their 
elimination. This history is narrated in a resolution, “Nuclear Disarmament: The Time is Now”, 
adopted by NCC General Assembly in 2009, that stated:

Jesus Christ, the Good Shepherd, declared that He had come to bring ‘abundant life" to 
humanity. Nuclear weapons, which have the capacity to destroy entire cities and nations, 
and, indeed, all life on earth, represent the diametric opposite to this. In fact, the only thing 
that they are capable of producing is "abundant death.’ The time has arrived to eliminate all 
of them, before they eliminate all of us. Be it therefore resolved that the National Council 
of the Churches of Christ in the U.S.A. hereby recommits itself to the total worldwide 
eradication of nuclear weapons. (National Council of Churches, 2009)

Over the years the National Association of Evangelicals (NAE) in the U.S. has also 
expressed its concern about nuclear weapons. Recognizing that within the membership are those 
who are committed to peace through strength and those who renounce the use of force as a matter 
of conscience, NAE has nevertheless favored arms control agreements to scale back the nuclear 
arms race. In “Nuclear Weapons 2011,” NAE laid out a course that included re-examining the 
moral and ethical basis for the doctrine of nuclear deterrence, maintaining the taboo against 
nuclear use, achieving verified mutual reductions in current nuclear stockpiles, and continuing 
dialogue on the effects of possession and threatened use of nuclear weapons (National Association 
of Evangelicals, 2011).

Elsewhere in NATO countries the Conference of European Churches and its Church and 
Society Commission have been active on nuclear disarmament issues, favoring a world free of 
nuclear weapons and specifically advocating the removal of tactical nuclear weapons from Europe 
(Conference of European Churches. 2013). 

In the United Kingdom many denominations support nuclear disarmament, expressed 
specifically in opposition to building a new trident submarine. Although the Church of England 
has tended to defer to the government on continuation of minimal nuclear deterrence, Dr. Rowan 
Williams, 104th Archbishop of Canterbury, speaking in Nagasaki, Japan in September 2009, said 
of nuclear weapons: 

They are necessarily indiscriminate; that is, they will always kill the innocent. They 
destroy the living environment; they have long-term effects on every aspect of the material 
and organic world…To work for a world free from nuclear arms is to work for the sake of 
that moral and human dignity.�(Williams, 2009)

In 1976 the Canadian Council of Churches established Project Plowshares as its vehicle to 
build peace and prevent war, and promote the peaceful resolution of political conflict. Developing 
support for the elimination of nuclear weapons has been a major focus (Project Plourshares, 2017). 

On the world stage the Ninth Assembly of World Council of Churches (WCC) in 2006 
recalled its long-standing opposition to nuclear weapons. 

From its birth as a fellowship of Christian churches the WCC has condemned nuclear 
weapons for their "widespread and indiscriminate destruction" and as "sin against God" in 
modern warfare (First WCC Assembly, 1948), recognized early that the only sure defense 
against nuclear weapons is prohibition, elimination and verification (Second Assembly) 
and, inter alia, called citizens to “press their governments to ensure national security 
without resorting to the use of weapons of mass destruction" (Fifth Assembly, 1975).

 The Second Assembly in 1954 called for “The prohibition of all weapons of mass 
destruction; including atomic and hydrogen bombs, with provision for international inspection and 
control, such as would safeguard the security of all nations, together with the drastic reduction of 
other armaments” (Visser 't Hooft, 1955, p. 146). The Ninth Assembly in 2006 adopted a “Minute 
on Elimination of Nuclear Arms”, noting that “Existing WCC policy urges all states to meet their 
treaty obligations to reduce and then destroy nuclear arsenals with adequate verification” and that 
“Churches must prevail upon governments until they recognize the incontrovertible immorality of 
nuclear weapons” (World Council of Churches, 2006). The Tenth Assembly in November 2013 
recommended that governments “Negotiate and establish a ban on the production, deployment, 
transfer and use of nuclear weapons in accordance with international humanitarian law” (World 
Council of Churches, 2013).

Among Protestant denominations, the United Methodist Council of Bishops in 1986 took 
up the nuclear weapons in a foundation document, In Defense of Creation: The Nuclear Crisis and 
a Just Peace (United Methodist Council of Bishops, 1986). They chose the title because God’s 
creation “is under attack…[from] the darkening shadows of threatening nuclear winter… [It is] “a 

crisis that threatens to assault not only the whole human family but planet earth itself” (United 
Methodist Council of Bishops, 1986, p. 92). Given this situation, the bishops in a pastoral letter 
stated:

Therefore, we say a clear and unconditional No to nuclear war and any use of nuclear 
weapons. We conclude that nuclear deterrence is a position that cannot receive the 
church’s blessing (United Methodist Council of Bishops, p.92). 

For moving toward a nuclear-free world they recommended four measures: (1) comprehensive test 
ban to inaugurate a nuclear freeze; (2) consolidated of existing treaties and phased reductions; (3) 
bans on space weapons; and (4) no-first-use agreement (United Methodist Council of Bishop, 
1986, pp. 74-78).

  The 1988 United Methodist General Conference, the official governing body, endorsed In 
Defense of Creation (United Methodist Church, 1988) and in following quadrennial meetings 
supported concrete steps toward a world free of nuclear weapons. A 2004 resolution described the 
doctrine of nuclear deterrence as “morally corrupt and spiritually bankrupt” because “nuclear 
weapons hold innocent people hostage for political and military purposes” (United Methodist 
Church, 2004, p. 889).
 In the last thirty years all of the “mainline” Protestant churches and the historic peace 
churches in the United States have taken strong stands against the use of nuclear weapons and have 
supported policies leading to the elimination. 

Orthodox

 Orthodox Churches from many nations are members of the World Council of Churches and 
in that sense support WCC policies on nuclear weapons. They also speak for themselves in their 
own countries. In the United States branches of the Orthodox Church – Russian, Greek, and others 
- have joined interfaith initiatives for the elimination of nuclear weapons. In Russia, Patriarch 
Kirill, head of the Russian Orthodox Church, speaking in 2007 in Sarov, the center of Russia’s 
nuclear weapons industry, indicated that Russia required nuclear arms to enable it to remain a 
sovereign state during the Cold War. That is because of the deterrent value of nuclear weapons. 
Nevertheless, he said, the Church favors a world without nuclear weapons (Kirill, 2007). 

Roman Catholic  

 In the Roman Catholic Church, popes have spoken against the use of nuclear weapons 
since the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima. Pope Pius XII (pope from 1939 to 1958) in his 
1954 Easter message demanded “the effective proscription and banishment of atomic…warfare,” 
calling the arms race a “costly relationship of mutual terror” (Pius XII, 1954). 

 Pope John XXXIII (1958-1963) in his1963 papal encyclical Pacem in Terris called for the 
cessation of the arms race, noting:

The stock-piles of armaments which have been built up in various countries must be 
reduced all round and simultaneously by the parties concerned. Nuclear weapons must be 
banned. A general agreement must be reached on a suitable disarmament program, with an 
effective system of mutual control. (John XXIII, 1963)

 Gaudium et Spes (“Joy and Hope”), a pastoral constitution coming out of the Second 
Vatican Council and promulgated by Pope Paul VI (1963-78) in 1965, stated:

Any act of war aimed indiscriminately at the destruction of entire cities of extensive areas 
along with their population is a crime against God and man himself. It merits unequivocal 
and unhesitating condemnation. (Paul VI, 1965)

However, the document noted that some “scientific weapons” are amassed for retaliation and 
therefore serve as a “deterrent to possible enemy attack.” But this “is not a safe way to preserve 
a steady peace, nor is the so-called balance resulting from this race a sure and authentic peace.” 
A better way is to “labor to put an end at last to the arms race, and to make a true beginning of 
disarmament, not unilaterally indeed, but proceeding at an equal pace according to agreement, 
and backed up by true and workable safeguards” (Paul VI, 1965). 

 When Pope John Paul II (1978-2005) spoke in the Hiroshima Peace Memorial Hall in 
February 1981 he called on heads of state and of government and those who hold political and 
economic power to pledge ourselves “that war will never be tolerated or sought as a means of 
resolving differences; let us promise our fellow human beings that we will work untiringly for 
disarmament and the banishing of all nuclear weapons” (John Paul II, 1981).

 Speaking to the United Nations General Assembly in June 1982, Pope John Paul II stated:

The teaching of the Catholic Church in this area has been clear and consistent. It has 
deplored the arms race, called nonetheless for mutual progressive and verifiable reduction 
of armaments as well as greater safeguards against possible misuse of these weapons. It has 
done so while urging that the independence, freedom and legitimate security of each and 
every nation be respected. In current conditions "deterrence" based on balance, certainly 
not as an end in itself but as step on the way toward a progressive disarmament, may still 
be judged morally acceptable. Nonetheless in order to ensure peace, it is indispensable not 
to be satisfied with this minimum which is always susceptible to the real danger of 
explosion. (John Paul II, 1982)

Pope Benedict XVI (2005-2013) in a message on World Day of Peace 2006 indicated:

In a nuclear war there would be no victors, only victims. The truth of peace requires that 
all - whether those governments which openly or secretly possess nuclear arms, or those 
planning to acquire them �- agree to change their course by clear and firm decisions, and 
strive for a progressive and concerted nuclear disarmament. (Benedict XVI, 2006) 

At the 2010 Review Conference of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty Msgr Celestino Migliore 
delivered a message from Benedict XVI encouraging “initiatives that seek progressive 
disarmament and the creation of zones free of nuclear weapons, with a view to their complete 
elimination from the planet" (Migliore, 2010).
 With this decades-long support for nuclear disarmament the Holy See has become 
impatient with the lack of progress toward this objective. This was shown in an address by 
Archbishop Francis Chullikat, the permanent observer of the Holy See to the United Nations, in 
Kansas City, Missouri in 2011. He said:

The Holy See has never countenanced nuclear deterrence as a permanent measure, nor does 
it today when it is evident that nuclear deterrence drives the development of ever newer 
nuclear arms, thus preventing genuine nuclear disarmament…. Nuclear deterrence 
prevents genuine nuclear disarmament. It maintains an unacceptable hegemony over 
non-nuclear development for the poorest half of the world's population. It is a fundamental 
obstacle to achieving a new age of global security. (Chullikat, 2011)

He noted that the Catholic Church had embraced a 1996 decision of the International Court of 
Justice calling for “negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and 
effective international control." He reiterated the Holy See’s support “for transparent, verifiable, 
global and irreversible nuclear disarmament and for addressing seriously the issues of nuclear 
strategic arms, the tactical ones and their means of delivery (Chullikat, 2011). 

 Pope Francis in 2015 address to the United Nations General Assembly stated: 

There is urgent need to work for a world free of nuclear weapons, in full application of the 
non-proliferation Treaty, in letter and spirit, with the goal of a complete prohibition of 
these weapons. (Francis, 2015)

 In the United States in the early 1980s, the National Conference of Catholic Bishops 
undertook an in-depth study of war and peace with special attention to nuclear weapons. Working 
from the moral principles of the just-war tradition, they indicated: 

• Every nation has a right and duty to defend itself against unjust aggression.
• Offensive war of any kind is morally unjustifiable.
• The intentional killing of innocent civilians or non-combatants is always wrong.
• Even defensive response to unjust attack can cause destruction which violates the 

principle of proportionality, going far beyond the limits of legitimate defense. 
(National Conference of Catholic Bishops, 1983, p. iii) 

Applying these principles to nuclear weapons, the U.S. Catholic bishops spoke against initiation 
of nuclear war and against any use of nuclear weapons to destroy population centers or other 
predominantly civilian targets even in retaliatory action. They opposed initiation of nuclear war 
and expressed skepticism of even a limited nuclear war. Following the leadership of Pope John 
Paul II, they accepted “a strictly conditional moral acceptance of deterrence” but not adequate as 
a long-term basis for peace (National Conference of Catholic Bishops, 1983, pp v-vi).

 Over the years the U.S. Catholic bishops have retained their strong interest in nuclear 
disarmament. In 2010, Cardinal Francis George, then President of the U.S. Conference of Catholic 
Bishops, wrote: 

The horribly destructive capacity of nuclear arms makes them disproportionate and 
indiscriminate weapons that endanger human life and dignity like no other armaments. 
Their use as a weapon of war is rejected in Church teaching based on just war norms. 
Although we cannot anticipate every step on the path humanity must walk, we can point 
with moral clarity to a destination that moves beyond deterrence to a world free of the 
nuclear threat. (George, 2010)

For this to happen “the Church urges that nuclear deterrence be replaced with concrete measures 
of disarmament based on dialogue and multilateral negotiations” (George, 2010). 

Islamic Perspective

“A Common Word,” a report addressed by Muslim scholars to Christian leaders, notes that 
Christians and Muslims together make up more than 55 percent of the world’s population. They 
then observe:

If Muslims and Christians are not at peace, the world cannot be at peace. With the terrible 
weaponry of the modern world; with Muslims and Christians intertwined everywhere as 
never before, no side can unilaterally win a conflict between more than half of the world’s 
inhabitants. Thus, our common future is at stake. The very survival of the world itself is at 
stake. (A Common Word, 2007, pp. 72-73) 

 Jamal Badawi and Muzammil H. Siddiqi in an essay published by the Muslim-Christian 
Initiative on the Nuclear Weapons Danger offered six powerful reasons for Muslims to oppose the 
production, deployment, and use of nuclear weapons.

(1) They represent a serious threat to peace, while peace is a central theme of                       
 Islam.
(2)  They are brutal and merciless, and thus violate the Qur’anic description of the Prophet 

Muhammad (peace be upon him) as “mercy to all the worlds.”
(3)  They are contrary to Islam’s promotion of human fellowship.
(4)  Nuclear weapons do not fall with the scope of legitimate self-defense… Not only do they 

not discriminate between combatants and noncombatants, but the great majority of victims 
are likely to be noncombatants… Repelling aggression is permissible in Islam, but only 
with the minimum cost of life and property. Nuclear weapons cause destruction of the 
environment that lasts for hundreds, if not thousands, of years.

(5)  Nuclear weapons research and production waste a huge amount of resources.
(6)  While the argument for nuclear deterrence is not un-Islamic in principle, and while such 

deterrence apparently did work during the Cold War, there is no guarantee that it will work 

in the future. Nor is there any guarantee that nuclear weapons will not fall into the hands of 
non-state actors. (Badawi and Siggiqi, 2005, pp. 26-27)

 The authors continue:

Considering all of these points, we must conclude that it is harâm (forbidden) to 
deploy nuclear weapons. The sharî’ah of Allah could never approve such weapons. 
According to the principles of Islamic law, there should instead be a universal ban 
on their development and possession. No criteria exist that allow some states to 
maintain nuclear weapons while others are denied of them. (Badawi and Siggiqi, 
2005, p. 27)

 
 In applying such beliefs, Iran Supreme Leader, Ali Khamenei, on a number of occasions 
has said that possession and use of nuclear weapons are contrary to Islamic law. In 2005, Iran 
communicated to the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) that Ayatollah Khamenei had 
issued a fatwa [religious edict] that “the production, stockpiling and use of nuclear weapons are 
forbidden under Islamic law and that the Islamic Republic of Iran shall never acquire these 
weapons” (International Atomic Energy Agency (2005, p. 121).  In a letter to the 2010 Review 
Conference of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, Khamenei wrote: "We consider the use of 
such weapons as haram (religiously forbidden) and believe that it is everyone's duty to make 
efforts to secure humanity against this great disaster."  In an address on August 30, 2012 at the 16th 
Non-Aligned Summit in Tehran, he stated:

The Islamic Republic of Iran considers the use of nuclear, chemical and similar weapons 
as a great and unforgivable sin. We proposed the idea of ‘Middle East free of nuclear 
weapons’ and we are committed to it. This does not mean forgoing our right to peaceful use 
of nuclear power and production of nuclear fuel. On the basis of international laws, 
peaceful use of nuclear energy is a right of every country…. Our motto is: “Nuclear energy 
for all and nuclear weapons for none.” (Khamenei, 2012)

 Some analysts observe that Ayatollah Khamenei sometimes speaks of production, 
stockpiling, and use of nuclear weapons and sometimes only use. They speculate that this implies 
that Iran might want to produce nuclear weapons as a deterrent, but there have been no public 
statements using deterrence language. Such clarification might occur during ongoing negotiations 
about Iran’s nuclear capability.

Summary

 In reviewing Jewish, Christian, and Islamic perspectives on nuclear weapons, we find 
many common features.  
 There is a broad consensus that use of nuclear weapons would be morally wrong because 
of the harm to large numbers of non-combatants and the environment. Widespread use would be 
disastrous for humankind and the planet Earth. A small minority believes that limited nuclear war 
might be acceptable as a final measure for national defense, but most maintain that nuclear weap-

ons are so powerful and indiscriminate that even limited use would be wrong. Although not part of 
our previous discussion, there are also some in the faith community who believe that nuclear war 
would be acceptable as an eschatological event prior to the final day of judgment and commence-
ment of a messianic era.
 Among the three faiths there has been some acceptance of development, production, and 
deployment of nuclear weapons as a measure of deterrence for self-defense in order to dissuade 
other nations from nuclear or conventional attack. However, a growing number reject nuclear 
deterrence because of the immorality of in effect holding civilian population hostage. Some deter-
rence adherents believe if deterrence fails and a nation is attacked, nuclear weapons should not be 
used in retaliation. 
 There is widespread support for negotiation of arms control agreements and for unilateral 
actions to reduce nuclear arsenals.  
 Although not discussed in previous sections, many voices in the faith community observe 
that the nuclear arms race is a waste of resources and that funds could be better spent for measures 
that improve human and community welfare.
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Abstract

This paper examined the strategic role women and women organizations play in the resolution of 
conflicts in Benue state especially in the last five years (2011-2016), with the persistence of the 
pastoralist / farmers clashes. Benue state has the unfortunate lot of attacks and women have been 
at the receiving end as majority of them are engaged in agricultural production that sustains the 
economy and the population. Government has responded in addressing these conflicts, but we 
must reckon with the great role women under several organizations have sought to interface 
government in preventing these conflicts and also offering relief materials to the displaced 
populations. The paper surveyed some of these women organizations and the strategies they have 
adopted in reducing the conflicts. Using liberal feminist theory as a framework of analysis, the 
paper showed how socio-cultural factors are constraining the women organization’s effort at 
resolving conflicts. The study demonstrated how the non-confrontational approach adopted by 
women has continued to douse out the conflicts and helped to ameliorate the conditions of women, 
children and men affected by the conflicts. It is hoped that stronger collaboration of these women 
groups and government through legislative provisions will seriously address these conflicts and 
their negative consequences on the people.

Keywords: women, women organizations, conflict resolution

Introduction

Violent conflicts ranging from communal, ethnic, religious, and political have become a 
recurrent decimal in Nigeria. The situation has become extremely worrisome since the return to 
democratic rule in 1999 (Imobighe, 2003). In Benue state, the story is not different! Communal, 
inter-ethnic, political, and more recently, herdsmen and farmers conflict have led to loss of lives 
and property, increased poverty, and massive displacement of people. Generally, conflict affects 
all members of the society but in most cases, it is women that suffer the most. During periods of 
conflicts, women suffer from sexual abuse, psychological pains and carry the burden of caring for 
children and the aged. In a study conducted in 200l by USAID cited in Scheper (2002) which 
analyzed the impact of deadly intrastate conflict on women and women organizations from 
Rwanda, Cambodia, Guatemala, El Salvador, Georgia, and Bosnia and Herzegovina showed that 
there are five major impacts of intrastate conflict on women and gender relations:

a.    Violence against civilians, of which 95% is female
b.    Internal displacement, of which 90% is women and children
c.    Redefinition of female identities in the society, both as victims and as perpetrators
d.    Increased poverty and starvation, as a result of targeted destruction of civilian   

 property and
e.    Communal violence leading to lasting bitterness, anger and hatred. 

The research concluded by observing that in all six countries, the most traumatizing factor 
for women in conflict is the lack of physical security, both during the conflict and the post conflict 
demobilization of the militia. It keeps women confined in their homes, not being able to move 
around freely. Rape was used as a regular tool of warfare and torture in all six case countries 
(Scheper, 2002). Moreover, many women saw themselves forced to engage in prostitution in the 
post conflict era, as the only available means of income. Family structures were damaged through 
death and trauma, resulting in women becoming heads of households and an increased incidence 
of domestic violence.
  Despite the fact that women suffer the most during the period of conflicts, formal conflict 
resolution mechanisms exclude women in the decision-making process. Falch (2010) underscored 
the above view by stating that women are often excluded from formal peace negotiations and are 
marginally involved in political decision-making process. However, since the passing of the 
United Nations Resolution 1325 in 2000 which advocates for the equal representation of women 
in key decision bodies, greater political space was opened for women groups to play significant 
roles in conflict resolution globally (Falch, 2010). While extolling the role of women organizations 
in the formal mechanism of conflict resolution, Falch (2010) acknowledged that, even though the 
role of women has not been appreciated, women have continued to play significant roles in 
community peacebuilding and have made valuable contributions to peace during and after conflict.

In Nigeria and Benue state in particular, since the return to democratic rule in 1999, there 
has been a proliferation in the number of women organizations that have been playing significant 
roles in conflict resolutions. For instance, women groups such as Women in Nigeria (WIN), 
Country Women Association of Nigeria (COWAN), Women, Law and Development Centre 
(WLDC), Community Women and Development (COWAD), International Federation of Female 

In Nigeria, there are well documented accounts of the exploits of Nigerian women and 
women organizations in conflict resolution. According to Idris and Habu (2012), women 
organizations in Nigeria have played significant roles in conflict resolution. For instance, Pisagih, 
Degri, Ajemasu and Muhammad (2015) observed that the role of women organizations in conflict 
resolution in Nigeria can be traced as far back as to the Aba women riot of 1929, the Egba women 
movement of the early 1920s to the 1950s, the Ogharefe women uprising of 1984. These are 
circumstances where women organizations in Nigeria organised and exercised their collective 
power to resolve conflict and build peace.

In Benue state, women organizations have also played significant roles in conflict 
resolution. Their role has been demonstrated particularly in the conflict between herdsmen and 
farmers in Benue state between 2011 to 2016 which led to loss of lives and property and left a lot 
of people in refugee camps, towns and  other settlements including Agaigbe, Naka, Atukpu, 
Tse-Iorbogo and other missionary centers outside the conflict areas, including Mission Station 
Ajigba of the NKST Church and other Christian centers like the Catholic Church premises in 
Agaigbe and the voluntary organization in the Local Government Areas (Women Environmental 
Programme, 2012). In a similar view, the herdsmen have dared not to go near the boundaries of 
Gwer-west Local Government Area. They were also displaced from where they had found pasture. 

During this conflict, Women Environmental Programme (2012) organized a multi-stake 
holder meeting that brought together the Benue state government, Miyetti-Allah Cattle Breeders 
Association, traditional rulers in Benue state, Christian Association of Nigeria (CAN) - Benue 
state chapter, Ja’amatu Nasiru Islam (JNI), Benue state and Civil Society Organizations. The 
forum provided a platform for farmers and herdsmen to come together to discuss how to resolve 
their differences and to educate both parties on other topical issues in the society like population 
increase and desertification which has increased the migration of herdsmen into the Benue 
trough/valley thereby exacerbating the conflict between the two groups.  

In a similar vein, women organizations such as Catholic Women Organisations (CWO) in 
Benue state have at different times reached out to different groups for deliberation, negotiation, 
compromises, and agreements on conflict resolution (Ikelegbe, 2003). Apart from helping to 
resolve conflict in Benue state, the organization has been able to provide a neutral ground where 
parties involved in conflict can come together to build bridges of trust, understanding and 
confidence (Ikelegbe,2003). They have also participated in providing relief materials to victims of 
conflict. For instance, during the herdsmen and farmer’s conflict in the state from 2011 to 2015 for 
which many citizens of the state particularly women were living in refugee camps across the state, 
the CWO donated relief materials such as food items, clothing, and free medical treatment to the 
victims of the conflict.

Other women organizations such as market women association have at different times in 
the course of the farmers-herdsmen conflict in Benue state used different strategies such as street 
protest and closing of shops in the market places to draw the attention of local, state and Federal 
government for peace to return to the state.

Challenges faced by Women Organizations in Conflict Resolution in Benue State

There are different factors limiting the role of women organizations in conflict resolution. 

One of the major problems facing women organization in Benue state is lack of funds to 
implement conflict resolution programs (Ahule & Ugba, 2014; Abari, 2014; Akuadna, 2014). 
Most of these organizations do not have adequate funds to organize workshops and seminars to 
educate members of the public on the need to live in peace. Besides, creating a platform where 
stakeholders involved in conflict can come to the negotiation table also requires funds which most 
women organizations in Benue do not have. This greatly limits the potentials of women 
organizations in conflict resolution. 

Secondly, in Benue state and Nigeria in general, people still believe and look up to 
government for the resolution of public problems and conflict. As a matter of fact, Ikelegbe (2003) 
observed that groups and communities in Benue state have more confidence in the ability of the 
state to resolve conflict. The implication here is that, even when women organizations have made 
concerted efforts to reach out to groups involved in conflict, people still believe that they do not 
possess the requisite influence, resources, integrity, and credibility to intervene and resolve 
conflict (Ikelegbe, 2003).

Thirdly, both the local, state and federal government in Nigeria have given women 
organizations and groups outside the realm of the state a marginal role in conflict resolution. There 
is poor partnership between government and other institutions outside the scope of the state in 
conflict resolution. In some cases, the state view other organizations and women groups with 
suspicion. Infact, Odeh (2012) observed that state officials view other groups outside the purview 
of the state as competitors of power and influence in the public sphere rather than partners in peace 
process. This also serves as a major setback for women organizations working in the area of 
conflict resolution.

Fourthly, most women organizations that are involved in conflict resolution lack 
experience, exposure and skills in negotiation, advocacy, and lobbying techniques (Agbalajobi, 
2002). Women have always been kept secluded from the political arena and sphere of 
decision-making; therefore, in many situations they are unable to participate. 

Lastly, women organizations in Benue state are also faced with the challenge of 
marginalization and stigmatization by powerful government and other non-governmental 
organizations (Munuve, nd). Besides, they also suffer from physical harassment from local men 
and security forces which is especially likely to happen in post conflict situations where gender 
tensions are usually high.

Conclusion and Recommendations

Based on the foregoing, the following recommendations have been made to improve the 
involvement of women organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state.

First, there must be change of attitudes among the people regarding the role of women and 
women organizations in Benue state and Nigeria in general. Women groups should be given 
greater role in all segments of the society. This can be achieved by sensitizing members of the 
public through printed and electronic media on the need to give women more political space to 
participate in decision making process.

Secondly, government at all levels in Nigeria need to partner with women organizations 

and other groups to resolve conflict. The state alone cannot resolve conflict in Nigeria. It is the 
submission of this paper that one-sector-approach would be inadequate to resolve conflicts in 
Nigeria. Therefore, the government needs to engage a broad-based coalition of actors, and women 
organizations need a seat on the table if any meaningful progress is to be made. This is because, 
according to the Dutch Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment, Conflict Resolution Unit 
states that partnering with women groups in conflict resolution fosters a wider popular mandate for 
peace, making it more sustainable.

Thirdly, women organizations in Benue state working in the area of conflict resolution 
needs to be strengthened in terms of training, skills and methods of operation and functioning 
(James, 2003). Most of these organizations are not well trained and properly equipped to resolve 
conflict. 

Lastly, women organizations in Benue state need to develop alternative ways of raising 
funds to implement their programs. Most of these organizations depend heavily on foreign 
donations and this is not adequate.

References

Abari, C. A. (2014). Civil society and the democratic project: An assessment of the Fourth 
Republic. African Journal of Management, Social Sciences and Humanities, 3(1), pp. 
163-178.

Agbalajobi, D. T. (2002). The role of African women in peace building and conflict resolution: The 
case of Burundi. Ottawa, Canada: International Development Research Council.

Ahule, B. G. & Dajo, U. (2014). The role of civil society organizations in the fight against 
corruption in Nigeria. Africa Dynamics of Social Science Research. 5(1), pp. 56-74.

Akuandna, I. F. (2014). Civil society and democratic consolidation. African Journal of 
Management, Social Sciences and Humanities, 3(1), pp. 179-191.

Alaga, E. (2010). Challenges for women in peace building in West Africa. Africa Institute of 
South Africa. Policy brief, No.18.

Falch, Å. (2010). Women's organizations: A driving force behind women's participation and 
rights. PRIO Policy Brief, 3. Oslo: PRIO.

Ikelegbe, A. O. (2003). Civil society and alternative approaches to conflict management. In T. A. 
Imobighe (ed.). Civil Society and Ethnic Conflict Management in Nigeria. Ibadan: 
Spectrum Books.

Imobighe, T. A. (2003). Civil Society, ethnic nationalism and nation building in Nigeria. In T. A. 
Imobighe (ed.). Civil Society and Ethnic Conflict Management in Nigeria. Ibadan: 
Spectrum Books.

International Alert (1998). Code of conduct. Retrieved from http://www.international-
alert.org/sites/default/files/library/Code%20of%20Conduct.pdf

James, I. (2003). Organizing civil society for ethnic conflict management in Nigeria. In T. A. 
Imobighe (ed.). Civil Society and Ethnic Conflict Management in Nigeria. Ibadan: 
Spectrum Books.

Kumar, K. (2000). Women and women’s organizations in post-conflict societies: The role of 
international assistance. Washington, D.C.: Centre for Development Information and 
Evaluation, United States Agency for International Development.

Miall, H., Ramsbotham, O., & Woodhouse, T. (1999). Contemporary conflict resolution: The 
prevention, management and transformation of deadly conflicts. Cambridge: Polity Press. 

Miller, C. A., & King, M. E. (2003). A glossary of terms and concepts in peace and conflict 
studies. Addis Abba, Ethiopia: University for Peace Africa Programme. 

Mitchell, C., & Banks, M. (1999). Handbook of conflict resolution: The analytical problem 
solving approach. London: Pinter.

Odey, A. M. (2012). Civil society and democratic consolidation in Nigeria. Journal of Emerging 
Trends in Educational Research and Policy Studies, 3(1), pp. 61-67. Retrieved from 
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/bd80/5614f891b4054aae9edb12bb49566a7b2fcb.pdf

Pisagih, H. C., Degri, R. Y., Ajemasu, M., & Muhammed, A. S. (2016). Conflict resolution: The 
role of women librarians in collaboration with women NGOs in Nigeria. World Scientific 
News, 25, pp. 1-8. Retrieved from 
http://www.worldscientificnews.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/WSN-25-2016-1-8.pdf

Scheper, E. E. (2002, May 3). Role of women in violent conflict prevention and negotiation. 
Paper prepared for the Women, Peace Building and Constitution Making Conference, 
International Center of Ethnic Studies, Colombo. Retrieved from 
http://www.humiliationstudies.org/documents/ScheperColombo.pdf

United Nations (1995). Platform for action. Fourth World Conference on Women, Beijing. 
Retrieved from http://www.un.org/womenwatch/daw/beijing/platform/plat1.htm

Women Environmental Programme (2012). Project report on conflict mapping into incessant 
crises between the Tiv farmers and the Fulani herdsmen in Guma and Makurdi Local 
Government Areas of Benue State, Nigeria & Multi-Stakeholders Dialogue. Women 
Environmental Programme, Nigeria. Retrieved from http://wepnigeria.net/

Lawyers (FIDA), Women’s Right Advancement and Protection Alternative (WRAPA), and 
Catholic Women Organisations (CWO) have all played key roles in conflict resolution in Nigeria. 
Despite the significant role women organizations have played in conflict resolution in Benue state, 
their contributions have been neglected. There are two reasons for this. First, due to cultural and 
religious reasons, women are treated as second class citizens and therefore not given a seat at the 
table of conflict resolution process. Second, most people in Nigeria tend to believe that the issue of 
conflict resolution belongs to the realm of government and the business sector only. As a result of 
this, a comprehensive understanding of the role of women organizations in peacebuilding and 
conflict resolution has continued to be a major gap in the available literature particularly in the 
context of developing countries such as Nigeria. It is because of this gap in knowledge that this paper 
seeks to examine the contributions of women organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state.

Conceptual Clarification

In this paper, concepts such as women organizations and conflict resolution will be 
explained to sanitize the reader to their meaning and usage in this work.

Women organizations:  refer to all voluntary organizations led and managed by women 
that promote women’s welfare and gender equality (Kumar, n.d.). Examples of these organizations 
in Benue state include Women in Nigeria (WIN), International Federation of Female Lawyers 
(FIDA), Women’s Right Advancement and Protection Alternative (WRAPA), Catholic Women 
Organisations (CWO), Association of Market Women, Mzough U Kase, among others.

Conflict Resolution: is a range of processes aimed at alleviating or eliminating sources of 
conflict (Pisagih, Degri, Ajemasu & Muhammed, 2015). Miller and King (2003) define conflict 
resolution as “a variety of approaches aimed at terminating conflicts through the constructive 
solving of problems, distinct from management or transformation of conflicts.” In their view, 
Miall, Ramsbotham and Woodhouse (1999), the essence of conflict resolution is to identify the 
root causes of conflict, address and resolve them, and behaviour is no longer violent, nor are 
attitudes hostile any longer, while the structure of the conflict has been changed. Mitchel and 
Banks (1998) refer to conflict resolution as: 

i. An outcome in which the issue in an existing conflict are satisfactorily dealt with 
through a solution that is mutually acceptable to the parties, self-sustaining in the 
long run and productive of a new, positive relationship between parties that were 
previously hostile adversaries; and 

ii.  Any process or procedure by which such an outcome is achieved. 

Whatever the definition offered, the purpose of conflict resolution is to ensure that conflict is 
resolved for peaceful co-existence between individuals, groups, communities, and nations. 

Methodology

The study adopted descriptive research design. Secondary sources of data were obtained 

from the organizational records of women organizations involved in conflict resolution for a 
period of five years (2011-2016). In addition, other secondary sources of data such as newspapers, 
magazines, government records were also used. There are many registered and unregistered 
women organizations in Benue state. As a result of this, the study used purposive sampling 
technique to select only registered women organizations that were involved in conflict resolution 
in Benue state. The rational for studying women organizations involved in conflict resolutions is 
because, these organizations have made significant contributions to peace and conflict resolution, 
but their contributions have not been well documented and acknowledged.

Theoretical Framework

In this paper, liberal feminist theory has been employed to explain the role of women 
organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state. Liberal feminism is premised on the idea that 
gender inequality in society is a product of patriarchal and sexist patterning of division of labor 
(Idyorough, 2005). Based on the assumptions of liberal feminism, gender is socially constructed 
and is manifest in the division of labor where domestic work that is devalued and not remunerated 
is assigned to women while work outside the home is highly remunerated and is assigned to men. 
This whole phenomenon is perpetuated through patriarchal ideology (Idyorough, 2005).

The theory explains the lack of recognition for the role of women organizations in conflict 
resolution to our cultural beliefs and attitudes. The theory argues that the society believes that it is 
the men who are supposed to be involved in outdoor activities such as conflict resolution while 
women are supposed to be involved in menial jobs such as childcare and housekeeping. 
Consequently, even though women organizations have played important roles in conflict 
resolution, their roles have not been recognized simply because they are women organizations. 
Perhaps if these organizations were formed by men, their roles would have been acknowledged. 
This paper therefore states that, for the women organizations to be deeply involved in conflict 
resolution and their contributions to be appreciated, there has to be a change in our cultural beliefs 
and attitudes.

The Role of Women Organizations in Conflict Resolution in Benue State

The contributions of women organizations to conflict resolution cannot be over 
emphasized. According to Scheper (2002), the responses of local women’s groups in dealing with 
conflict, rehabilitation and peace appear to be remarkably similar around the world too. The 
women NGOs are mostly active in trauma counselling, micro-credit, voter education, gender 
awareness, law reform and political advocacy. They draw the attention of authorities to civilian 
security, e.g. through security sector reforms and greater participation of women in police forces, 
judiciary and in peace committees (Scheper, 2002). 
  In West Africa, Alaga (2010) states that women have played significant roles in situations 
relating to peace and war for centuries, primarily as traditional peace-makers, as priestesses who 
confer with gods to determine whether it was right to go to war or not, as praise singers for men 
during battles as a boost to ensure their victory, or as custodians of culture. In each culture there 
are stories of women who have played some leadership roles as peace envoys or harbingers of 
peace in their communities (Alaga, 2010).
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Abstract

In reviewing Jewish, Christian, and Islamic perspectives on nuclear weapons we find that there is 
a broad consensus that the use of nuclear weapons would be morally wrong because of the harm 
to large numbers of non-combatants and the environment. However, a small minority believes that 
limited nuclear war might be acceptable as a final measure for national defense, and some in the 
faith community believe that nuclear war would be acceptable as an eschatological event prior to 
the final Day of Judgment and commencement of a messianic age. Among the three faiths there 
has been some acceptance of deployment of nuclear weapons as a measure of deterrence for 
self-defense in order to dissuade other nations from nuclear or conventional attack. However, a 
growing number reject nuclear deterrence because of the immorality of in effect holding civilian 
population hostage. Within the faith community there is widespread support for negotiation of 
arms control agreements and for unilateral actions to reduce nuclear arsenals. 
Keywords: Judaism, Christianity, Islam, nuclear weapons, disarmament

Introduction

Since the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima on Augusts 6, 1945 representatives of 
Judaism, Christianity, and Islam have spoken out on the possession and use of nuclear weapons. 
Among them there is a broad consensus that nuclear weapons should never be used because of 
harm to God’s creation: massive loss of human lives and disastrous destruction of the 
environment. Although some believe that it is acceptable for a nation to possess nuclear weapons 
as a deterrent against nuclear attack or an overwhelming conventional attack from another nation, 
many insist that it is time to go beyond deterrence and seek the global elimination of nuclear 
weapons.  

Jewish Perspective

 In 1962 when the nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union was 
accelerating, Rabbi Maurice Lamm (1962) of the Floral Park Jewish Center in New York made 
distinction between obligatory wars and optional wars. He concluded that as a matter of 
self-defense it was obligatory to oppose the quest of the Soviet Union to gain world domination 
with Communism. That was because Communism violates the basic moral principles of Judaism 
and Israel would cease to exist as a nation if the Soviet Union ruled the world. Therefore, the 
expansionist Soviet Union must be opposed with nuclear weapons even if it resulted in a nuclear 
war that destroyed life on earth. Thus, it would be preferable to be dead than red.
 In a rejoinder Rabbi Immanuel Jakobovits of the Fifth Avenue Synagogue, who later 
became the Chief Rabbi of Great Britain, took up the issue of self-defense. He noted in 1962 that 
the Torah and teaching of rabbis allow slaying an attacker to save one’s own life (Exodus 22.1 
[22.2 in RSVP]; Rashi on BT Sanhedrin 72a). But the defender would not be entitled to forestall 
the attack at the cost of both lives, such as by blowing up the house. He commented, “In view of 
this vital limitation of the law of self-defense, it would appear that a defensive war likely to 
endanger the survival of the attacking and the defending nations alike, if not the entire human race, 
can never be justified” (Sapertstein, pp. 7-8).
 Neither rabbi, of course, wanted the world to face that choice of red or dead. Rabbi Lamm 
favored nuclear deterrence which so far had prevented nuclear war. He wrote, “Constant 
negotiation between the atomic powers must continue in order to probe new possibilities of 
peacefully settling the differences between East and West” (Lamm, 1962, p. 177).  
 Twenty years later when the nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet 
Union intensified again, the Commission on Social Action of Reformed Judaism took up this issue 
in a report Preventing the Nuclear Holocaust: A Jewish Response edited by Rabbi David 
Saperstein (1983). The report reviews the five regulations of war, drawn from the halacha (Jewish 
law): force not an end in itself, opportunity for the opponent to choose peace, concern for lives of 
non-combatants, waged so as not to destroy God’s creation, before ever battle reading the rules and 
regulations of war (Saperstein, 1983, pp. 8-13). As applied to an optional war, the report 
concludes:

Clearly the speed with which nuclear war could happen, the distance over which it is 

fought and the virtual absence of opportunity to use human judgements to regulate the war 
once the missiles are launched mitigate against the ability of any nation to fight a “humane” 
nuclear war. From this brief view of the halachic stipulations on war, it is evident that 
nuclear war would violate almost every rule and regulation and would thereby be 
impermissible. (Saperstein, 1983, p.13)

 The report then cites a number of rabbis to show that the weight of the Jewish tradition is 
clearly arrayed against the use of nuclear weapons (Saperstein, 1983, pp. 19-31). But what about 
the current nuclear build-up and stockpiling? Under what circumstances is possession of nuclear 
weapons per se, permissible or prohibited? In answering the report draws upon the halachic 
concept of geder (fence) that some things are prohibited not because they are evil in and of 
themselves but because they might lead to evil things. Rabbi Saul Berman applied this reasoning 
to stockpiling nuclear weapons which “will likely lead to consequences which will violate Jewish 
law” (Saperstein, p. 36). As Rabbi Jakobovits wrote in his 1962 article, “Once the recourse to 
atomic warfare, even in self defense (retaliation), is eliminated, the threat of resorting to it when 
attacked (deterrent) would naturally have to be abandoned. A threat is effective, and can be 
justified, only as the possibility to carry it out exists” (Saperstein, p. 36). 

This being the case, Preventing the Nuclear Holocaust devotes considerable attention to 
ways of ending the nuclear arms race, such as freeze on production and deployment of nuclear 
weapons and other methods of nuclear arms control and reduction.
 This issue was taken up again in 1991 in a book entitled Confronting Omnicide: Jewish 
Reflections on Weapons of Mass Destruction, edited by Daniel Landes (1991). Fifteen essays offer 
diverse points of view but have a common concern that God’s creation would be at risk in nuclear 
war. Pinchas Peli from Ben Gurion University, Be’er Sheva, Israel writes:

As to the universal threat of destruction of the world through the weapons of mass 
destruction, the view of Torah is crystal clear: The world created by God was meant for 
life; it was given over to Man to rule, to preserve and cultivate, and not to destroy and 
mutilate. (Landes, 1991, pp. 72-73)

Translating this into practice, he continues:

One is not allowed to willingly destroy any created being. This prohibition is known in the 
Halakhah as bal tash’hit – Do not destroy. The rabbis, of course, derive this prohibition 
from Scripture: “When thou shalt besiege a city a long time, in making war against it to 
take it, thou shalt not destroy the trees thereof by wielding an axe against them: for thou 
mayest eat of them, and thou shalt not cut them down.” (Deuteronomy 20:10)

 In another essay Professor David Novak picks up this theme and cites rabbinic tradition 
over the centuries in support of the prohibition of wanton destruction. He concludes: “The evil of 
nuclear war, which cannot be justified by any of the usual criteria of temporary destruction for the 
sake of ultimate victory, is to be emphasized continually.” He adds, “It seems that bilateral, not 
unilateral disarmament is what is required” (Landes, 1991, p. 115). 
 In an essay on “Nuclear Deterrence and Nuclear War” Professor Walter S. Wurzburger 

believes that “the actual use of nuclear weapons must be ruled out, for it is inconceivable to 
sanction the very extinction of the human race.” But one-sided renunciation of their use “would 
rule out any possibility of defense or deterrence against adversaries who threaten nuclear 
aggression.” Therefore, “we have no choice but to continue to rely on the threat of nuclear 
retaliation to deter nuclear aggression.” But that choice is fraught with moral problems and must 
be considered a lesser evil. It would be better to gain universal acceptance of a “no first use 
pledge” (Landes, 1991, pp. 224-233). 
 Although the much of the background for discussion about nuclear weapons is the nuclear 
arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union with their enormous arsenals, Israel’s 
possession of nuclear weapons also enters into the picture. In his book Israel and the Bomb, Avner 
Cohen describes Israel’s approach as nuclear opacity – “a situation in which a state’s nuclear 
capability has not been acknowledged, but is recognized in a way that influences other nation’s 
perceptions and actions” (Cohen, 1998, p. 2). In his second book The Worst-Kept Secret, he uses 
the Hebrew term amimut with connotation of both opacity and ambiguity to describe this approach 
(Cohen 2010, xxxii). Although the Israeli government has never officially admitted that it has 
nuclear weapons, enough information has become available to estimate that Israel possesses 
approximately 80 nuclear weapons (Federation of American Scientists, 2017).  
 Because of amimut the Israeli government has never publicly articulated its rationale for 
acquiring nuclear weapons. In fact, there is a prohibition against public discussion of nuclear 
issues, a ban “rigidly enforce by Israeli military censorship (the Censora), which bans any 
reference to Israeli’s nuclear weapons in the Israeli media” (Cohen, 2010, p. xxix). However, one 
can project that the policy emphasizes deterrence as a matter of self-defense to prevent an 
existential threat to Israel. Some Jewish writers consider this legitimate in the present political 
situation. Others raise a note of caution that actual use would be disastrous. 

Christian Perspective

Protestant

After the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima, Japan, on August 6, 1945, the Federal 
Council of the Churches of Christ in America asked a commission of theologians to formulate a 
response. In February 1946 the commission issued a report entitled Atomic Warfare and Christian 
Faith that began with an act of contrition:

As American Christians, we are deeply penitent for the irresponsible use already made of 
the atomic bomb. We have agreed that, whatever be one’s judgment of the ethics of war in 
principle, the surprise bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki are morally indefensible. 
They repeated in a ghastly form the indiscriminate slaughter of non-combatants that has 
become familiar during World War II. They were released without specific warning, under 
conditions which virtually assured the deaths of 100,000 civilians. (Lunger, 1988, p. 303)

The theologians urged that all manufacture of atomic bombs be stopped, pending the development 
of international controls and called upon the United States “to affirm publicly, with suitable 

guarantees, that it will under no circumstances be the first to use atomic weapons in any possible 
future war” (Lunger, 1988, p. 305). 

Four years later another commission of theologians appointed by the Federal Council of 
Churches in report on The Christian Conscience and Weapons of Mass Destruction came to the 
opposite conclusion. They noted: “Today, two great dangers threaten mankind, the danger that 
totalitarian tyranny may be extended over the world and the danger of global war” (Lunger, 1988, 
p. 317). The tyranny they feared was Soviet Communism which by 1950 had taken control of 
Eastern Europe and was moving aggressively in other parts of the world. What became known as 
the Cold War was underway. The report therefore insisted:

For as long as the existing situation holds, for the United States to abandon its atomic 
weapons or to give the impression that they would not be used, would leave the 
non-communist world with totally inadequate defense. For Christians to advocate such a 
policy would be to share responsibility for the worldwide tyranny that might result. 
(Lunger, 1988, p. 321)

The Commission found it difficult to draw an absolute line between types of weapons. “If, as we 
have felt bound to acknowledge, certain key industrial targets are inescapably involved in modern 
war, we find no moral distinction between destroying them with tons of T.N.T. or by fire as 
compared with an atomic bomb…Christian conscience guides us to restraint from destruction not 
essential to our total objective” (Landes, 1988, pp. 320-321). 
 In 1950 the Federal Council of Churches was reorganized as the National Council of the 
Churches of Christ in the USA (NCC). In years that followed the NCC put aside conditional 
acceptance of nuclear weapons in some circumstances and became a staunch advocate of their 
elimination. This history is narrated in a resolution, “Nuclear Disarmament: The Time is Now”, 
adopted by NCC General Assembly in 2009, that stated:

Jesus Christ, the Good Shepherd, declared that He had come to bring ‘abundant life" to 
humanity. Nuclear weapons, which have the capacity to destroy entire cities and nations, 
and, indeed, all life on earth, represent the diametric opposite to this. In fact, the only thing 
that they are capable of producing is "abundant death.’ The time has arrived to eliminate all 
of them, before they eliminate all of us. Be it therefore resolved that the National Council 
of the Churches of Christ in the U.S.A. hereby recommits itself to the total worldwide 
eradication of nuclear weapons. (National Council of Churches, 2009)

Over the years the National Association of Evangelicals (NAE) in the U.S. has also 
expressed its concern about nuclear weapons. Recognizing that within the membership are those 
who are committed to peace through strength and those who renounce the use of force as a matter 
of conscience, NAE has nevertheless favored arms control agreements to scale back the nuclear 
arms race. In “Nuclear Weapons 2011,” NAE laid out a course that included re-examining the 
moral and ethical basis for the doctrine of nuclear deterrence, maintaining the taboo against 
nuclear use, achieving verified mutual reductions in current nuclear stockpiles, and continuing 
dialogue on the effects of possession and threatened use of nuclear weapons (National Association 
of Evangelicals, 2011).

Elsewhere in NATO countries the Conference of European Churches and its Church and 
Society Commission have been active on nuclear disarmament issues, favoring a world free of 
nuclear weapons and specifically advocating the removal of tactical nuclear weapons from Europe 
(Conference of European Churches. 2013). 

In the United Kingdom many denominations support nuclear disarmament, expressed 
specifically in opposition to building a new trident submarine. Although the Church of England 
has tended to defer to the government on continuation of minimal nuclear deterrence, Dr. Rowan 
Williams, 104th Archbishop of Canterbury, speaking in Nagasaki, Japan in September 2009, said 
of nuclear weapons: 

They are necessarily indiscriminate; that is, they will always kill the innocent. They 
destroy the living environment; they have long-term effects on every aspect of the material 
and organic world…To work for a world free from nuclear arms is to work for the sake of 
that moral and human dignity.�(Williams, 2009)

In 1976 the Canadian Council of Churches established Project Plowshares as its vehicle to 
build peace and prevent war, and promote the peaceful resolution of political conflict. Developing 
support for the elimination of nuclear weapons has been a major focus (Project Plourshares, 2017). 

On the world stage the Ninth Assembly of World Council of Churches (WCC) in 2006 
recalled its long-standing opposition to nuclear weapons. 

From its birth as a fellowship of Christian churches the WCC has condemned nuclear 
weapons for their "widespread and indiscriminate destruction" and as "sin against God" in 
modern warfare (First WCC Assembly, 1948), recognized early that the only sure defense 
against nuclear weapons is prohibition, elimination and verification (Second Assembly) 
and, inter alia, called citizens to “press their governments to ensure national security 
without resorting to the use of weapons of mass destruction" (Fifth Assembly, 1975).

 The Second Assembly in 1954 called for “The prohibition of all weapons of mass 
destruction; including atomic and hydrogen bombs, with provision for international inspection and 
control, such as would safeguard the security of all nations, together with the drastic reduction of 
other armaments” (Visser 't Hooft, 1955, p. 146). The Ninth Assembly in 2006 adopted a “Minute 
on Elimination of Nuclear Arms”, noting that “Existing WCC policy urges all states to meet their 
treaty obligations to reduce and then destroy nuclear arsenals with adequate verification” and that 
“Churches must prevail upon governments until they recognize the incontrovertible immorality of 
nuclear weapons” (World Council of Churches, 2006). The Tenth Assembly in November 2013 
recommended that governments “Negotiate and establish a ban on the production, deployment, 
transfer and use of nuclear weapons in accordance with international humanitarian law” (World 
Council of Churches, 2013).

Among Protestant denominations, the United Methodist Council of Bishops in 1986 took 
up the nuclear weapons in a foundation document, In Defense of Creation: The Nuclear Crisis and 
a Just Peace (United Methodist Council of Bishops, 1986). They chose the title because God’s 
creation “is under attack…[from] the darkening shadows of threatening nuclear winter… [It is] “a 

crisis that threatens to assault not only the whole human family but planet earth itself” (United 
Methodist Council of Bishops, 1986, p. 92). Given this situation, the bishops in a pastoral letter 
stated:

Therefore, we say a clear and unconditional No to nuclear war and any use of nuclear 
weapons. We conclude that nuclear deterrence is a position that cannot receive the 
church’s blessing (United Methodist Council of Bishops, p.92). 

For moving toward a nuclear-free world they recommended four measures: (1) comprehensive test 
ban to inaugurate a nuclear freeze; (2) consolidated of existing treaties and phased reductions; (3) 
bans on space weapons; and (4) no-first-use agreement (United Methodist Council of Bishop, 
1986, pp. 74-78).

  The 1988 United Methodist General Conference, the official governing body, endorsed In 
Defense of Creation (United Methodist Church, 1988) and in following quadrennial meetings 
supported concrete steps toward a world free of nuclear weapons. A 2004 resolution described the 
doctrine of nuclear deterrence as “morally corrupt and spiritually bankrupt” because “nuclear 
weapons hold innocent people hostage for political and military purposes” (United Methodist 
Church, 2004, p. 889).
 In the last thirty years all of the “mainline” Protestant churches and the historic peace 
churches in the United States have taken strong stands against the use of nuclear weapons and have 
supported policies leading to the elimination. 

Orthodox

 Orthodox Churches from many nations are members of the World Council of Churches and 
in that sense support WCC policies on nuclear weapons. They also speak for themselves in their 
own countries. In the United States branches of the Orthodox Church – Russian, Greek, and others 
- have joined interfaith initiatives for the elimination of nuclear weapons. In Russia, Patriarch 
Kirill, head of the Russian Orthodox Church, speaking in 2007 in Sarov, the center of Russia’s 
nuclear weapons industry, indicated that Russia required nuclear arms to enable it to remain a 
sovereign state during the Cold War. That is because of the deterrent value of nuclear weapons. 
Nevertheless, he said, the Church favors a world without nuclear weapons (Kirill, 2007). 

Roman Catholic  

 In the Roman Catholic Church, popes have spoken against the use of nuclear weapons 
since the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima. Pope Pius XII (pope from 1939 to 1958) in his 
1954 Easter message demanded “the effective proscription and banishment of atomic…warfare,” 
calling the arms race a “costly relationship of mutual terror” (Pius XII, 1954). 

 Pope John XXXIII (1958-1963) in his1963 papal encyclical Pacem in Terris called for the 
cessation of the arms race, noting:

The stock-piles of armaments which have been built up in various countries must be 
reduced all round and simultaneously by the parties concerned. Nuclear weapons must be 
banned. A general agreement must be reached on a suitable disarmament program, with an 
effective system of mutual control. (John XXIII, 1963)

 Gaudium et Spes (“Joy and Hope”), a pastoral constitution coming out of the Second 
Vatican Council and promulgated by Pope Paul VI (1963-78) in 1965, stated:

Any act of war aimed indiscriminately at the destruction of entire cities of extensive areas 
along with their population is a crime against God and man himself. It merits unequivocal 
and unhesitating condemnation. (Paul VI, 1965)

However, the document noted that some “scientific weapons” are amassed for retaliation and 
therefore serve as a “deterrent to possible enemy attack.” But this “is not a safe way to preserve 
a steady peace, nor is the so-called balance resulting from this race a sure and authentic peace.” 
A better way is to “labor to put an end at last to the arms race, and to make a true beginning of 
disarmament, not unilaterally indeed, but proceeding at an equal pace according to agreement, 
and backed up by true and workable safeguards” (Paul VI, 1965). 

 When Pope John Paul II (1978-2005) spoke in the Hiroshima Peace Memorial Hall in 
February 1981 he called on heads of state and of government and those who hold political and 
economic power to pledge ourselves “that war will never be tolerated or sought as a means of 
resolving differences; let us promise our fellow human beings that we will work untiringly for 
disarmament and the banishing of all nuclear weapons” (John Paul II, 1981).

 Speaking to the United Nations General Assembly in June 1982, Pope John Paul II stated:

The teaching of the Catholic Church in this area has been clear and consistent. It has 
deplored the arms race, called nonetheless for mutual progressive and verifiable reduction 
of armaments as well as greater safeguards against possible misuse of these weapons. It has 
done so while urging that the independence, freedom and legitimate security of each and 
every nation be respected. In current conditions "deterrence" based on balance, certainly 
not as an end in itself but as step on the way toward a progressive disarmament, may still 
be judged morally acceptable. Nonetheless in order to ensure peace, it is indispensable not 
to be satisfied with this minimum which is always susceptible to the real danger of 
explosion. (John Paul II, 1982)

Pope Benedict XVI (2005-2013) in a message on World Day of Peace 2006 indicated:

In a nuclear war there would be no victors, only victims. The truth of peace requires that 
all - whether those governments which openly or secretly possess nuclear arms, or those 
planning to acquire them �- agree to change their course by clear and firm decisions, and 
strive for a progressive and concerted nuclear disarmament. (Benedict XVI, 2006) 

At the 2010 Review Conference of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty Msgr Celestino Migliore 
delivered a message from Benedict XVI encouraging “initiatives that seek progressive 
disarmament and the creation of zones free of nuclear weapons, with a view to their complete 
elimination from the planet" (Migliore, 2010).
 With this decades-long support for nuclear disarmament the Holy See has become 
impatient with the lack of progress toward this objective. This was shown in an address by 
Archbishop Francis Chullikat, the permanent observer of the Holy See to the United Nations, in 
Kansas City, Missouri in 2011. He said:

The Holy See has never countenanced nuclear deterrence as a permanent measure, nor does 
it today when it is evident that nuclear deterrence drives the development of ever newer 
nuclear arms, thus preventing genuine nuclear disarmament…. Nuclear deterrence 
prevents genuine nuclear disarmament. It maintains an unacceptable hegemony over 
non-nuclear development for the poorest half of the world's population. It is a fundamental 
obstacle to achieving a new age of global security. (Chullikat, 2011)

He noted that the Catholic Church had embraced a 1996 decision of the International Court of 
Justice calling for “negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and 
effective international control." He reiterated the Holy See’s support “for transparent, verifiable, 
global and irreversible nuclear disarmament and for addressing seriously the issues of nuclear 
strategic arms, the tactical ones and their means of delivery (Chullikat, 2011). 

 Pope Francis in 2015 address to the United Nations General Assembly stated: 

There is urgent need to work for a world free of nuclear weapons, in full application of the 
non-proliferation Treaty, in letter and spirit, with the goal of a complete prohibition of 
these weapons. (Francis, 2015)

 In the United States in the early 1980s, the National Conference of Catholic Bishops 
undertook an in-depth study of war and peace with special attention to nuclear weapons. Working 
from the moral principles of the just-war tradition, they indicated: 

• Every nation has a right and duty to defend itself against unjust aggression.
• Offensive war of any kind is morally unjustifiable.
• The intentional killing of innocent civilians or non-combatants is always wrong.
• Even defensive response to unjust attack can cause destruction which violates the 

principle of proportionality, going far beyond the limits of legitimate defense. 
(National Conference of Catholic Bishops, 1983, p. iii) 

Applying these principles to nuclear weapons, the U.S. Catholic bishops spoke against initiation 
of nuclear war and against any use of nuclear weapons to destroy population centers or other 
predominantly civilian targets even in retaliatory action. They opposed initiation of nuclear war 
and expressed skepticism of even a limited nuclear war. Following the leadership of Pope John 
Paul II, they accepted “a strictly conditional moral acceptance of deterrence” but not adequate as 
a long-term basis for peace (National Conference of Catholic Bishops, 1983, pp v-vi).

 Over the years the U.S. Catholic bishops have retained their strong interest in nuclear 
disarmament. In 2010, Cardinal Francis George, then President of the U.S. Conference of Catholic 
Bishops, wrote: 

The horribly destructive capacity of nuclear arms makes them disproportionate and 
indiscriminate weapons that endanger human life and dignity like no other armaments. 
Their use as a weapon of war is rejected in Church teaching based on just war norms. 
Although we cannot anticipate every step on the path humanity must walk, we can point 
with moral clarity to a destination that moves beyond deterrence to a world free of the 
nuclear threat. (George, 2010)

For this to happen “the Church urges that nuclear deterrence be replaced with concrete measures 
of disarmament based on dialogue and multilateral negotiations” (George, 2010). 

Islamic Perspective

“A Common Word,” a report addressed by Muslim scholars to Christian leaders, notes that 
Christians and Muslims together make up more than 55 percent of the world’s population. They 
then observe:

If Muslims and Christians are not at peace, the world cannot be at peace. With the terrible 
weaponry of the modern world; with Muslims and Christians intertwined everywhere as 
never before, no side can unilaterally win a conflict between more than half of the world’s 
inhabitants. Thus, our common future is at stake. The very survival of the world itself is at 
stake. (A Common Word, 2007, pp. 72-73) 

 Jamal Badawi and Muzammil H. Siddiqi in an essay published by the Muslim-Christian 
Initiative on the Nuclear Weapons Danger offered six powerful reasons for Muslims to oppose the 
production, deployment, and use of nuclear weapons.

(1) They represent a serious threat to peace, while peace is a central theme of                       
 Islam.
(2)  They are brutal and merciless, and thus violate the Qur’anic description of the Prophet 

Muhammad (peace be upon him) as “mercy to all the worlds.”
(3)  They are contrary to Islam’s promotion of human fellowship.
(4)  Nuclear weapons do not fall with the scope of legitimate self-defense… Not only do they 

not discriminate between combatants and noncombatants, but the great majority of victims 
are likely to be noncombatants… Repelling aggression is permissible in Islam, but only 
with the minimum cost of life and property. Nuclear weapons cause destruction of the 
environment that lasts for hundreds, if not thousands, of years.

(5)  Nuclear weapons research and production waste a huge amount of resources.
(6)  While the argument for nuclear deterrence is not un-Islamic in principle, and while such 

deterrence apparently did work during the Cold War, there is no guarantee that it will work 

in the future. Nor is there any guarantee that nuclear weapons will not fall into the hands of 
non-state actors. (Badawi and Siggiqi, 2005, pp. 26-27)

 The authors continue:

Considering all of these points, we must conclude that it is harâm (forbidden) to 
deploy nuclear weapons. The sharî’ah of Allah could never approve such weapons. 
According to the principles of Islamic law, there should instead be a universal ban 
on their development and possession. No criteria exist that allow some states to 
maintain nuclear weapons while others are denied of them. (Badawi and Siggiqi, 
2005, p. 27)

 
 In applying such beliefs, Iran Supreme Leader, Ali Khamenei, on a number of occasions 
has said that possession and use of nuclear weapons are contrary to Islamic law. In 2005, Iran 
communicated to the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) that Ayatollah Khamenei had 
issued a fatwa [religious edict] that “the production, stockpiling and use of nuclear weapons are 
forbidden under Islamic law and that the Islamic Republic of Iran shall never acquire these 
weapons” (International Atomic Energy Agency (2005, p. 121).  In a letter to the 2010 Review 
Conference of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, Khamenei wrote: "We consider the use of 
such weapons as haram (religiously forbidden) and believe that it is everyone's duty to make 
efforts to secure humanity against this great disaster."  In an address on August 30, 2012 at the 16th 
Non-Aligned Summit in Tehran, he stated:

The Islamic Republic of Iran considers the use of nuclear, chemical and similar weapons 
as a great and unforgivable sin. We proposed the idea of ‘Middle East free of nuclear 
weapons’ and we are committed to it. This does not mean forgoing our right to peaceful use 
of nuclear power and production of nuclear fuel. On the basis of international laws, 
peaceful use of nuclear energy is a right of every country…. Our motto is: “Nuclear energy 
for all and nuclear weapons for none.” (Khamenei, 2012)

 Some analysts observe that Ayatollah Khamenei sometimes speaks of production, 
stockpiling, and use of nuclear weapons and sometimes only use. They speculate that this implies 
that Iran might want to produce nuclear weapons as a deterrent, but there have been no public 
statements using deterrence language. Such clarification might occur during ongoing negotiations 
about Iran’s nuclear capability.

Summary

 In reviewing Jewish, Christian, and Islamic perspectives on nuclear weapons, we find 
many common features.  
 There is a broad consensus that use of nuclear weapons would be morally wrong because 
of the harm to large numbers of non-combatants and the environment. Widespread use would be 
disastrous for humankind and the planet Earth. A small minority believes that limited nuclear war 
might be acceptable as a final measure for national defense, but most maintain that nuclear weap-

ons are so powerful and indiscriminate that even limited use would be wrong. Although not part of 
our previous discussion, there are also some in the faith community who believe that nuclear war 
would be acceptable as an eschatological event prior to the final day of judgment and commence-
ment of a messianic era.
 Among the three faiths there has been some acceptance of development, production, and 
deployment of nuclear weapons as a measure of deterrence for self-defense in order to dissuade 
other nations from nuclear or conventional attack. However, a growing number reject nuclear 
deterrence because of the immorality of in effect holding civilian population hostage. Some deter-
rence adherents believe if deterrence fails and a nation is attacked, nuclear weapons should not be 
used in retaliation. 
 There is widespread support for negotiation of arms control agreements and for unilateral 
actions to reduce nuclear arsenals.  
 Although not discussed in previous sections, many voices in the faith community observe 
that the nuclear arms race is a waste of resources and that funds could be better spent for measures 
that improve human and community welfare.
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Abstract

This paper examined the strategic role women and women organizations play in the resolution of 
conflicts in Benue state especially in the last five years (2011-2016), with the persistence of the 
pastoralist / farmers clashes. Benue state has the unfortunate lot of attacks and women have been 
at the receiving end as majority of them are engaged in agricultural production that sustains the 
economy and the population. Government has responded in addressing these conflicts, but we 
must reckon with the great role women under several organizations have sought to interface 
government in preventing these conflicts and also offering relief materials to the displaced 
populations. The paper surveyed some of these women organizations and the strategies they have 
adopted in reducing the conflicts. Using liberal feminist theory as a framework of analysis, the 
paper showed how socio-cultural factors are constraining the women organization’s effort at 
resolving conflicts. The study demonstrated how the non-confrontational approach adopted by 
women has continued to douse out the conflicts and helped to ameliorate the conditions of women, 
children and men affected by the conflicts. It is hoped that stronger collaboration of these women 
groups and government through legislative provisions will seriously address these conflicts and 
their negative consequences on the people.

Keywords: women, women organizations, conflict resolution

Introduction

Violent conflicts ranging from communal, ethnic, religious, and political have become a 
recurrent decimal in Nigeria. The situation has become extremely worrisome since the return to 
democratic rule in 1999 (Imobighe, 2003). In Benue state, the story is not different! Communal, 
inter-ethnic, political, and more recently, herdsmen and farmers conflict have led to loss of lives 
and property, increased poverty, and massive displacement of people. Generally, conflict affects 
all members of the society but in most cases, it is women that suffer the most. During periods of 
conflicts, women suffer from sexual abuse, psychological pains and carry the burden of caring for 
children and the aged. In a study conducted in 200l by USAID cited in Scheper (2002) which 
analyzed the impact of deadly intrastate conflict on women and women organizations from 
Rwanda, Cambodia, Guatemala, El Salvador, Georgia, and Bosnia and Herzegovina showed that 
there are five major impacts of intrastate conflict on women and gender relations:

a.    Violence against civilians, of which 95% is female
b.    Internal displacement, of which 90% is women and children
c.    Redefinition of female identities in the society, both as victims and as perpetrators
d.    Increased poverty and starvation, as a result of targeted destruction of civilian   

 property and
e.    Communal violence leading to lasting bitterness, anger and hatred. 

The research concluded by observing that in all six countries, the most traumatizing factor 
for women in conflict is the lack of physical security, both during the conflict and the post conflict 
demobilization of the militia. It keeps women confined in their homes, not being able to move 
around freely. Rape was used as a regular tool of warfare and torture in all six case countries 
(Scheper, 2002). Moreover, many women saw themselves forced to engage in prostitution in the 
post conflict era, as the only available means of income. Family structures were damaged through 
death and trauma, resulting in women becoming heads of households and an increased incidence 
of domestic violence.
  Despite the fact that women suffer the most during the period of conflicts, formal conflict 
resolution mechanisms exclude women in the decision-making process. Falch (2010) underscored 
the above view by stating that women are often excluded from formal peace negotiations and are 
marginally involved in political decision-making process. However, since the passing of the 
United Nations Resolution 1325 in 2000 which advocates for the equal representation of women 
in key decision bodies, greater political space was opened for women groups to play significant 
roles in conflict resolution globally (Falch, 2010). While extolling the role of women organizations 
in the formal mechanism of conflict resolution, Falch (2010) acknowledged that, even though the 
role of women has not been appreciated, women have continued to play significant roles in 
community peacebuilding and have made valuable contributions to peace during and after conflict.

In Nigeria and Benue state in particular, since the return to democratic rule in 1999, there 
has been a proliferation in the number of women organizations that have been playing significant 
roles in conflict resolutions. For instance, women groups such as Women in Nigeria (WIN), 
Country Women Association of Nigeria (COWAN), Women, Law and Development Centre 
(WLDC), Community Women and Development (COWAD), International Federation of Female 

In Nigeria, there are well documented accounts of the exploits of Nigerian women and 
women organizations in conflict resolution. According to Idris and Habu (2012), women 
organizations in Nigeria have played significant roles in conflict resolution. For instance, Pisagih, 
Degri, Ajemasu and Muhammad (2015) observed that the role of women organizations in conflict 
resolution in Nigeria can be traced as far back as to the Aba women riot of 1929, the Egba women 
movement of the early 1920s to the 1950s, the Ogharefe women uprising of 1984. These are 
circumstances where women organizations in Nigeria organised and exercised their collective 
power to resolve conflict and build peace.

In Benue state, women organizations have also played significant roles in conflict 
resolution. Their role has been demonstrated particularly in the conflict between herdsmen and 
farmers in Benue state between 2011 to 2016 which led to loss of lives and property and left a lot 
of people in refugee camps, towns and  other settlements including Agaigbe, Naka, Atukpu, 
Tse-Iorbogo and other missionary centers outside the conflict areas, including Mission Station 
Ajigba of the NKST Church and other Christian centers like the Catholic Church premises in 
Agaigbe and the voluntary organization in the Local Government Areas (Women Environmental 
Programme, 2012). In a similar view, the herdsmen have dared not to go near the boundaries of 
Gwer-west Local Government Area. They were also displaced from where they had found pasture. 

During this conflict, Women Environmental Programme (2012) organized a multi-stake 
holder meeting that brought together the Benue state government, Miyetti-Allah Cattle Breeders 
Association, traditional rulers in Benue state, Christian Association of Nigeria (CAN) - Benue 
state chapter, Ja’amatu Nasiru Islam (JNI), Benue state and Civil Society Organizations. The 
forum provided a platform for farmers and herdsmen to come together to discuss how to resolve 
their differences and to educate both parties on other topical issues in the society like population 
increase and desertification which has increased the migration of herdsmen into the Benue 
trough/valley thereby exacerbating the conflict between the two groups.  

In a similar vein, women organizations such as Catholic Women Organisations (CWO) in 
Benue state have at different times reached out to different groups for deliberation, negotiation, 
compromises, and agreements on conflict resolution (Ikelegbe, 2003). Apart from helping to 
resolve conflict in Benue state, the organization has been able to provide a neutral ground where 
parties involved in conflict can come together to build bridges of trust, understanding and 
confidence (Ikelegbe,2003). They have also participated in providing relief materials to victims of 
conflict. For instance, during the herdsmen and farmer’s conflict in the state from 2011 to 2015 for 
which many citizens of the state particularly women were living in refugee camps across the state, 
the CWO donated relief materials such as food items, clothing, and free medical treatment to the 
victims of the conflict.

Other women organizations such as market women association have at different times in 
the course of the farmers-herdsmen conflict in Benue state used different strategies such as street 
protest and closing of shops in the market places to draw the attention of local, state and Federal 
government for peace to return to the state.

Challenges faced by Women Organizations in Conflict Resolution in Benue State

There are different factors limiting the role of women organizations in conflict resolution. 

One of the major problems facing women organization in Benue state is lack of funds to 
implement conflict resolution programs (Ahule & Ugba, 2014; Abari, 2014; Akuadna, 2014). 
Most of these organizations do not have adequate funds to organize workshops and seminars to 
educate members of the public on the need to live in peace. Besides, creating a platform where 
stakeholders involved in conflict can come to the negotiation table also requires funds which most 
women organizations in Benue do not have. This greatly limits the potentials of women 
organizations in conflict resolution. 

Secondly, in Benue state and Nigeria in general, people still believe and look up to 
government for the resolution of public problems and conflict. As a matter of fact, Ikelegbe (2003) 
observed that groups and communities in Benue state have more confidence in the ability of the 
state to resolve conflict. The implication here is that, even when women organizations have made 
concerted efforts to reach out to groups involved in conflict, people still believe that they do not 
possess the requisite influence, resources, integrity, and credibility to intervene and resolve 
conflict (Ikelegbe, 2003).

Thirdly, both the local, state and federal government in Nigeria have given women 
organizations and groups outside the realm of the state a marginal role in conflict resolution. There 
is poor partnership between government and other institutions outside the scope of the state in 
conflict resolution. In some cases, the state view other organizations and women groups with 
suspicion. Infact, Odeh (2012) observed that state officials view other groups outside the purview 
of the state as competitors of power and influence in the public sphere rather than partners in peace 
process. This also serves as a major setback for women organizations working in the area of 
conflict resolution.

Fourthly, most women organizations that are involved in conflict resolution lack 
experience, exposure and skills in negotiation, advocacy, and lobbying techniques (Agbalajobi, 
2002). Women have always been kept secluded from the political arena and sphere of 
decision-making; therefore, in many situations they are unable to participate. 

Lastly, women organizations in Benue state are also faced with the challenge of 
marginalization and stigmatization by powerful government and other non-governmental 
organizations (Munuve, nd). Besides, they also suffer from physical harassment from local men 
and security forces which is especially likely to happen in post conflict situations where gender 
tensions are usually high.

Conclusion and Recommendations

Based on the foregoing, the following recommendations have been made to improve the 
involvement of women organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state.

First, there must be change of attitudes among the people regarding the role of women and 
women organizations in Benue state and Nigeria in general. Women groups should be given 
greater role in all segments of the society. This can be achieved by sensitizing members of the 
public through printed and electronic media on the need to give women more political space to 
participate in decision making process.

Secondly, government at all levels in Nigeria need to partner with women organizations 

and other groups to resolve conflict. The state alone cannot resolve conflict in Nigeria. It is the 
submission of this paper that one-sector-approach would be inadequate to resolve conflicts in 
Nigeria. Therefore, the government needs to engage a broad-based coalition of actors, and women 
organizations need a seat on the table if any meaningful progress is to be made. This is because, 
according to the Dutch Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment, Conflict Resolution Unit 
states that partnering with women groups in conflict resolution fosters a wider popular mandate for 
peace, making it more sustainable.

Thirdly, women organizations in Benue state working in the area of conflict resolution 
needs to be strengthened in terms of training, skills and methods of operation and functioning 
(James, 2003). Most of these organizations are not well trained and properly equipped to resolve 
conflict. 

Lastly, women organizations in Benue state need to develop alternative ways of raising 
funds to implement their programs. Most of these organizations depend heavily on foreign 
donations and this is not adequate.
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Lawyers (FIDA), Women’s Right Advancement and Protection Alternative (WRAPA), and 
Catholic Women Organisations (CWO) have all played key roles in conflict resolution in Nigeria. 
Despite the significant role women organizations have played in conflict resolution in Benue state, 
their contributions have been neglected. There are two reasons for this. First, due to cultural and 
religious reasons, women are treated as second class citizens and therefore not given a seat at the 
table of conflict resolution process. Second, most people in Nigeria tend to believe that the issue of 
conflict resolution belongs to the realm of government and the business sector only. As a result of 
this, a comprehensive understanding of the role of women organizations in peacebuilding and 
conflict resolution has continued to be a major gap in the available literature particularly in the 
context of developing countries such as Nigeria. It is because of this gap in knowledge that this paper 
seeks to examine the contributions of women organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state.

Conceptual Clarification

In this paper, concepts such as women organizations and conflict resolution will be 
explained to sanitize the reader to their meaning and usage in this work.

Women organizations:  refer to all voluntary organizations led and managed by women 
that promote women’s welfare and gender equality (Kumar, n.d.). Examples of these organizations 
in Benue state include Women in Nigeria (WIN), International Federation of Female Lawyers 
(FIDA), Women’s Right Advancement and Protection Alternative (WRAPA), Catholic Women 
Organisations (CWO), Association of Market Women, Mzough U Kase, among others.

Conflict Resolution: is a range of processes aimed at alleviating or eliminating sources of 
conflict (Pisagih, Degri, Ajemasu & Muhammed, 2015). Miller and King (2003) define conflict 
resolution as “a variety of approaches aimed at terminating conflicts through the constructive 
solving of problems, distinct from management or transformation of conflicts.” In their view, 
Miall, Ramsbotham and Woodhouse (1999), the essence of conflict resolution is to identify the 
root causes of conflict, address and resolve them, and behaviour is no longer violent, nor are 
attitudes hostile any longer, while the structure of the conflict has been changed. Mitchel and 
Banks (1998) refer to conflict resolution as: 

i. An outcome in which the issue in an existing conflict are satisfactorily dealt with 
through a solution that is mutually acceptable to the parties, self-sustaining in the 
long run and productive of a new, positive relationship between parties that were 
previously hostile adversaries; and 

ii.  Any process or procedure by which such an outcome is achieved. 

Whatever the definition offered, the purpose of conflict resolution is to ensure that conflict is 
resolved for peaceful co-existence between individuals, groups, communities, and nations. 

Methodology

The study adopted descriptive research design. Secondary sources of data were obtained 

from the organizational records of women organizations involved in conflict resolution for a 
period of five years (2011-2016). In addition, other secondary sources of data such as newspapers, 
magazines, government records were also used. There are many registered and unregistered 
women organizations in Benue state. As a result of this, the study used purposive sampling 
technique to select only registered women organizations that were involved in conflict resolution 
in Benue state. The rational for studying women organizations involved in conflict resolutions is 
because, these organizations have made significant contributions to peace and conflict resolution, 
but their contributions have not been well documented and acknowledged.

Theoretical Framework

In this paper, liberal feminist theory has been employed to explain the role of women 
organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state. Liberal feminism is premised on the idea that 
gender inequality in society is a product of patriarchal and sexist patterning of division of labor 
(Idyorough, 2005). Based on the assumptions of liberal feminism, gender is socially constructed 
and is manifest in the division of labor where domestic work that is devalued and not remunerated 
is assigned to women while work outside the home is highly remunerated and is assigned to men. 
This whole phenomenon is perpetuated through patriarchal ideology (Idyorough, 2005).

The theory explains the lack of recognition for the role of women organizations in conflict 
resolution to our cultural beliefs and attitudes. The theory argues that the society believes that it is 
the men who are supposed to be involved in outdoor activities such as conflict resolution while 
women are supposed to be involved in menial jobs such as childcare and housekeeping. 
Consequently, even though women organizations have played important roles in conflict 
resolution, their roles have not been recognized simply because they are women organizations. 
Perhaps if these organizations were formed by men, their roles would have been acknowledged. 
This paper therefore states that, for the women organizations to be deeply involved in conflict 
resolution and their contributions to be appreciated, there has to be a change in our cultural beliefs 
and attitudes.

The Role of Women Organizations in Conflict Resolution in Benue State

The contributions of women organizations to conflict resolution cannot be over 
emphasized. According to Scheper (2002), the responses of local women’s groups in dealing with 
conflict, rehabilitation and peace appear to be remarkably similar around the world too. The 
women NGOs are mostly active in trauma counselling, micro-credit, voter education, gender 
awareness, law reform and political advocacy. They draw the attention of authorities to civilian 
security, e.g. through security sector reforms and greater participation of women in police forces, 
judiciary and in peace committees (Scheper, 2002). 
  In West Africa, Alaga (2010) states that women have played significant roles in situations 
relating to peace and war for centuries, primarily as traditional peace-makers, as priestesses who 
confer with gods to determine whether it was right to go to war or not, as praise singers for men 
during battles as a boost to ensure their victory, or as custodians of culture. In each culture there 
are stories of women who have played some leadership roles as peace envoys or harbingers of 
peace in their communities (Alaga, 2010).

Attitudes of Judaism, Christianity, and 
Islam: Toward Nuclear Weapons

Abstract

In reviewing Jewish, Christian, and Islamic perspectives on nuclear weapons we find that there is 
a broad consensus that the use of nuclear weapons would be morally wrong because of the harm 
to large numbers of non-combatants and the environment. However, a small minority believes that 
limited nuclear war might be acceptable as a final measure for national defense, and some in the 
faith community believe that nuclear war would be acceptable as an eschatological event prior to 
the final Day of Judgment and commencement of a messianic age. Among the three faiths there 
has been some acceptance of deployment of nuclear weapons as a measure of deterrence for 
self-defense in order to dissuade other nations from nuclear or conventional attack. However, a 
growing number reject nuclear deterrence because of the immorality of in effect holding civilian 
population hostage. Within the faith community there is widespread support for negotiation of 
arms control agreements and for unilateral actions to reduce nuclear arsenals. 
Keywords: Judaism, Christianity, Islam, nuclear weapons, disarmament

Introduction

Since the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima on Augusts 6, 1945 representatives of 
Judaism, Christianity, and Islam have spoken out on the possession and use of nuclear weapons. 
Among them there is a broad consensus that nuclear weapons should never be used because of 
harm to God’s creation: massive loss of human lives and disastrous destruction of the 
environment. Although some believe that it is acceptable for a nation to possess nuclear weapons 
as a deterrent against nuclear attack or an overwhelming conventional attack from another nation, 
many insist that it is time to go beyond deterrence and seek the global elimination of nuclear 
weapons.  

Jewish Perspective

 In 1962 when the nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union was 
accelerating, Rabbi Maurice Lamm (1962) of the Floral Park Jewish Center in New York made 
distinction between obligatory wars and optional wars. He concluded that as a matter of 
self-defense it was obligatory to oppose the quest of the Soviet Union to gain world domination 
with Communism. That was because Communism violates the basic moral principles of Judaism 
and Israel would cease to exist as a nation if the Soviet Union ruled the world. Therefore, the 
expansionist Soviet Union must be opposed with nuclear weapons even if it resulted in a nuclear 
war that destroyed life on earth. Thus, it would be preferable to be dead than red.
 In a rejoinder Rabbi Immanuel Jakobovits of the Fifth Avenue Synagogue, who later 
became the Chief Rabbi of Great Britain, took up the issue of self-defense. He noted in 1962 that 
the Torah and teaching of rabbis allow slaying an attacker to save one’s own life (Exodus 22.1 
[22.2 in RSVP]; Rashi on BT Sanhedrin 72a). But the defender would not be entitled to forestall 
the attack at the cost of both lives, such as by blowing up the house. He commented, “In view of 
this vital limitation of the law of self-defense, it would appear that a defensive war likely to 
endanger the survival of the attacking and the defending nations alike, if not the entire human race, 
can never be justified” (Sapertstein, pp. 7-8).
 Neither rabbi, of course, wanted the world to face that choice of red or dead. Rabbi Lamm 
favored nuclear deterrence which so far had prevented nuclear war. He wrote, “Constant 
negotiation between the atomic powers must continue in order to probe new possibilities of 
peacefully settling the differences between East and West” (Lamm, 1962, p. 177).  
 Twenty years later when the nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet 
Union intensified again, the Commission on Social Action of Reformed Judaism took up this issue 
in a report Preventing the Nuclear Holocaust: A Jewish Response edited by Rabbi David 
Saperstein (1983). The report reviews the five regulations of war, drawn from the halacha (Jewish 
law): force not an end in itself, opportunity for the opponent to choose peace, concern for lives of 
non-combatants, waged so as not to destroy God’s creation, before ever battle reading the rules and 
regulations of war (Saperstein, 1983, pp. 8-13). As applied to an optional war, the report 
concludes:

Clearly the speed with which nuclear war could happen, the distance over which it is 

fought and the virtual absence of opportunity to use human judgements to regulate the war 
once the missiles are launched mitigate against the ability of any nation to fight a “humane” 
nuclear war. From this brief view of the halachic stipulations on war, it is evident that 
nuclear war would violate almost every rule and regulation and would thereby be 
impermissible. (Saperstein, 1983, p.13)

 The report then cites a number of rabbis to show that the weight of the Jewish tradition is 
clearly arrayed against the use of nuclear weapons (Saperstein, 1983, pp. 19-31). But what about 
the current nuclear build-up and stockpiling? Under what circumstances is possession of nuclear 
weapons per se, permissible or prohibited? In answering the report draws upon the halachic 
concept of geder (fence) that some things are prohibited not because they are evil in and of 
themselves but because they might lead to evil things. Rabbi Saul Berman applied this reasoning 
to stockpiling nuclear weapons which “will likely lead to consequences which will violate Jewish 
law” (Saperstein, p. 36). As Rabbi Jakobovits wrote in his 1962 article, “Once the recourse to 
atomic warfare, even in self defense (retaliation), is eliminated, the threat of resorting to it when 
attacked (deterrent) would naturally have to be abandoned. A threat is effective, and can be 
justified, only as the possibility to carry it out exists” (Saperstein, p. 36). 

This being the case, Preventing the Nuclear Holocaust devotes considerable attention to 
ways of ending the nuclear arms race, such as freeze on production and deployment of nuclear 
weapons and other methods of nuclear arms control and reduction.
 This issue was taken up again in 1991 in a book entitled Confronting Omnicide: Jewish 
Reflections on Weapons of Mass Destruction, edited by Daniel Landes (1991). Fifteen essays offer 
diverse points of view but have a common concern that God’s creation would be at risk in nuclear 
war. Pinchas Peli from Ben Gurion University, Be’er Sheva, Israel writes:

As to the universal threat of destruction of the world through the weapons of mass 
destruction, the view of Torah is crystal clear: The world created by God was meant for 
life; it was given over to Man to rule, to preserve and cultivate, and not to destroy and 
mutilate. (Landes, 1991, pp. 72-73)

Translating this into practice, he continues:

One is not allowed to willingly destroy any created being. This prohibition is known in the 
Halakhah as bal tash’hit – Do not destroy. The rabbis, of course, derive this prohibition 
from Scripture: “When thou shalt besiege a city a long time, in making war against it to 
take it, thou shalt not destroy the trees thereof by wielding an axe against them: for thou 
mayest eat of them, and thou shalt not cut them down.” (Deuteronomy 20:10)

 In another essay Professor David Novak picks up this theme and cites rabbinic tradition 
over the centuries in support of the prohibition of wanton destruction. He concludes: “The evil of 
nuclear war, which cannot be justified by any of the usual criteria of temporary destruction for the 
sake of ultimate victory, is to be emphasized continually.” He adds, “It seems that bilateral, not 
unilateral disarmament is what is required” (Landes, 1991, p. 115). 
 In an essay on “Nuclear Deterrence and Nuclear War” Professor Walter S. Wurzburger 

believes that “the actual use of nuclear weapons must be ruled out, for it is inconceivable to 
sanction the very extinction of the human race.” But one-sided renunciation of their use “would 
rule out any possibility of defense or deterrence against adversaries who threaten nuclear 
aggression.” Therefore, “we have no choice but to continue to rely on the threat of nuclear 
retaliation to deter nuclear aggression.” But that choice is fraught with moral problems and must 
be considered a lesser evil. It would be better to gain universal acceptance of a “no first use 
pledge” (Landes, 1991, pp. 224-233). 
 Although the much of the background for discussion about nuclear weapons is the nuclear 
arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union with their enormous arsenals, Israel’s 
possession of nuclear weapons also enters into the picture. In his book Israel and the Bomb, Avner 
Cohen describes Israel’s approach as nuclear opacity – “a situation in which a state’s nuclear 
capability has not been acknowledged, but is recognized in a way that influences other nation’s 
perceptions and actions” (Cohen, 1998, p. 2). In his second book The Worst-Kept Secret, he uses 
the Hebrew term amimut with connotation of both opacity and ambiguity to describe this approach 
(Cohen 2010, xxxii). Although the Israeli government has never officially admitted that it has 
nuclear weapons, enough information has become available to estimate that Israel possesses 
approximately 80 nuclear weapons (Federation of American Scientists, 2017).  
 Because of amimut the Israeli government has never publicly articulated its rationale for 
acquiring nuclear weapons. In fact, there is a prohibition against public discussion of nuclear 
issues, a ban “rigidly enforce by Israeli military censorship (the Censora), which bans any 
reference to Israeli’s nuclear weapons in the Israeli media” (Cohen, 2010, p. xxix). However, one 
can project that the policy emphasizes deterrence as a matter of self-defense to prevent an 
existential threat to Israel. Some Jewish writers consider this legitimate in the present political 
situation. Others raise a note of caution that actual use would be disastrous. 

Christian Perspective

Protestant

After the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima, Japan, on August 6, 1945, the Federal 
Council of the Churches of Christ in America asked a commission of theologians to formulate a 
response. In February 1946 the commission issued a report entitled Atomic Warfare and Christian 
Faith that began with an act of contrition:

As American Christians, we are deeply penitent for the irresponsible use already made of 
the atomic bomb. We have agreed that, whatever be one’s judgment of the ethics of war in 
principle, the surprise bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki are morally indefensible. 
They repeated in a ghastly form the indiscriminate slaughter of non-combatants that has 
become familiar during World War II. They were released without specific warning, under 
conditions which virtually assured the deaths of 100,000 civilians. (Lunger, 1988, p. 303)

The theologians urged that all manufacture of atomic bombs be stopped, pending the development 
of international controls and called upon the United States “to affirm publicly, with suitable 

guarantees, that it will under no circumstances be the first to use atomic weapons in any possible 
future war” (Lunger, 1988, p. 305). 

Four years later another commission of theologians appointed by the Federal Council of 
Churches in report on The Christian Conscience and Weapons of Mass Destruction came to the 
opposite conclusion. They noted: “Today, two great dangers threaten mankind, the danger that 
totalitarian tyranny may be extended over the world and the danger of global war” (Lunger, 1988, 
p. 317). The tyranny they feared was Soviet Communism which by 1950 had taken control of 
Eastern Europe and was moving aggressively in other parts of the world. What became known as 
the Cold War was underway. The report therefore insisted:

For as long as the existing situation holds, for the United States to abandon its atomic 
weapons or to give the impression that they would not be used, would leave the 
non-communist world with totally inadequate defense. For Christians to advocate such a 
policy would be to share responsibility for the worldwide tyranny that might result. 
(Lunger, 1988, p. 321)

The Commission found it difficult to draw an absolute line between types of weapons. “If, as we 
have felt bound to acknowledge, certain key industrial targets are inescapably involved in modern 
war, we find no moral distinction between destroying them with tons of T.N.T. or by fire as 
compared with an atomic bomb…Christian conscience guides us to restraint from destruction not 
essential to our total objective” (Landes, 1988, pp. 320-321). 
 In 1950 the Federal Council of Churches was reorganized as the National Council of the 
Churches of Christ in the USA (NCC). In years that followed the NCC put aside conditional 
acceptance of nuclear weapons in some circumstances and became a staunch advocate of their 
elimination. This history is narrated in a resolution, “Nuclear Disarmament: The Time is Now”, 
adopted by NCC General Assembly in 2009, that stated:

Jesus Christ, the Good Shepherd, declared that He had come to bring ‘abundant life" to 
humanity. Nuclear weapons, which have the capacity to destroy entire cities and nations, 
and, indeed, all life on earth, represent the diametric opposite to this. In fact, the only thing 
that they are capable of producing is "abundant death.’ The time has arrived to eliminate all 
of them, before they eliminate all of us. Be it therefore resolved that the National Council 
of the Churches of Christ in the U.S.A. hereby recommits itself to the total worldwide 
eradication of nuclear weapons. (National Council of Churches, 2009)

Over the years the National Association of Evangelicals (NAE) in the U.S. has also 
expressed its concern about nuclear weapons. Recognizing that within the membership are those 
who are committed to peace through strength and those who renounce the use of force as a matter 
of conscience, NAE has nevertheless favored arms control agreements to scale back the nuclear 
arms race. In “Nuclear Weapons 2011,” NAE laid out a course that included re-examining the 
moral and ethical basis for the doctrine of nuclear deterrence, maintaining the taboo against 
nuclear use, achieving verified mutual reductions in current nuclear stockpiles, and continuing 
dialogue on the effects of possession and threatened use of nuclear weapons (National Association 
of Evangelicals, 2011).

Elsewhere in NATO countries the Conference of European Churches and its Church and 
Society Commission have been active on nuclear disarmament issues, favoring a world free of 
nuclear weapons and specifically advocating the removal of tactical nuclear weapons from Europe 
(Conference of European Churches. 2013). 

In the United Kingdom many denominations support nuclear disarmament, expressed 
specifically in opposition to building a new trident submarine. Although the Church of England 
has tended to defer to the government on continuation of minimal nuclear deterrence, Dr. Rowan 
Williams, 104th Archbishop of Canterbury, speaking in Nagasaki, Japan in September 2009, said 
of nuclear weapons: 

They are necessarily indiscriminate; that is, they will always kill the innocent. They 
destroy the living environment; they have long-term effects on every aspect of the material 
and organic world…To work for a world free from nuclear arms is to work for the sake of 
that moral and human dignity.�(Williams, 2009)

In 1976 the Canadian Council of Churches established Project Plowshares as its vehicle to 
build peace and prevent war, and promote the peaceful resolution of political conflict. Developing 
support for the elimination of nuclear weapons has been a major focus (Project Plourshares, 2017). 

On the world stage the Ninth Assembly of World Council of Churches (WCC) in 2006 
recalled its long-standing opposition to nuclear weapons. 

From its birth as a fellowship of Christian churches the WCC has condemned nuclear 
weapons for their "widespread and indiscriminate destruction" and as "sin against God" in 
modern warfare (First WCC Assembly, 1948), recognized early that the only sure defense 
against nuclear weapons is prohibition, elimination and verification (Second Assembly) 
and, inter alia, called citizens to “press their governments to ensure national security 
without resorting to the use of weapons of mass destruction" (Fifth Assembly, 1975).

 The Second Assembly in 1954 called for “The prohibition of all weapons of mass 
destruction; including atomic and hydrogen bombs, with provision for international inspection and 
control, such as would safeguard the security of all nations, together with the drastic reduction of 
other armaments” (Visser 't Hooft, 1955, p. 146). The Ninth Assembly in 2006 adopted a “Minute 
on Elimination of Nuclear Arms”, noting that “Existing WCC policy urges all states to meet their 
treaty obligations to reduce and then destroy nuclear arsenals with adequate verification” and that 
“Churches must prevail upon governments until they recognize the incontrovertible immorality of 
nuclear weapons” (World Council of Churches, 2006). The Tenth Assembly in November 2013 
recommended that governments “Negotiate and establish a ban on the production, deployment, 
transfer and use of nuclear weapons in accordance with international humanitarian law” (World 
Council of Churches, 2013).

Among Protestant denominations, the United Methodist Council of Bishops in 1986 took 
up the nuclear weapons in a foundation document, In Defense of Creation: The Nuclear Crisis and 
a Just Peace (United Methodist Council of Bishops, 1986). They chose the title because God’s 
creation “is under attack…[from] the darkening shadows of threatening nuclear winter… [It is] “a 

crisis that threatens to assault not only the whole human family but planet earth itself” (United 
Methodist Council of Bishops, 1986, p. 92). Given this situation, the bishops in a pastoral letter 
stated:

Therefore, we say a clear and unconditional No to nuclear war and any use of nuclear 
weapons. We conclude that nuclear deterrence is a position that cannot receive the 
church’s blessing (United Methodist Council of Bishops, p.92). 

For moving toward a nuclear-free world they recommended four measures: (1) comprehensive test 
ban to inaugurate a nuclear freeze; (2) consolidated of existing treaties and phased reductions; (3) 
bans on space weapons; and (4) no-first-use agreement (United Methodist Council of Bishop, 
1986, pp. 74-78).

  The 1988 United Methodist General Conference, the official governing body, endorsed In 
Defense of Creation (United Methodist Church, 1988) and in following quadrennial meetings 
supported concrete steps toward a world free of nuclear weapons. A 2004 resolution described the 
doctrine of nuclear deterrence as “morally corrupt and spiritually bankrupt” because “nuclear 
weapons hold innocent people hostage for political and military purposes” (United Methodist 
Church, 2004, p. 889).
 In the last thirty years all of the “mainline” Protestant churches and the historic peace 
churches in the United States have taken strong stands against the use of nuclear weapons and have 
supported policies leading to the elimination. 

Orthodox

 Orthodox Churches from many nations are members of the World Council of Churches and 
in that sense support WCC policies on nuclear weapons. They also speak for themselves in their 
own countries. In the United States branches of the Orthodox Church – Russian, Greek, and others 
- have joined interfaith initiatives for the elimination of nuclear weapons. In Russia, Patriarch 
Kirill, head of the Russian Orthodox Church, speaking in 2007 in Sarov, the center of Russia’s 
nuclear weapons industry, indicated that Russia required nuclear arms to enable it to remain a 
sovereign state during the Cold War. That is because of the deterrent value of nuclear weapons. 
Nevertheless, he said, the Church favors a world without nuclear weapons (Kirill, 2007). 

Roman Catholic  

 In the Roman Catholic Church, popes have spoken against the use of nuclear weapons 
since the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima. Pope Pius XII (pope from 1939 to 1958) in his 
1954 Easter message demanded “the effective proscription and banishment of atomic…warfare,” 
calling the arms race a “costly relationship of mutual terror” (Pius XII, 1954). 

 Pope John XXXIII (1958-1963) in his1963 papal encyclical Pacem in Terris called for the 
cessation of the arms race, noting:

The stock-piles of armaments which have been built up in various countries must be 
reduced all round and simultaneously by the parties concerned. Nuclear weapons must be 
banned. A general agreement must be reached on a suitable disarmament program, with an 
effective system of mutual control. (John XXIII, 1963)

 Gaudium et Spes (“Joy and Hope”), a pastoral constitution coming out of the Second 
Vatican Council and promulgated by Pope Paul VI (1963-78) in 1965, stated:

Any act of war aimed indiscriminately at the destruction of entire cities of extensive areas 
along with their population is a crime against God and man himself. It merits unequivocal 
and unhesitating condemnation. (Paul VI, 1965)

However, the document noted that some “scientific weapons” are amassed for retaliation and 
therefore serve as a “deterrent to possible enemy attack.” But this “is not a safe way to preserve 
a steady peace, nor is the so-called balance resulting from this race a sure and authentic peace.” 
A better way is to “labor to put an end at last to the arms race, and to make a true beginning of 
disarmament, not unilaterally indeed, but proceeding at an equal pace according to agreement, 
and backed up by true and workable safeguards” (Paul VI, 1965). 

 When Pope John Paul II (1978-2005) spoke in the Hiroshima Peace Memorial Hall in 
February 1981 he called on heads of state and of government and those who hold political and 
economic power to pledge ourselves “that war will never be tolerated or sought as a means of 
resolving differences; let us promise our fellow human beings that we will work untiringly for 
disarmament and the banishing of all nuclear weapons” (John Paul II, 1981).

 Speaking to the United Nations General Assembly in June 1982, Pope John Paul II stated:

The teaching of the Catholic Church in this area has been clear and consistent. It has 
deplored the arms race, called nonetheless for mutual progressive and verifiable reduction 
of armaments as well as greater safeguards against possible misuse of these weapons. It has 
done so while urging that the independence, freedom and legitimate security of each and 
every nation be respected. In current conditions "deterrence" based on balance, certainly 
not as an end in itself but as step on the way toward a progressive disarmament, may still 
be judged morally acceptable. Nonetheless in order to ensure peace, it is indispensable not 
to be satisfied with this minimum which is always susceptible to the real danger of 
explosion. (John Paul II, 1982)

Pope Benedict XVI (2005-2013) in a message on World Day of Peace 2006 indicated:

In a nuclear war there would be no victors, only victims. The truth of peace requires that 
all - whether those governments which openly or secretly possess nuclear arms, or those 
planning to acquire them �- agree to change their course by clear and firm decisions, and 
strive for a progressive and concerted nuclear disarmament. (Benedict XVI, 2006) 

At the 2010 Review Conference of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty Msgr Celestino Migliore 
delivered a message from Benedict XVI encouraging “initiatives that seek progressive 
disarmament and the creation of zones free of nuclear weapons, with a view to their complete 
elimination from the planet" (Migliore, 2010).
 With this decades-long support for nuclear disarmament the Holy See has become 
impatient with the lack of progress toward this objective. This was shown in an address by 
Archbishop Francis Chullikat, the permanent observer of the Holy See to the United Nations, in 
Kansas City, Missouri in 2011. He said:

The Holy See has never countenanced nuclear deterrence as a permanent measure, nor does 
it today when it is evident that nuclear deterrence drives the development of ever newer 
nuclear arms, thus preventing genuine nuclear disarmament…. Nuclear deterrence 
prevents genuine nuclear disarmament. It maintains an unacceptable hegemony over 
non-nuclear development for the poorest half of the world's population. It is a fundamental 
obstacle to achieving a new age of global security. (Chullikat, 2011)

He noted that the Catholic Church had embraced a 1996 decision of the International Court of 
Justice calling for “negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and 
effective international control." He reiterated the Holy See’s support “for transparent, verifiable, 
global and irreversible nuclear disarmament and for addressing seriously the issues of nuclear 
strategic arms, the tactical ones and their means of delivery (Chullikat, 2011). 

 Pope Francis in 2015 address to the United Nations General Assembly stated: 

There is urgent need to work for a world free of nuclear weapons, in full application of the 
non-proliferation Treaty, in letter and spirit, with the goal of a complete prohibition of 
these weapons. (Francis, 2015)

 In the United States in the early 1980s, the National Conference of Catholic Bishops 
undertook an in-depth study of war and peace with special attention to nuclear weapons. Working 
from the moral principles of the just-war tradition, they indicated: 

• Every nation has a right and duty to defend itself against unjust aggression.
• Offensive war of any kind is morally unjustifiable.
• The intentional killing of innocent civilians or non-combatants is always wrong.
• Even defensive response to unjust attack can cause destruction which violates the 

principle of proportionality, going far beyond the limits of legitimate defense. 
(National Conference of Catholic Bishops, 1983, p. iii) 

Applying these principles to nuclear weapons, the U.S. Catholic bishops spoke against initiation 
of nuclear war and against any use of nuclear weapons to destroy population centers or other 
predominantly civilian targets even in retaliatory action. They opposed initiation of nuclear war 
and expressed skepticism of even a limited nuclear war. Following the leadership of Pope John 
Paul II, they accepted “a strictly conditional moral acceptance of deterrence” but not adequate as 
a long-term basis for peace (National Conference of Catholic Bishops, 1983, pp v-vi).

 Over the years the U.S. Catholic bishops have retained their strong interest in nuclear 
disarmament. In 2010, Cardinal Francis George, then President of the U.S. Conference of Catholic 
Bishops, wrote: 

The horribly destructive capacity of nuclear arms makes them disproportionate and 
indiscriminate weapons that endanger human life and dignity like no other armaments. 
Their use as a weapon of war is rejected in Church teaching based on just war norms. 
Although we cannot anticipate every step on the path humanity must walk, we can point 
with moral clarity to a destination that moves beyond deterrence to a world free of the 
nuclear threat. (George, 2010)

For this to happen “the Church urges that nuclear deterrence be replaced with concrete measures 
of disarmament based on dialogue and multilateral negotiations” (George, 2010). 

Islamic Perspective

“A Common Word,” a report addressed by Muslim scholars to Christian leaders, notes that 
Christians and Muslims together make up more than 55 percent of the world’s population. They 
then observe:

If Muslims and Christians are not at peace, the world cannot be at peace. With the terrible 
weaponry of the modern world; with Muslims and Christians intertwined everywhere as 
never before, no side can unilaterally win a conflict between more than half of the world’s 
inhabitants. Thus, our common future is at stake. The very survival of the world itself is at 
stake. (A Common Word, 2007, pp. 72-73) 

 Jamal Badawi and Muzammil H. Siddiqi in an essay published by the Muslim-Christian 
Initiative on the Nuclear Weapons Danger offered six powerful reasons for Muslims to oppose the 
production, deployment, and use of nuclear weapons.

(1) They represent a serious threat to peace, while peace is a central theme of                       
 Islam.
(2)  They are brutal and merciless, and thus violate the Qur’anic description of the Prophet 

Muhammad (peace be upon him) as “mercy to all the worlds.”
(3)  They are contrary to Islam’s promotion of human fellowship.
(4)  Nuclear weapons do not fall with the scope of legitimate self-defense… Not only do they 

not discriminate between combatants and noncombatants, but the great majority of victims 
are likely to be noncombatants… Repelling aggression is permissible in Islam, but only 
with the minimum cost of life and property. Nuclear weapons cause destruction of the 
environment that lasts for hundreds, if not thousands, of years.

(5)  Nuclear weapons research and production waste a huge amount of resources.
(6)  While the argument for nuclear deterrence is not un-Islamic in principle, and while such 

deterrence apparently did work during the Cold War, there is no guarantee that it will work 

in the future. Nor is there any guarantee that nuclear weapons will not fall into the hands of 
non-state actors. (Badawi and Siggiqi, 2005, pp. 26-27)

 The authors continue:

Considering all of these points, we must conclude that it is harâm (forbidden) to 
deploy nuclear weapons. The sharî’ah of Allah could never approve such weapons. 
According to the principles of Islamic law, there should instead be a universal ban 
on their development and possession. No criteria exist that allow some states to 
maintain nuclear weapons while others are denied of them. (Badawi and Siggiqi, 
2005, p. 27)

 
 In applying such beliefs, Iran Supreme Leader, Ali Khamenei, on a number of occasions 
has said that possession and use of nuclear weapons are contrary to Islamic law. In 2005, Iran 
communicated to the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) that Ayatollah Khamenei had 
issued a fatwa [religious edict] that “the production, stockpiling and use of nuclear weapons are 
forbidden under Islamic law and that the Islamic Republic of Iran shall never acquire these 
weapons” (International Atomic Energy Agency (2005, p. 121).  In a letter to the 2010 Review 
Conference of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, Khamenei wrote: "We consider the use of 
such weapons as haram (religiously forbidden) and believe that it is everyone's duty to make 
efforts to secure humanity against this great disaster."  In an address on August 30, 2012 at the 16th 
Non-Aligned Summit in Tehran, he stated:

The Islamic Republic of Iran considers the use of nuclear, chemical and similar weapons 
as a great and unforgivable sin. We proposed the idea of ‘Middle East free of nuclear 
weapons’ and we are committed to it. This does not mean forgoing our right to peaceful use 
of nuclear power and production of nuclear fuel. On the basis of international laws, 
peaceful use of nuclear energy is a right of every country…. Our motto is: “Nuclear energy 
for all and nuclear weapons for none.” (Khamenei, 2012)

 Some analysts observe that Ayatollah Khamenei sometimes speaks of production, 
stockpiling, and use of nuclear weapons and sometimes only use. They speculate that this implies 
that Iran might want to produce nuclear weapons as a deterrent, but there have been no public 
statements using deterrence language. Such clarification might occur during ongoing negotiations 
about Iran’s nuclear capability.

Summary

 In reviewing Jewish, Christian, and Islamic perspectives on nuclear weapons, we find 
many common features.  
 There is a broad consensus that use of nuclear weapons would be morally wrong because 
of the harm to large numbers of non-combatants and the environment. Widespread use would be 
disastrous for humankind and the planet Earth. A small minority believes that limited nuclear war 
might be acceptable as a final measure for national defense, but most maintain that nuclear weap-

ons are so powerful and indiscriminate that even limited use would be wrong. Although not part of 
our previous discussion, there are also some in the faith community who believe that nuclear war 
would be acceptable as an eschatological event prior to the final day of judgment and commence-
ment of a messianic era.
 Among the three faiths there has been some acceptance of development, production, and 
deployment of nuclear weapons as a measure of deterrence for self-defense in order to dissuade 
other nations from nuclear or conventional attack. However, a growing number reject nuclear 
deterrence because of the immorality of in effect holding civilian population hostage. Some deter-
rence adherents believe if deterrence fails and a nation is attacked, nuclear weapons should not be 
used in retaliation. 
 There is widespread support for negotiation of arms control agreements and for unilateral 
actions to reduce nuclear arsenals.  
 Although not discussed in previous sections, many voices in the faith community observe 
that the nuclear arms race is a waste of resources and that funds could be better spent for measures 
that improve human and community welfare.
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Abstract

This paper examined the strategic role women and women organizations play in the resolution of 
conflicts in Benue state especially in the last five years (2011-2016), with the persistence of the 
pastoralist / farmers clashes. Benue state has the unfortunate lot of attacks and women have been 
at the receiving end as majority of them are engaged in agricultural production that sustains the 
economy and the population. Government has responded in addressing these conflicts, but we 
must reckon with the great role women under several organizations have sought to interface 
government in preventing these conflicts and also offering relief materials to the displaced 
populations. The paper surveyed some of these women organizations and the strategies they have 
adopted in reducing the conflicts. Using liberal feminist theory as a framework of analysis, the 
paper showed how socio-cultural factors are constraining the women organization’s effort at 
resolving conflicts. The study demonstrated how the non-confrontational approach adopted by 
women has continued to douse out the conflicts and helped to ameliorate the conditions of women, 
children and men affected by the conflicts. It is hoped that stronger collaboration of these women 
groups and government through legislative provisions will seriously address these conflicts and 
their negative consequences on the people.

Keywords: women, women organizations, conflict resolution

Introduction

Violent conflicts ranging from communal, ethnic, religious, and political have become a 
recurrent decimal in Nigeria. The situation has become extremely worrisome since the return to 
democratic rule in 1999 (Imobighe, 2003). In Benue state, the story is not different! Communal, 
inter-ethnic, political, and more recently, herdsmen and farmers conflict have led to loss of lives 
and property, increased poverty, and massive displacement of people. Generally, conflict affects 
all members of the society but in most cases, it is women that suffer the most. During periods of 
conflicts, women suffer from sexual abuse, psychological pains and carry the burden of caring for 
children and the aged. In a study conducted in 200l by USAID cited in Scheper (2002) which 
analyzed the impact of deadly intrastate conflict on women and women organizations from 
Rwanda, Cambodia, Guatemala, El Salvador, Georgia, and Bosnia and Herzegovina showed that 
there are five major impacts of intrastate conflict on women and gender relations:

a.    Violence against civilians, of which 95% is female
b.    Internal displacement, of which 90% is women and children
c.    Redefinition of female identities in the society, both as victims and as perpetrators
d.    Increased poverty and starvation, as a result of targeted destruction of civilian   

 property and
e.    Communal violence leading to lasting bitterness, anger and hatred. 

The research concluded by observing that in all six countries, the most traumatizing factor 
for women in conflict is the lack of physical security, both during the conflict and the post conflict 
demobilization of the militia. It keeps women confined in their homes, not being able to move 
around freely. Rape was used as a regular tool of warfare and torture in all six case countries 
(Scheper, 2002). Moreover, many women saw themselves forced to engage in prostitution in the 
post conflict era, as the only available means of income. Family structures were damaged through 
death and trauma, resulting in women becoming heads of households and an increased incidence 
of domestic violence.
  Despite the fact that women suffer the most during the period of conflicts, formal conflict 
resolution mechanisms exclude women in the decision-making process. Falch (2010) underscored 
the above view by stating that women are often excluded from formal peace negotiations and are 
marginally involved in political decision-making process. However, since the passing of the 
United Nations Resolution 1325 in 2000 which advocates for the equal representation of women 
in key decision bodies, greater political space was opened for women groups to play significant 
roles in conflict resolution globally (Falch, 2010). While extolling the role of women organizations 
in the formal mechanism of conflict resolution, Falch (2010) acknowledged that, even though the 
role of women has not been appreciated, women have continued to play significant roles in 
community peacebuilding and have made valuable contributions to peace during and after conflict.

In Nigeria and Benue state in particular, since the return to democratic rule in 1999, there 
has been a proliferation in the number of women organizations that have been playing significant 
roles in conflict resolutions. For instance, women groups such as Women in Nigeria (WIN), 
Country Women Association of Nigeria (COWAN), Women, Law and Development Centre 
(WLDC), Community Women and Development (COWAD), International Federation of Female 

In Nigeria, there are well documented accounts of the exploits of Nigerian women and 
women organizations in conflict resolution. According to Idris and Habu (2012), women 
organizations in Nigeria have played significant roles in conflict resolution. For instance, Pisagih, 
Degri, Ajemasu and Muhammad (2015) observed that the role of women organizations in conflict 
resolution in Nigeria can be traced as far back as to the Aba women riot of 1929, the Egba women 
movement of the early 1920s to the 1950s, the Ogharefe women uprising of 1984. These are 
circumstances where women organizations in Nigeria organised and exercised their collective 
power to resolve conflict and build peace.

In Benue state, women organizations have also played significant roles in conflict 
resolution. Their role has been demonstrated particularly in the conflict between herdsmen and 
farmers in Benue state between 2011 to 2016 which led to loss of lives and property and left a lot 
of people in refugee camps, towns and  other settlements including Agaigbe, Naka, Atukpu, 
Tse-Iorbogo and other missionary centers outside the conflict areas, including Mission Station 
Ajigba of the NKST Church and other Christian centers like the Catholic Church premises in 
Agaigbe and the voluntary organization in the Local Government Areas (Women Environmental 
Programme, 2012). In a similar view, the herdsmen have dared not to go near the boundaries of 
Gwer-west Local Government Area. They were also displaced from where they had found pasture. 

During this conflict, Women Environmental Programme (2012) organized a multi-stake 
holder meeting that brought together the Benue state government, Miyetti-Allah Cattle Breeders 
Association, traditional rulers in Benue state, Christian Association of Nigeria (CAN) - Benue 
state chapter, Ja’amatu Nasiru Islam (JNI), Benue state and Civil Society Organizations. The 
forum provided a platform for farmers and herdsmen to come together to discuss how to resolve 
their differences and to educate both parties on other topical issues in the society like population 
increase and desertification which has increased the migration of herdsmen into the Benue 
trough/valley thereby exacerbating the conflict between the two groups.  

In a similar vein, women organizations such as Catholic Women Organisations (CWO) in 
Benue state have at different times reached out to different groups for deliberation, negotiation, 
compromises, and agreements on conflict resolution (Ikelegbe, 2003). Apart from helping to 
resolve conflict in Benue state, the organization has been able to provide a neutral ground where 
parties involved in conflict can come together to build bridges of trust, understanding and 
confidence (Ikelegbe,2003). They have also participated in providing relief materials to victims of 
conflict. For instance, during the herdsmen and farmer’s conflict in the state from 2011 to 2015 for 
which many citizens of the state particularly women were living in refugee camps across the state, 
the CWO donated relief materials such as food items, clothing, and free medical treatment to the 
victims of the conflict.

Other women organizations such as market women association have at different times in 
the course of the farmers-herdsmen conflict in Benue state used different strategies such as street 
protest and closing of shops in the market places to draw the attention of local, state and Federal 
government for peace to return to the state.

Challenges faced by Women Organizations in Conflict Resolution in Benue State

There are different factors limiting the role of women organizations in conflict resolution. 

One of the major problems facing women organization in Benue state is lack of funds to 
implement conflict resolution programs (Ahule & Ugba, 2014; Abari, 2014; Akuadna, 2014). 
Most of these organizations do not have adequate funds to organize workshops and seminars to 
educate members of the public on the need to live in peace. Besides, creating a platform where 
stakeholders involved in conflict can come to the negotiation table also requires funds which most 
women organizations in Benue do not have. This greatly limits the potentials of women 
organizations in conflict resolution. 

Secondly, in Benue state and Nigeria in general, people still believe and look up to 
government for the resolution of public problems and conflict. As a matter of fact, Ikelegbe (2003) 
observed that groups and communities in Benue state have more confidence in the ability of the 
state to resolve conflict. The implication here is that, even when women organizations have made 
concerted efforts to reach out to groups involved in conflict, people still believe that they do not 
possess the requisite influence, resources, integrity, and credibility to intervene and resolve 
conflict (Ikelegbe, 2003).

Thirdly, both the local, state and federal government in Nigeria have given women 
organizations and groups outside the realm of the state a marginal role in conflict resolution. There 
is poor partnership between government and other institutions outside the scope of the state in 
conflict resolution. In some cases, the state view other organizations and women groups with 
suspicion. Infact, Odeh (2012) observed that state officials view other groups outside the purview 
of the state as competitors of power and influence in the public sphere rather than partners in peace 
process. This also serves as a major setback for women organizations working in the area of 
conflict resolution.

Fourthly, most women organizations that are involved in conflict resolution lack 
experience, exposure and skills in negotiation, advocacy, and lobbying techniques (Agbalajobi, 
2002). Women have always been kept secluded from the political arena and sphere of 
decision-making; therefore, in many situations they are unable to participate. 

Lastly, women organizations in Benue state are also faced with the challenge of 
marginalization and stigmatization by powerful government and other non-governmental 
organizations (Munuve, nd). Besides, they also suffer from physical harassment from local men 
and security forces which is especially likely to happen in post conflict situations where gender 
tensions are usually high.

Conclusion and Recommendations

Based on the foregoing, the following recommendations have been made to improve the 
involvement of women organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state.

First, there must be change of attitudes among the people regarding the role of women and 
women organizations in Benue state and Nigeria in general. Women groups should be given 
greater role in all segments of the society. This can be achieved by sensitizing members of the 
public through printed and electronic media on the need to give women more political space to 
participate in decision making process.

Secondly, government at all levels in Nigeria need to partner with women organizations 

and other groups to resolve conflict. The state alone cannot resolve conflict in Nigeria. It is the 
submission of this paper that one-sector-approach would be inadequate to resolve conflicts in 
Nigeria. Therefore, the government needs to engage a broad-based coalition of actors, and women 
organizations need a seat on the table if any meaningful progress is to be made. This is because, 
according to the Dutch Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment, Conflict Resolution Unit 
states that partnering with women groups in conflict resolution fosters a wider popular mandate for 
peace, making it more sustainable.

Thirdly, women organizations in Benue state working in the area of conflict resolution 
needs to be strengthened in terms of training, skills and methods of operation and functioning 
(James, 2003). Most of these organizations are not well trained and properly equipped to resolve 
conflict. 

Lastly, women organizations in Benue state need to develop alternative ways of raising 
funds to implement their programs. Most of these organizations depend heavily on foreign 
donations and this is not adequate.
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Lawyers (FIDA), Women’s Right Advancement and Protection Alternative (WRAPA), and 
Catholic Women Organisations (CWO) have all played key roles in conflict resolution in Nigeria. 
Despite the significant role women organizations have played in conflict resolution in Benue state, 
their contributions have been neglected. There are two reasons for this. First, due to cultural and 
religious reasons, women are treated as second class citizens and therefore not given a seat at the 
table of conflict resolution process. Second, most people in Nigeria tend to believe that the issue of 
conflict resolution belongs to the realm of government and the business sector only. As a result of 
this, a comprehensive understanding of the role of women organizations in peacebuilding and 
conflict resolution has continued to be a major gap in the available literature particularly in the 
context of developing countries such as Nigeria. It is because of this gap in knowledge that this paper 
seeks to examine the contributions of women organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state.

Conceptual Clarification

In this paper, concepts such as women organizations and conflict resolution will be 
explained to sanitize the reader to their meaning and usage in this work.

Women organizations:  refer to all voluntary organizations led and managed by women 
that promote women’s welfare and gender equality (Kumar, n.d.). Examples of these organizations 
in Benue state include Women in Nigeria (WIN), International Federation of Female Lawyers 
(FIDA), Women’s Right Advancement and Protection Alternative (WRAPA), Catholic Women 
Organisations (CWO), Association of Market Women, Mzough U Kase, among others.

Conflict Resolution: is a range of processes aimed at alleviating or eliminating sources of 
conflict (Pisagih, Degri, Ajemasu & Muhammed, 2015). Miller and King (2003) define conflict 
resolution as “a variety of approaches aimed at terminating conflicts through the constructive 
solving of problems, distinct from management or transformation of conflicts.” In their view, 
Miall, Ramsbotham and Woodhouse (1999), the essence of conflict resolution is to identify the 
root causes of conflict, address and resolve them, and behaviour is no longer violent, nor are 
attitudes hostile any longer, while the structure of the conflict has been changed. Mitchel and 
Banks (1998) refer to conflict resolution as: 

i. An outcome in which the issue in an existing conflict are satisfactorily dealt with 
through a solution that is mutually acceptable to the parties, self-sustaining in the 
long run and productive of a new, positive relationship between parties that were 
previously hostile adversaries; and 

ii.  Any process or procedure by which such an outcome is achieved. 

Whatever the definition offered, the purpose of conflict resolution is to ensure that conflict is 
resolved for peaceful co-existence between individuals, groups, communities, and nations. 

Methodology

The study adopted descriptive research design. Secondary sources of data were obtained 

from the organizational records of women organizations involved in conflict resolution for a 
period of five years (2011-2016). In addition, other secondary sources of data such as newspapers, 
magazines, government records were also used. There are many registered and unregistered 
women organizations in Benue state. As a result of this, the study used purposive sampling 
technique to select only registered women organizations that were involved in conflict resolution 
in Benue state. The rational for studying women organizations involved in conflict resolutions is 
because, these organizations have made significant contributions to peace and conflict resolution, 
but their contributions have not been well documented and acknowledged.

Theoretical Framework

In this paper, liberal feminist theory has been employed to explain the role of women 
organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state. Liberal feminism is premised on the idea that 
gender inequality in society is a product of patriarchal and sexist patterning of division of labor 
(Idyorough, 2005). Based on the assumptions of liberal feminism, gender is socially constructed 
and is manifest in the division of labor where domestic work that is devalued and not remunerated 
is assigned to women while work outside the home is highly remunerated and is assigned to men. 
This whole phenomenon is perpetuated through patriarchal ideology (Idyorough, 2005).

The theory explains the lack of recognition for the role of women organizations in conflict 
resolution to our cultural beliefs and attitudes. The theory argues that the society believes that it is 
the men who are supposed to be involved in outdoor activities such as conflict resolution while 
women are supposed to be involved in menial jobs such as childcare and housekeeping. 
Consequently, even though women organizations have played important roles in conflict 
resolution, their roles have not been recognized simply because they are women organizations. 
Perhaps if these organizations were formed by men, their roles would have been acknowledged. 
This paper therefore states that, for the women organizations to be deeply involved in conflict 
resolution and their contributions to be appreciated, there has to be a change in our cultural beliefs 
and attitudes.

The Role of Women Organizations in Conflict Resolution in Benue State

The contributions of women organizations to conflict resolution cannot be over 
emphasized. According to Scheper (2002), the responses of local women’s groups in dealing with 
conflict, rehabilitation and peace appear to be remarkably similar around the world too. The 
women NGOs are mostly active in trauma counselling, micro-credit, voter education, gender 
awareness, law reform and political advocacy. They draw the attention of authorities to civilian 
security, e.g. through security sector reforms and greater participation of women in police forces, 
judiciary and in peace committees (Scheper, 2002). 
  In West Africa, Alaga (2010) states that women have played significant roles in situations 
relating to peace and war for centuries, primarily as traditional peace-makers, as priestesses who 
confer with gods to determine whether it was right to go to war or not, as praise singers for men 
during battles as a boost to ensure their victory, or as custodians of culture. In each culture there 
are stories of women who have played some leadership roles as peace envoys or harbingers of 
peace in their communities (Alaga, 2010).
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Abstract

In reviewing Jewish, Christian, and Islamic perspectives on nuclear weapons we find that there is 
a broad consensus that the use of nuclear weapons would be morally wrong because of the harm 
to large numbers of non-combatants and the environment. However, a small minority believes that 
limited nuclear war might be acceptable as a final measure for national defense, and some in the 
faith community believe that nuclear war would be acceptable as an eschatological event prior to 
the final Day of Judgment and commencement of a messianic age. Among the three faiths there 
has been some acceptance of deployment of nuclear weapons as a measure of deterrence for 
self-defense in order to dissuade other nations from nuclear or conventional attack. However, a 
growing number reject nuclear deterrence because of the immorality of in effect holding civilian 
population hostage. Within the faith community there is widespread support for negotiation of 
arms control agreements and for unilateral actions to reduce nuclear arsenals. 
Keywords: Judaism, Christianity, Islam, nuclear weapons, disarmament

Introduction

Since the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima on Augusts 6, 1945 representatives of 
Judaism, Christianity, and Islam have spoken out on the possession and use of nuclear weapons. 
Among them there is a broad consensus that nuclear weapons should never be used because of 
harm to God’s creation: massive loss of human lives and disastrous destruction of the 
environment. Although some believe that it is acceptable for a nation to possess nuclear weapons 
as a deterrent against nuclear attack or an overwhelming conventional attack from another nation, 
many insist that it is time to go beyond deterrence and seek the global elimination of nuclear 
weapons.  

Jewish Perspective

 In 1962 when the nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union was 
accelerating, Rabbi Maurice Lamm (1962) of the Floral Park Jewish Center in New York made 
distinction between obligatory wars and optional wars. He concluded that as a matter of 
self-defense it was obligatory to oppose the quest of the Soviet Union to gain world domination 
with Communism. That was because Communism violates the basic moral principles of Judaism 
and Israel would cease to exist as a nation if the Soviet Union ruled the world. Therefore, the 
expansionist Soviet Union must be opposed with nuclear weapons even if it resulted in a nuclear 
war that destroyed life on earth. Thus, it would be preferable to be dead than red.
 In a rejoinder Rabbi Immanuel Jakobovits of the Fifth Avenue Synagogue, who later 
became the Chief Rabbi of Great Britain, took up the issue of self-defense. He noted in 1962 that 
the Torah and teaching of rabbis allow slaying an attacker to save one’s own life (Exodus 22.1 
[22.2 in RSVP]; Rashi on BT Sanhedrin 72a). But the defender would not be entitled to forestall 
the attack at the cost of both lives, such as by blowing up the house. He commented, “In view of 
this vital limitation of the law of self-defense, it would appear that a defensive war likely to 
endanger the survival of the attacking and the defending nations alike, if not the entire human race, 
can never be justified” (Sapertstein, pp. 7-8).
 Neither rabbi, of course, wanted the world to face that choice of red or dead. Rabbi Lamm 
favored nuclear deterrence which so far had prevented nuclear war. He wrote, “Constant 
negotiation between the atomic powers must continue in order to probe new possibilities of 
peacefully settling the differences between East and West” (Lamm, 1962, p. 177).  
 Twenty years later when the nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet 
Union intensified again, the Commission on Social Action of Reformed Judaism took up this issue 
in a report Preventing the Nuclear Holocaust: A Jewish Response edited by Rabbi David 
Saperstein (1983). The report reviews the five regulations of war, drawn from the halacha (Jewish 
law): force not an end in itself, opportunity for the opponent to choose peace, concern for lives of 
non-combatants, waged so as not to destroy God’s creation, before ever battle reading the rules and 
regulations of war (Saperstein, 1983, pp. 8-13). As applied to an optional war, the report 
concludes:

Clearly the speed with which nuclear war could happen, the distance over which it is 

fought and the virtual absence of opportunity to use human judgements to regulate the war 
once the missiles are launched mitigate against the ability of any nation to fight a “humane” 
nuclear war. From this brief view of the halachic stipulations on war, it is evident that 
nuclear war would violate almost every rule and regulation and would thereby be 
impermissible. (Saperstein, 1983, p.13)

 The report then cites a number of rabbis to show that the weight of the Jewish tradition is 
clearly arrayed against the use of nuclear weapons (Saperstein, 1983, pp. 19-31). But what about 
the current nuclear build-up and stockpiling? Under what circumstances is possession of nuclear 
weapons per se, permissible or prohibited? In answering the report draws upon the halachic 
concept of geder (fence) that some things are prohibited not because they are evil in and of 
themselves but because they might lead to evil things. Rabbi Saul Berman applied this reasoning 
to stockpiling nuclear weapons which “will likely lead to consequences which will violate Jewish 
law” (Saperstein, p. 36). As Rabbi Jakobovits wrote in his 1962 article, “Once the recourse to 
atomic warfare, even in self defense (retaliation), is eliminated, the threat of resorting to it when 
attacked (deterrent) would naturally have to be abandoned. A threat is effective, and can be 
justified, only as the possibility to carry it out exists” (Saperstein, p. 36). 

This being the case, Preventing the Nuclear Holocaust devotes considerable attention to 
ways of ending the nuclear arms race, such as freeze on production and deployment of nuclear 
weapons and other methods of nuclear arms control and reduction.
 This issue was taken up again in 1991 in a book entitled Confronting Omnicide: Jewish 
Reflections on Weapons of Mass Destruction, edited by Daniel Landes (1991). Fifteen essays offer 
diverse points of view but have a common concern that God’s creation would be at risk in nuclear 
war. Pinchas Peli from Ben Gurion University, Be’er Sheva, Israel writes:

As to the universal threat of destruction of the world through the weapons of mass 
destruction, the view of Torah is crystal clear: The world created by God was meant for 
life; it was given over to Man to rule, to preserve and cultivate, and not to destroy and 
mutilate. (Landes, 1991, pp. 72-73)

Translating this into practice, he continues:

One is not allowed to willingly destroy any created being. This prohibition is known in the 
Halakhah as bal tash’hit – Do not destroy. The rabbis, of course, derive this prohibition 
from Scripture: “When thou shalt besiege a city a long time, in making war against it to 
take it, thou shalt not destroy the trees thereof by wielding an axe against them: for thou 
mayest eat of them, and thou shalt not cut them down.” (Deuteronomy 20:10)

 In another essay Professor David Novak picks up this theme and cites rabbinic tradition 
over the centuries in support of the prohibition of wanton destruction. He concludes: “The evil of 
nuclear war, which cannot be justified by any of the usual criteria of temporary destruction for the 
sake of ultimate victory, is to be emphasized continually.” He adds, “It seems that bilateral, not 
unilateral disarmament is what is required” (Landes, 1991, p. 115). 
 In an essay on “Nuclear Deterrence and Nuclear War” Professor Walter S. Wurzburger 

believes that “the actual use of nuclear weapons must be ruled out, for it is inconceivable to 
sanction the very extinction of the human race.” But one-sided renunciation of their use “would 
rule out any possibility of defense or deterrence against adversaries who threaten nuclear 
aggression.” Therefore, “we have no choice but to continue to rely on the threat of nuclear 
retaliation to deter nuclear aggression.” But that choice is fraught with moral problems and must 
be considered a lesser evil. It would be better to gain universal acceptance of a “no first use 
pledge” (Landes, 1991, pp. 224-233). 
 Although the much of the background for discussion about nuclear weapons is the nuclear 
arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union with their enormous arsenals, Israel’s 
possession of nuclear weapons also enters into the picture. In his book Israel and the Bomb, Avner 
Cohen describes Israel’s approach as nuclear opacity – “a situation in which a state’s nuclear 
capability has not been acknowledged, but is recognized in a way that influences other nation’s 
perceptions and actions” (Cohen, 1998, p. 2). In his second book The Worst-Kept Secret, he uses 
the Hebrew term amimut with connotation of both opacity and ambiguity to describe this approach 
(Cohen 2010, xxxii). Although the Israeli government has never officially admitted that it has 
nuclear weapons, enough information has become available to estimate that Israel possesses 
approximately 80 nuclear weapons (Federation of American Scientists, 2017).  
 Because of amimut the Israeli government has never publicly articulated its rationale for 
acquiring nuclear weapons. In fact, there is a prohibition against public discussion of nuclear 
issues, a ban “rigidly enforce by Israeli military censorship (the Censora), which bans any 
reference to Israeli’s nuclear weapons in the Israeli media” (Cohen, 2010, p. xxix). However, one 
can project that the policy emphasizes deterrence as a matter of self-defense to prevent an 
existential threat to Israel. Some Jewish writers consider this legitimate in the present political 
situation. Others raise a note of caution that actual use would be disastrous. 

Christian Perspective

Protestant

After the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima, Japan, on August 6, 1945, the Federal 
Council of the Churches of Christ in America asked a commission of theologians to formulate a 
response. In February 1946 the commission issued a report entitled Atomic Warfare and Christian 
Faith that began with an act of contrition:

As American Christians, we are deeply penitent for the irresponsible use already made of 
the atomic bomb. We have agreed that, whatever be one’s judgment of the ethics of war in 
principle, the surprise bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki are morally indefensible. 
They repeated in a ghastly form the indiscriminate slaughter of non-combatants that has 
become familiar during World War II. They were released without specific warning, under 
conditions which virtually assured the deaths of 100,000 civilians. (Lunger, 1988, p. 303)

The theologians urged that all manufacture of atomic bombs be stopped, pending the development 
of international controls and called upon the United States “to affirm publicly, with suitable 

guarantees, that it will under no circumstances be the first to use atomic weapons in any possible 
future war” (Lunger, 1988, p. 305). 

Four years later another commission of theologians appointed by the Federal Council of 
Churches in report on The Christian Conscience and Weapons of Mass Destruction came to the 
opposite conclusion. They noted: “Today, two great dangers threaten mankind, the danger that 
totalitarian tyranny may be extended over the world and the danger of global war” (Lunger, 1988, 
p. 317). The tyranny they feared was Soviet Communism which by 1950 had taken control of 
Eastern Europe and was moving aggressively in other parts of the world. What became known as 
the Cold War was underway. The report therefore insisted:

For as long as the existing situation holds, for the United States to abandon its atomic 
weapons or to give the impression that they would not be used, would leave the 
non-communist world with totally inadequate defense. For Christians to advocate such a 
policy would be to share responsibility for the worldwide tyranny that might result. 
(Lunger, 1988, p. 321)

The Commission found it difficult to draw an absolute line between types of weapons. “If, as we 
have felt bound to acknowledge, certain key industrial targets are inescapably involved in modern 
war, we find no moral distinction between destroying them with tons of T.N.T. or by fire as 
compared with an atomic bomb…Christian conscience guides us to restraint from destruction not 
essential to our total objective” (Landes, 1988, pp. 320-321). 
 In 1950 the Federal Council of Churches was reorganized as the National Council of the 
Churches of Christ in the USA (NCC). In years that followed the NCC put aside conditional 
acceptance of nuclear weapons in some circumstances and became a staunch advocate of their 
elimination. This history is narrated in a resolution, “Nuclear Disarmament: The Time is Now”, 
adopted by NCC General Assembly in 2009, that stated:

Jesus Christ, the Good Shepherd, declared that He had come to bring ‘abundant life" to 
humanity. Nuclear weapons, which have the capacity to destroy entire cities and nations, 
and, indeed, all life on earth, represent the diametric opposite to this. In fact, the only thing 
that they are capable of producing is "abundant death.’ The time has arrived to eliminate all 
of them, before they eliminate all of us. Be it therefore resolved that the National Council 
of the Churches of Christ in the U.S.A. hereby recommits itself to the total worldwide 
eradication of nuclear weapons. (National Council of Churches, 2009)

Over the years the National Association of Evangelicals (NAE) in the U.S. has also 
expressed its concern about nuclear weapons. Recognizing that within the membership are those 
who are committed to peace through strength and those who renounce the use of force as a matter 
of conscience, NAE has nevertheless favored arms control agreements to scale back the nuclear 
arms race. In “Nuclear Weapons 2011,” NAE laid out a course that included re-examining the 
moral and ethical basis for the doctrine of nuclear deterrence, maintaining the taboo against 
nuclear use, achieving verified mutual reductions in current nuclear stockpiles, and continuing 
dialogue on the effects of possession and threatened use of nuclear weapons (National Association 
of Evangelicals, 2011).

Elsewhere in NATO countries the Conference of European Churches and its Church and 
Society Commission have been active on nuclear disarmament issues, favoring a world free of 
nuclear weapons and specifically advocating the removal of tactical nuclear weapons from Europe 
(Conference of European Churches. 2013). 

In the United Kingdom many denominations support nuclear disarmament, expressed 
specifically in opposition to building a new trident submarine. Although the Church of England 
has tended to defer to the government on continuation of minimal nuclear deterrence, Dr. Rowan 
Williams, 104th Archbishop of Canterbury, speaking in Nagasaki, Japan in September 2009, said 
of nuclear weapons: 

They are necessarily indiscriminate; that is, they will always kill the innocent. They 
destroy the living environment; they have long-term effects on every aspect of the material 
and organic world…To work for a world free from nuclear arms is to work for the sake of 
that moral and human dignity.�(Williams, 2009)

In 1976 the Canadian Council of Churches established Project Plowshares as its vehicle to 
build peace and prevent war, and promote the peaceful resolution of political conflict. Developing 
support for the elimination of nuclear weapons has been a major focus (Project Plourshares, 2017). 

On the world stage the Ninth Assembly of World Council of Churches (WCC) in 2006 
recalled its long-standing opposition to nuclear weapons. 

From its birth as a fellowship of Christian churches the WCC has condemned nuclear 
weapons for their "widespread and indiscriminate destruction" and as "sin against God" in 
modern warfare (First WCC Assembly, 1948), recognized early that the only sure defense 
against nuclear weapons is prohibition, elimination and verification (Second Assembly) 
and, inter alia, called citizens to “press their governments to ensure national security 
without resorting to the use of weapons of mass destruction" (Fifth Assembly, 1975).

 The Second Assembly in 1954 called for “The prohibition of all weapons of mass 
destruction; including atomic and hydrogen bombs, with provision for international inspection and 
control, such as would safeguard the security of all nations, together with the drastic reduction of 
other armaments” (Visser 't Hooft, 1955, p. 146). The Ninth Assembly in 2006 adopted a “Minute 
on Elimination of Nuclear Arms”, noting that “Existing WCC policy urges all states to meet their 
treaty obligations to reduce and then destroy nuclear arsenals with adequate verification” and that 
“Churches must prevail upon governments until they recognize the incontrovertible immorality of 
nuclear weapons” (World Council of Churches, 2006). The Tenth Assembly in November 2013 
recommended that governments “Negotiate and establish a ban on the production, deployment, 
transfer and use of nuclear weapons in accordance with international humanitarian law” (World 
Council of Churches, 2013).

Among Protestant denominations, the United Methodist Council of Bishops in 1986 took 
up the nuclear weapons in a foundation document, In Defense of Creation: The Nuclear Crisis and 
a Just Peace (United Methodist Council of Bishops, 1986). They chose the title because God’s 
creation “is under attack…[from] the darkening shadows of threatening nuclear winter… [It is] “a 

crisis that threatens to assault not only the whole human family but planet earth itself” (United 
Methodist Council of Bishops, 1986, p. 92). Given this situation, the bishops in a pastoral letter 
stated:

Therefore, we say a clear and unconditional No to nuclear war and any use of nuclear 
weapons. We conclude that nuclear deterrence is a position that cannot receive the 
church’s blessing (United Methodist Council of Bishops, p.92). 

For moving toward a nuclear-free world they recommended four measures: (1) comprehensive test 
ban to inaugurate a nuclear freeze; (2) consolidated of existing treaties and phased reductions; (3) 
bans on space weapons; and (4) no-first-use agreement (United Methodist Council of Bishop, 
1986, pp. 74-78).

  The 1988 United Methodist General Conference, the official governing body, endorsed In 
Defense of Creation (United Methodist Church, 1988) and in following quadrennial meetings 
supported concrete steps toward a world free of nuclear weapons. A 2004 resolution described the 
doctrine of nuclear deterrence as “morally corrupt and spiritually bankrupt” because “nuclear 
weapons hold innocent people hostage for political and military purposes” (United Methodist 
Church, 2004, p. 889).
 In the last thirty years all of the “mainline” Protestant churches and the historic peace 
churches in the United States have taken strong stands against the use of nuclear weapons and have 
supported policies leading to the elimination. 

Orthodox

 Orthodox Churches from many nations are members of the World Council of Churches and 
in that sense support WCC policies on nuclear weapons. They also speak for themselves in their 
own countries. In the United States branches of the Orthodox Church – Russian, Greek, and others 
- have joined interfaith initiatives for the elimination of nuclear weapons. In Russia, Patriarch 
Kirill, head of the Russian Orthodox Church, speaking in 2007 in Sarov, the center of Russia’s 
nuclear weapons industry, indicated that Russia required nuclear arms to enable it to remain a 
sovereign state during the Cold War. That is because of the deterrent value of nuclear weapons. 
Nevertheless, he said, the Church favors a world without nuclear weapons (Kirill, 2007). 

Roman Catholic  

 In the Roman Catholic Church, popes have spoken against the use of nuclear weapons 
since the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima. Pope Pius XII (pope from 1939 to 1958) in his 
1954 Easter message demanded “the effective proscription and banishment of atomic…warfare,” 
calling the arms race a “costly relationship of mutual terror” (Pius XII, 1954). 

 Pope John XXXIII (1958-1963) in his1963 papal encyclical Pacem in Terris called for the 
cessation of the arms race, noting:

The stock-piles of armaments which have been built up in various countries must be 
reduced all round and simultaneously by the parties concerned. Nuclear weapons must be 
banned. A general agreement must be reached on a suitable disarmament program, with an 
effective system of mutual control. (John XXIII, 1963)

 Gaudium et Spes (“Joy and Hope”), a pastoral constitution coming out of the Second 
Vatican Council and promulgated by Pope Paul VI (1963-78) in 1965, stated:

Any act of war aimed indiscriminately at the destruction of entire cities of extensive areas 
along with their population is a crime against God and man himself. It merits unequivocal 
and unhesitating condemnation. (Paul VI, 1965)

However, the document noted that some “scientific weapons” are amassed for retaliation and 
therefore serve as a “deterrent to possible enemy attack.” But this “is not a safe way to preserve 
a steady peace, nor is the so-called balance resulting from this race a sure and authentic peace.” 
A better way is to “labor to put an end at last to the arms race, and to make a true beginning of 
disarmament, not unilaterally indeed, but proceeding at an equal pace according to agreement, 
and backed up by true and workable safeguards” (Paul VI, 1965). 

 When Pope John Paul II (1978-2005) spoke in the Hiroshima Peace Memorial Hall in 
February 1981 he called on heads of state and of government and those who hold political and 
economic power to pledge ourselves “that war will never be tolerated or sought as a means of 
resolving differences; let us promise our fellow human beings that we will work untiringly for 
disarmament and the banishing of all nuclear weapons” (John Paul II, 1981).

 Speaking to the United Nations General Assembly in June 1982, Pope John Paul II stated:

The teaching of the Catholic Church in this area has been clear and consistent. It has 
deplored the arms race, called nonetheless for mutual progressive and verifiable reduction 
of armaments as well as greater safeguards against possible misuse of these weapons. It has 
done so while urging that the independence, freedom and legitimate security of each and 
every nation be respected. In current conditions "deterrence" based on balance, certainly 
not as an end in itself but as step on the way toward a progressive disarmament, may still 
be judged morally acceptable. Nonetheless in order to ensure peace, it is indispensable not 
to be satisfied with this minimum which is always susceptible to the real danger of 
explosion. (John Paul II, 1982)

Pope Benedict XVI (2005-2013) in a message on World Day of Peace 2006 indicated:

In a nuclear war there would be no victors, only victims. The truth of peace requires that 
all - whether those governments which openly or secretly possess nuclear arms, or those 
planning to acquire them �- agree to change their course by clear and firm decisions, and 
strive for a progressive and concerted nuclear disarmament. (Benedict XVI, 2006) 

At the 2010 Review Conference of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty Msgr Celestino Migliore 
delivered a message from Benedict XVI encouraging “initiatives that seek progressive 
disarmament and the creation of zones free of nuclear weapons, with a view to their complete 
elimination from the planet" (Migliore, 2010).
 With this decades-long support for nuclear disarmament the Holy See has become 
impatient with the lack of progress toward this objective. This was shown in an address by 
Archbishop Francis Chullikat, the permanent observer of the Holy See to the United Nations, in 
Kansas City, Missouri in 2011. He said:

The Holy See has never countenanced nuclear deterrence as a permanent measure, nor does 
it today when it is evident that nuclear deterrence drives the development of ever newer 
nuclear arms, thus preventing genuine nuclear disarmament…. Nuclear deterrence 
prevents genuine nuclear disarmament. It maintains an unacceptable hegemony over 
non-nuclear development for the poorest half of the world's population. It is a fundamental 
obstacle to achieving a new age of global security. (Chullikat, 2011)

He noted that the Catholic Church had embraced a 1996 decision of the International Court of 
Justice calling for “negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and 
effective international control." He reiterated the Holy See’s support “for transparent, verifiable, 
global and irreversible nuclear disarmament and for addressing seriously the issues of nuclear 
strategic arms, the tactical ones and their means of delivery (Chullikat, 2011). 

 Pope Francis in 2015 address to the United Nations General Assembly stated: 

There is urgent need to work for a world free of nuclear weapons, in full application of the 
non-proliferation Treaty, in letter and spirit, with the goal of a complete prohibition of 
these weapons. (Francis, 2015)

 In the United States in the early 1980s, the National Conference of Catholic Bishops 
undertook an in-depth study of war and peace with special attention to nuclear weapons. Working 
from the moral principles of the just-war tradition, they indicated: 

• Every nation has a right and duty to defend itself against unjust aggression.
• Offensive war of any kind is morally unjustifiable.
• The intentional killing of innocent civilians or non-combatants is always wrong.
• Even defensive response to unjust attack can cause destruction which violates the 

principle of proportionality, going far beyond the limits of legitimate defense. 
(National Conference of Catholic Bishops, 1983, p. iii) 

Applying these principles to nuclear weapons, the U.S. Catholic bishops spoke against initiation 
of nuclear war and against any use of nuclear weapons to destroy population centers or other 
predominantly civilian targets even in retaliatory action. They opposed initiation of nuclear war 
and expressed skepticism of even a limited nuclear war. Following the leadership of Pope John 
Paul II, they accepted “a strictly conditional moral acceptance of deterrence” but not adequate as 
a long-term basis for peace (National Conference of Catholic Bishops, 1983, pp v-vi).

 Over the years the U.S. Catholic bishops have retained their strong interest in nuclear 
disarmament. In 2010, Cardinal Francis George, then President of the U.S. Conference of Catholic 
Bishops, wrote: 

The horribly destructive capacity of nuclear arms makes them disproportionate and 
indiscriminate weapons that endanger human life and dignity like no other armaments. 
Their use as a weapon of war is rejected in Church teaching based on just war norms. 
Although we cannot anticipate every step on the path humanity must walk, we can point 
with moral clarity to a destination that moves beyond deterrence to a world free of the 
nuclear threat. (George, 2010)

For this to happen “the Church urges that nuclear deterrence be replaced with concrete measures 
of disarmament based on dialogue and multilateral negotiations” (George, 2010). 

Islamic Perspective

“A Common Word,” a report addressed by Muslim scholars to Christian leaders, notes that 
Christians and Muslims together make up more than 55 percent of the world’s population. They 
then observe:

If Muslims and Christians are not at peace, the world cannot be at peace. With the terrible 
weaponry of the modern world; with Muslims and Christians intertwined everywhere as 
never before, no side can unilaterally win a conflict between more than half of the world’s 
inhabitants. Thus, our common future is at stake. The very survival of the world itself is at 
stake. (A Common Word, 2007, pp. 72-73) 

 Jamal Badawi and Muzammil H. Siddiqi in an essay published by the Muslim-Christian 
Initiative on the Nuclear Weapons Danger offered six powerful reasons for Muslims to oppose the 
production, deployment, and use of nuclear weapons.

(1) They represent a serious threat to peace, while peace is a central theme of                       
 Islam.
(2)  They are brutal and merciless, and thus violate the Qur’anic description of the Prophet 

Muhammad (peace be upon him) as “mercy to all the worlds.”
(3)  They are contrary to Islam’s promotion of human fellowship.
(4)  Nuclear weapons do not fall with the scope of legitimate self-defense… Not only do they 

not discriminate between combatants and noncombatants, but the great majority of victims 
are likely to be noncombatants… Repelling aggression is permissible in Islam, but only 
with the minimum cost of life and property. Nuclear weapons cause destruction of the 
environment that lasts for hundreds, if not thousands, of years.

(5)  Nuclear weapons research and production waste a huge amount of resources.
(6)  While the argument for nuclear deterrence is not un-Islamic in principle, and while such 

deterrence apparently did work during the Cold War, there is no guarantee that it will work 

in the future. Nor is there any guarantee that nuclear weapons will not fall into the hands of 
non-state actors. (Badawi and Siggiqi, 2005, pp. 26-27)

 The authors continue:

Considering all of these points, we must conclude that it is harâm (forbidden) to 
deploy nuclear weapons. The sharî’ah of Allah could never approve such weapons. 
According to the principles of Islamic law, there should instead be a universal ban 
on their development and possession. No criteria exist that allow some states to 
maintain nuclear weapons while others are denied of them. (Badawi and Siggiqi, 
2005, p. 27)

 
 In applying such beliefs, Iran Supreme Leader, Ali Khamenei, on a number of occasions 
has said that possession and use of nuclear weapons are contrary to Islamic law. In 2005, Iran 
communicated to the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) that Ayatollah Khamenei had 
issued a fatwa [religious edict] that “the production, stockpiling and use of nuclear weapons are 
forbidden under Islamic law and that the Islamic Republic of Iran shall never acquire these 
weapons” (International Atomic Energy Agency (2005, p. 121).  In a letter to the 2010 Review 
Conference of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, Khamenei wrote: "We consider the use of 
such weapons as haram (religiously forbidden) and believe that it is everyone's duty to make 
efforts to secure humanity against this great disaster."  In an address on August 30, 2012 at the 16th 
Non-Aligned Summit in Tehran, he stated:

The Islamic Republic of Iran considers the use of nuclear, chemical and similar weapons 
as a great and unforgivable sin. We proposed the idea of ‘Middle East free of nuclear 
weapons’ and we are committed to it. This does not mean forgoing our right to peaceful use 
of nuclear power and production of nuclear fuel. On the basis of international laws, 
peaceful use of nuclear energy is a right of every country…. Our motto is: “Nuclear energy 
for all and nuclear weapons for none.” (Khamenei, 2012)

 Some analysts observe that Ayatollah Khamenei sometimes speaks of production, 
stockpiling, and use of nuclear weapons and sometimes only use. They speculate that this implies 
that Iran might want to produce nuclear weapons as a deterrent, but there have been no public 
statements using deterrence language. Such clarification might occur during ongoing negotiations 
about Iran’s nuclear capability.

Summary

 In reviewing Jewish, Christian, and Islamic perspectives on nuclear weapons, we find 
many common features.  
 There is a broad consensus that use of nuclear weapons would be morally wrong because 
of the harm to large numbers of non-combatants and the environment. Widespread use would be 
disastrous for humankind and the planet Earth. A small minority believes that limited nuclear war 
might be acceptable as a final measure for national defense, but most maintain that nuclear weap-

ons are so powerful and indiscriminate that even limited use would be wrong. Although not part of 
our previous discussion, there are also some in the faith community who believe that nuclear war 
would be acceptable as an eschatological event prior to the final day of judgment and commence-
ment of a messianic era.
 Among the three faiths there has been some acceptance of development, production, and 
deployment of nuclear weapons as a measure of deterrence for self-defense in order to dissuade 
other nations from nuclear or conventional attack. However, a growing number reject nuclear 
deterrence because of the immorality of in effect holding civilian population hostage. Some deter-
rence adherents believe if deterrence fails and a nation is attacked, nuclear weapons should not be 
used in retaliation. 
 There is widespread support for negotiation of arms control agreements and for unilateral 
actions to reduce nuclear arsenals.  
 Although not discussed in previous sections, many voices in the faith community observe 
that the nuclear arms race is a waste of resources and that funds could be better spent for measures 
that improve human and community welfare.
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Abstract

This paper examined the strategic role women and women organizations play in the resolution of 
conflicts in Benue state especially in the last five years (2011-2016), with the persistence of the 
pastoralist / farmers clashes. Benue state has the unfortunate lot of attacks and women have been 
at the receiving end as majority of them are engaged in agricultural production that sustains the 
economy and the population. Government has responded in addressing these conflicts, but we 
must reckon with the great role women under several organizations have sought to interface 
government in preventing these conflicts and also offering relief materials to the displaced 
populations. The paper surveyed some of these women organizations and the strategies they have 
adopted in reducing the conflicts. Using liberal feminist theory as a framework of analysis, the 
paper showed how socio-cultural factors are constraining the women organization’s effort at 
resolving conflicts. The study demonstrated how the non-confrontational approach adopted by 
women has continued to douse out the conflicts and helped to ameliorate the conditions of women, 
children and men affected by the conflicts. It is hoped that stronger collaboration of these women 
groups and government through legislative provisions will seriously address these conflicts and 
their negative consequences on the people.

Keywords: women, women organizations, conflict resolution

Introduction

Violent conflicts ranging from communal, ethnic, religious, and political have become a 
recurrent decimal in Nigeria. The situation has become extremely worrisome since the return to 
democratic rule in 1999 (Imobighe, 2003). In Benue state, the story is not different! Communal, 
inter-ethnic, political, and more recently, herdsmen and farmers conflict have led to loss of lives 
and property, increased poverty, and massive displacement of people. Generally, conflict affects 
all members of the society but in most cases, it is women that suffer the most. During periods of 
conflicts, women suffer from sexual abuse, psychological pains and carry the burden of caring for 
children and the aged. In a study conducted in 200l by USAID cited in Scheper (2002) which 
analyzed the impact of deadly intrastate conflict on women and women organizations from 
Rwanda, Cambodia, Guatemala, El Salvador, Georgia, and Bosnia and Herzegovina showed that 
there are five major impacts of intrastate conflict on women and gender relations:

a.    Violence against civilians, of which 95% is female
b.    Internal displacement, of which 90% is women and children
c.    Redefinition of female identities in the society, both as victims and as perpetrators
d.    Increased poverty and starvation, as a result of targeted destruction of civilian   

 property and
e.    Communal violence leading to lasting bitterness, anger and hatred. 

The research concluded by observing that in all six countries, the most traumatizing factor 
for women in conflict is the lack of physical security, both during the conflict and the post conflict 
demobilization of the militia. It keeps women confined in their homes, not being able to move 
around freely. Rape was used as a regular tool of warfare and torture in all six case countries 
(Scheper, 2002). Moreover, many women saw themselves forced to engage in prostitution in the 
post conflict era, as the only available means of income. Family structures were damaged through 
death and trauma, resulting in women becoming heads of households and an increased incidence 
of domestic violence.
  Despite the fact that women suffer the most during the period of conflicts, formal conflict 
resolution mechanisms exclude women in the decision-making process. Falch (2010) underscored 
the above view by stating that women are often excluded from formal peace negotiations and are 
marginally involved in political decision-making process. However, since the passing of the 
United Nations Resolution 1325 in 2000 which advocates for the equal representation of women 
in key decision bodies, greater political space was opened for women groups to play significant 
roles in conflict resolution globally (Falch, 2010). While extolling the role of women organizations 
in the formal mechanism of conflict resolution, Falch (2010) acknowledged that, even though the 
role of women has not been appreciated, women have continued to play significant roles in 
community peacebuilding and have made valuable contributions to peace during and after conflict.

In Nigeria and Benue state in particular, since the return to democratic rule in 1999, there 
has been a proliferation in the number of women organizations that have been playing significant 
roles in conflict resolutions. For instance, women groups such as Women in Nigeria (WIN), 
Country Women Association of Nigeria (COWAN), Women, Law and Development Centre 
(WLDC), Community Women and Development (COWAD), International Federation of Female 

In Nigeria, there are well documented accounts of the exploits of Nigerian women and 
women organizations in conflict resolution. According to Idris and Habu (2012), women 
organizations in Nigeria have played significant roles in conflict resolution. For instance, Pisagih, 
Degri, Ajemasu and Muhammad (2015) observed that the role of women organizations in conflict 
resolution in Nigeria can be traced as far back as to the Aba women riot of 1929, the Egba women 
movement of the early 1920s to the 1950s, the Ogharefe women uprising of 1984. These are 
circumstances where women organizations in Nigeria organised and exercised their collective 
power to resolve conflict and build peace.

In Benue state, women organizations have also played significant roles in conflict 
resolution. Their role has been demonstrated particularly in the conflict between herdsmen and 
farmers in Benue state between 2011 to 2016 which led to loss of lives and property and left a lot 
of people in refugee camps, towns and  other settlements including Agaigbe, Naka, Atukpu, 
Tse-Iorbogo and other missionary centers outside the conflict areas, including Mission Station 
Ajigba of the NKST Church and other Christian centers like the Catholic Church premises in 
Agaigbe and the voluntary organization in the Local Government Areas (Women Environmental 
Programme, 2012). In a similar view, the herdsmen have dared not to go near the boundaries of 
Gwer-west Local Government Area. They were also displaced from where they had found pasture. 

During this conflict, Women Environmental Programme (2012) organized a multi-stake 
holder meeting that brought together the Benue state government, Miyetti-Allah Cattle Breeders 
Association, traditional rulers in Benue state, Christian Association of Nigeria (CAN) - Benue 
state chapter, Ja’amatu Nasiru Islam (JNI), Benue state and Civil Society Organizations. The 
forum provided a platform for farmers and herdsmen to come together to discuss how to resolve 
their differences and to educate both parties on other topical issues in the society like population 
increase and desertification which has increased the migration of herdsmen into the Benue 
trough/valley thereby exacerbating the conflict between the two groups.  

In a similar vein, women organizations such as Catholic Women Organisations (CWO) in 
Benue state have at different times reached out to different groups for deliberation, negotiation, 
compromises, and agreements on conflict resolution (Ikelegbe, 2003). Apart from helping to 
resolve conflict in Benue state, the organization has been able to provide a neutral ground where 
parties involved in conflict can come together to build bridges of trust, understanding and 
confidence (Ikelegbe,2003). They have also participated in providing relief materials to victims of 
conflict. For instance, during the herdsmen and farmer’s conflict in the state from 2011 to 2015 for 
which many citizens of the state particularly women were living in refugee camps across the state, 
the CWO donated relief materials such as food items, clothing, and free medical treatment to the 
victims of the conflict.

Other women organizations such as market women association have at different times in 
the course of the farmers-herdsmen conflict in Benue state used different strategies such as street 
protest and closing of shops in the market places to draw the attention of local, state and Federal 
government for peace to return to the state.

Challenges faced by Women Organizations in Conflict Resolution in Benue State

There are different factors limiting the role of women organizations in conflict resolution. 

One of the major problems facing women organization in Benue state is lack of funds to 
implement conflict resolution programs (Ahule & Ugba, 2014; Abari, 2014; Akuadna, 2014). 
Most of these organizations do not have adequate funds to organize workshops and seminars to 
educate members of the public on the need to live in peace. Besides, creating a platform where 
stakeholders involved in conflict can come to the negotiation table also requires funds which most 
women organizations in Benue do not have. This greatly limits the potentials of women 
organizations in conflict resolution. 

Secondly, in Benue state and Nigeria in general, people still believe and look up to 
government for the resolution of public problems and conflict. As a matter of fact, Ikelegbe (2003) 
observed that groups and communities in Benue state have more confidence in the ability of the 
state to resolve conflict. The implication here is that, even when women organizations have made 
concerted efforts to reach out to groups involved in conflict, people still believe that they do not 
possess the requisite influence, resources, integrity, and credibility to intervene and resolve 
conflict (Ikelegbe, 2003).

Thirdly, both the local, state and federal government in Nigeria have given women 
organizations and groups outside the realm of the state a marginal role in conflict resolution. There 
is poor partnership between government and other institutions outside the scope of the state in 
conflict resolution. In some cases, the state view other organizations and women groups with 
suspicion. Infact, Odeh (2012) observed that state officials view other groups outside the purview 
of the state as competitors of power and influence in the public sphere rather than partners in peace 
process. This also serves as a major setback for women organizations working in the area of 
conflict resolution.

Fourthly, most women organizations that are involved in conflict resolution lack 
experience, exposure and skills in negotiation, advocacy, and lobbying techniques (Agbalajobi, 
2002). Women have always been kept secluded from the political arena and sphere of 
decision-making; therefore, in many situations they are unable to participate. 

Lastly, women organizations in Benue state are also faced with the challenge of 
marginalization and stigmatization by powerful government and other non-governmental 
organizations (Munuve, nd). Besides, they also suffer from physical harassment from local men 
and security forces which is especially likely to happen in post conflict situations where gender 
tensions are usually high.

Conclusion and Recommendations

Based on the foregoing, the following recommendations have been made to improve the 
involvement of women organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state.

First, there must be change of attitudes among the people regarding the role of women and 
women organizations in Benue state and Nigeria in general. Women groups should be given 
greater role in all segments of the society. This can be achieved by sensitizing members of the 
public through printed and electronic media on the need to give women more political space to 
participate in decision making process.

Secondly, government at all levels in Nigeria need to partner with women organizations 

and other groups to resolve conflict. The state alone cannot resolve conflict in Nigeria. It is the 
submission of this paper that one-sector-approach would be inadequate to resolve conflicts in 
Nigeria. Therefore, the government needs to engage a broad-based coalition of actors, and women 
organizations need a seat on the table if any meaningful progress is to be made. This is because, 
according to the Dutch Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment, Conflict Resolution Unit 
states that partnering with women groups in conflict resolution fosters a wider popular mandate for 
peace, making it more sustainable.

Thirdly, women organizations in Benue state working in the area of conflict resolution 
needs to be strengthened in terms of training, skills and methods of operation and functioning 
(James, 2003). Most of these organizations are not well trained and properly equipped to resolve 
conflict. 

Lastly, women organizations in Benue state need to develop alternative ways of raising 
funds to implement their programs. Most of these organizations depend heavily on foreign 
donations and this is not adequate.
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Lawyers (FIDA), Women’s Right Advancement and Protection Alternative (WRAPA), and 
Catholic Women Organisations (CWO) have all played key roles in conflict resolution in Nigeria. 
Despite the significant role women organizations have played in conflict resolution in Benue state, 
their contributions have been neglected. There are two reasons for this. First, due to cultural and 
religious reasons, women are treated as second class citizens and therefore not given a seat at the 
table of conflict resolution process. Second, most people in Nigeria tend to believe that the issue of 
conflict resolution belongs to the realm of government and the business sector only. As a result of 
this, a comprehensive understanding of the role of women organizations in peacebuilding and 
conflict resolution has continued to be a major gap in the available literature particularly in the 
context of developing countries such as Nigeria. It is because of this gap in knowledge that this paper 
seeks to examine the contributions of women organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state.

Conceptual Clarification

In this paper, concepts such as women organizations and conflict resolution will be 
explained to sanitize the reader to their meaning and usage in this work.

Women organizations:  refer to all voluntary organizations led and managed by women 
that promote women’s welfare and gender equality (Kumar, n.d.). Examples of these organizations 
in Benue state include Women in Nigeria (WIN), International Federation of Female Lawyers 
(FIDA), Women’s Right Advancement and Protection Alternative (WRAPA), Catholic Women 
Organisations (CWO), Association of Market Women, Mzough U Kase, among others.

Conflict Resolution: is a range of processes aimed at alleviating or eliminating sources of 
conflict (Pisagih, Degri, Ajemasu & Muhammed, 2015). Miller and King (2003) define conflict 
resolution as “a variety of approaches aimed at terminating conflicts through the constructive 
solving of problems, distinct from management or transformation of conflicts.” In their view, 
Miall, Ramsbotham and Woodhouse (1999), the essence of conflict resolution is to identify the 
root causes of conflict, address and resolve them, and behaviour is no longer violent, nor are 
attitudes hostile any longer, while the structure of the conflict has been changed. Mitchel and 
Banks (1998) refer to conflict resolution as: 

i. An outcome in which the issue in an existing conflict are satisfactorily dealt with 
through a solution that is mutually acceptable to the parties, self-sustaining in the 
long run and productive of a new, positive relationship between parties that were 
previously hostile adversaries; and 

ii.  Any process or procedure by which such an outcome is achieved. 

Whatever the definition offered, the purpose of conflict resolution is to ensure that conflict is 
resolved for peaceful co-existence between individuals, groups, communities, and nations. 

Methodology

The study adopted descriptive research design. Secondary sources of data were obtained 

from the organizational records of women organizations involved in conflict resolution for a 
period of five years (2011-2016). In addition, other secondary sources of data such as newspapers, 
magazines, government records were also used. There are many registered and unregistered 
women organizations in Benue state. As a result of this, the study used purposive sampling 
technique to select only registered women organizations that were involved in conflict resolution 
in Benue state. The rational for studying women organizations involved in conflict resolutions is 
because, these organizations have made significant contributions to peace and conflict resolution, 
but their contributions have not been well documented and acknowledged.

Theoretical Framework

In this paper, liberal feminist theory has been employed to explain the role of women 
organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state. Liberal feminism is premised on the idea that 
gender inequality in society is a product of patriarchal and sexist patterning of division of labor 
(Idyorough, 2005). Based on the assumptions of liberal feminism, gender is socially constructed 
and is manifest in the division of labor where domestic work that is devalued and not remunerated 
is assigned to women while work outside the home is highly remunerated and is assigned to men. 
This whole phenomenon is perpetuated through patriarchal ideology (Idyorough, 2005).

The theory explains the lack of recognition for the role of women organizations in conflict 
resolution to our cultural beliefs and attitudes. The theory argues that the society believes that it is 
the men who are supposed to be involved in outdoor activities such as conflict resolution while 
women are supposed to be involved in menial jobs such as childcare and housekeeping. 
Consequently, even though women organizations have played important roles in conflict 
resolution, their roles have not been recognized simply because they are women organizations. 
Perhaps if these organizations were formed by men, their roles would have been acknowledged. 
This paper therefore states that, for the women organizations to be deeply involved in conflict 
resolution and their contributions to be appreciated, there has to be a change in our cultural beliefs 
and attitudes.

The Role of Women Organizations in Conflict Resolution in Benue State

The contributions of women organizations to conflict resolution cannot be over 
emphasized. According to Scheper (2002), the responses of local women’s groups in dealing with 
conflict, rehabilitation and peace appear to be remarkably similar around the world too. The 
women NGOs are mostly active in trauma counselling, micro-credit, voter education, gender 
awareness, law reform and political advocacy. They draw the attention of authorities to civilian 
security, e.g. through security sector reforms and greater participation of women in police forces, 
judiciary and in peace committees (Scheper, 2002). 
  In West Africa, Alaga (2010) states that women have played significant roles in situations 
relating to peace and war for centuries, primarily as traditional peace-makers, as priestesses who 
confer with gods to determine whether it was right to go to war or not, as praise singers for men 
during battles as a boost to ensure their victory, or as custodians of culture. In each culture there 
are stories of women who have played some leadership roles as peace envoys or harbingers of 
peace in their communities (Alaga, 2010).

Attitudes of Judaism, Christianity, and 
Islam: Toward Nuclear Weapons

Abstract

In reviewing Jewish, Christian, and Islamic perspectives on nuclear weapons we find that there is 
a broad consensus that the use of nuclear weapons would be morally wrong because of the harm 
to large numbers of non-combatants and the environment. However, a small minority believes that 
limited nuclear war might be acceptable as a final measure for national defense, and some in the 
faith community believe that nuclear war would be acceptable as an eschatological event prior to 
the final Day of Judgment and commencement of a messianic age. Among the three faiths there 
has been some acceptance of deployment of nuclear weapons as a measure of deterrence for 
self-defense in order to dissuade other nations from nuclear or conventional attack. However, a 
growing number reject nuclear deterrence because of the immorality of in effect holding civilian 
population hostage. Within the faith community there is widespread support for negotiation of 
arms control agreements and for unilateral actions to reduce nuclear arsenals. 
Keywords: Judaism, Christianity, Islam, nuclear weapons, disarmament

Introduction

Since the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima on Augusts 6, 1945 representatives of 
Judaism, Christianity, and Islam have spoken out on the possession and use of nuclear weapons. 
Among them there is a broad consensus that nuclear weapons should never be used because of 
harm to God’s creation: massive loss of human lives and disastrous destruction of the 
environment. Although some believe that it is acceptable for a nation to possess nuclear weapons 
as a deterrent against nuclear attack or an overwhelming conventional attack from another nation, 
many insist that it is time to go beyond deterrence and seek the global elimination of nuclear 
weapons.  

Jewish Perspective

 In 1962 when the nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union was 
accelerating, Rabbi Maurice Lamm (1962) of the Floral Park Jewish Center in New York made 
distinction between obligatory wars and optional wars. He concluded that as a matter of 
self-defense it was obligatory to oppose the quest of the Soviet Union to gain world domination 
with Communism. That was because Communism violates the basic moral principles of Judaism 
and Israel would cease to exist as a nation if the Soviet Union ruled the world. Therefore, the 
expansionist Soviet Union must be opposed with nuclear weapons even if it resulted in a nuclear 
war that destroyed life on earth. Thus, it would be preferable to be dead than red.
 In a rejoinder Rabbi Immanuel Jakobovits of the Fifth Avenue Synagogue, who later 
became the Chief Rabbi of Great Britain, took up the issue of self-defense. He noted in 1962 that 
the Torah and teaching of rabbis allow slaying an attacker to save one’s own life (Exodus 22.1 
[22.2 in RSVP]; Rashi on BT Sanhedrin 72a). But the defender would not be entitled to forestall 
the attack at the cost of both lives, such as by blowing up the house. He commented, “In view of 
this vital limitation of the law of self-defense, it would appear that a defensive war likely to 
endanger the survival of the attacking and the defending nations alike, if not the entire human race, 
can never be justified” (Sapertstein, pp. 7-8).
 Neither rabbi, of course, wanted the world to face that choice of red or dead. Rabbi Lamm 
favored nuclear deterrence which so far had prevented nuclear war. He wrote, “Constant 
negotiation between the atomic powers must continue in order to probe new possibilities of 
peacefully settling the differences between East and West” (Lamm, 1962, p. 177).  
 Twenty years later when the nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet 
Union intensified again, the Commission on Social Action of Reformed Judaism took up this issue 
in a report Preventing the Nuclear Holocaust: A Jewish Response edited by Rabbi David 
Saperstein (1983). The report reviews the five regulations of war, drawn from the halacha (Jewish 
law): force not an end in itself, opportunity for the opponent to choose peace, concern for lives of 
non-combatants, waged so as not to destroy God’s creation, before ever battle reading the rules and 
regulations of war (Saperstein, 1983, pp. 8-13). As applied to an optional war, the report 
concludes:

Clearly the speed with which nuclear war could happen, the distance over which it is 

fought and the virtual absence of opportunity to use human judgements to regulate the war 
once the missiles are launched mitigate against the ability of any nation to fight a “humane” 
nuclear war. From this brief view of the halachic stipulations on war, it is evident that 
nuclear war would violate almost every rule and regulation and would thereby be 
impermissible. (Saperstein, 1983, p.13)

 The report then cites a number of rabbis to show that the weight of the Jewish tradition is 
clearly arrayed against the use of nuclear weapons (Saperstein, 1983, pp. 19-31). But what about 
the current nuclear build-up and stockpiling? Under what circumstances is possession of nuclear 
weapons per se, permissible or prohibited? In answering the report draws upon the halachic 
concept of geder (fence) that some things are prohibited not because they are evil in and of 
themselves but because they might lead to evil things. Rabbi Saul Berman applied this reasoning 
to stockpiling nuclear weapons which “will likely lead to consequences which will violate Jewish 
law” (Saperstein, p. 36). As Rabbi Jakobovits wrote in his 1962 article, “Once the recourse to 
atomic warfare, even in self defense (retaliation), is eliminated, the threat of resorting to it when 
attacked (deterrent) would naturally have to be abandoned. A threat is effective, and can be 
justified, only as the possibility to carry it out exists” (Saperstein, p. 36). 

This being the case, Preventing the Nuclear Holocaust devotes considerable attention to 
ways of ending the nuclear arms race, such as freeze on production and deployment of nuclear 
weapons and other methods of nuclear arms control and reduction.
 This issue was taken up again in 1991 in a book entitled Confronting Omnicide: Jewish 
Reflections on Weapons of Mass Destruction, edited by Daniel Landes (1991). Fifteen essays offer 
diverse points of view but have a common concern that God’s creation would be at risk in nuclear 
war. Pinchas Peli from Ben Gurion University, Be’er Sheva, Israel writes:

As to the universal threat of destruction of the world through the weapons of mass 
destruction, the view of Torah is crystal clear: The world created by God was meant for 
life; it was given over to Man to rule, to preserve and cultivate, and not to destroy and 
mutilate. (Landes, 1991, pp. 72-73)

Translating this into practice, he continues:

One is not allowed to willingly destroy any created being. This prohibition is known in the 
Halakhah as bal tash’hit – Do not destroy. The rabbis, of course, derive this prohibition 
from Scripture: “When thou shalt besiege a city a long time, in making war against it to 
take it, thou shalt not destroy the trees thereof by wielding an axe against them: for thou 
mayest eat of them, and thou shalt not cut them down.” (Deuteronomy 20:10)

 In another essay Professor David Novak picks up this theme and cites rabbinic tradition 
over the centuries in support of the prohibition of wanton destruction. He concludes: “The evil of 
nuclear war, which cannot be justified by any of the usual criteria of temporary destruction for the 
sake of ultimate victory, is to be emphasized continually.” He adds, “It seems that bilateral, not 
unilateral disarmament is what is required” (Landes, 1991, p. 115). 
 In an essay on “Nuclear Deterrence and Nuclear War” Professor Walter S. Wurzburger 

believes that “the actual use of nuclear weapons must be ruled out, for it is inconceivable to 
sanction the very extinction of the human race.” But one-sided renunciation of their use “would 
rule out any possibility of defense or deterrence against adversaries who threaten nuclear 
aggression.” Therefore, “we have no choice but to continue to rely on the threat of nuclear 
retaliation to deter nuclear aggression.” But that choice is fraught with moral problems and must 
be considered a lesser evil. It would be better to gain universal acceptance of a “no first use 
pledge” (Landes, 1991, pp. 224-233). 
 Although the much of the background for discussion about nuclear weapons is the nuclear 
arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union with their enormous arsenals, Israel’s 
possession of nuclear weapons also enters into the picture. In his book Israel and the Bomb, Avner 
Cohen describes Israel’s approach as nuclear opacity – “a situation in which a state’s nuclear 
capability has not been acknowledged, but is recognized in a way that influences other nation’s 
perceptions and actions” (Cohen, 1998, p. 2). In his second book The Worst-Kept Secret, he uses 
the Hebrew term amimut with connotation of both opacity and ambiguity to describe this approach 
(Cohen 2010, xxxii). Although the Israeli government has never officially admitted that it has 
nuclear weapons, enough information has become available to estimate that Israel possesses 
approximately 80 nuclear weapons (Federation of American Scientists, 2017).  
 Because of amimut the Israeli government has never publicly articulated its rationale for 
acquiring nuclear weapons. In fact, there is a prohibition against public discussion of nuclear 
issues, a ban “rigidly enforce by Israeli military censorship (the Censora), which bans any 
reference to Israeli’s nuclear weapons in the Israeli media” (Cohen, 2010, p. xxix). However, one 
can project that the policy emphasizes deterrence as a matter of self-defense to prevent an 
existential threat to Israel. Some Jewish writers consider this legitimate in the present political 
situation. Others raise a note of caution that actual use would be disastrous. 

Christian Perspective

Protestant

After the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima, Japan, on August 6, 1945, the Federal 
Council of the Churches of Christ in America asked a commission of theologians to formulate a 
response. In February 1946 the commission issued a report entitled Atomic Warfare and Christian 
Faith that began with an act of contrition:

As American Christians, we are deeply penitent for the irresponsible use already made of 
the atomic bomb. We have agreed that, whatever be one’s judgment of the ethics of war in 
principle, the surprise bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki are morally indefensible. 
They repeated in a ghastly form the indiscriminate slaughter of non-combatants that has 
become familiar during World War II. They were released without specific warning, under 
conditions which virtually assured the deaths of 100,000 civilians. (Lunger, 1988, p. 303)

The theologians urged that all manufacture of atomic bombs be stopped, pending the development 
of international controls and called upon the United States “to affirm publicly, with suitable 

guarantees, that it will under no circumstances be the first to use atomic weapons in any possible 
future war” (Lunger, 1988, p. 305). 

Four years later another commission of theologians appointed by the Federal Council of 
Churches in report on The Christian Conscience and Weapons of Mass Destruction came to the 
opposite conclusion. They noted: “Today, two great dangers threaten mankind, the danger that 
totalitarian tyranny may be extended over the world and the danger of global war” (Lunger, 1988, 
p. 317). The tyranny they feared was Soviet Communism which by 1950 had taken control of 
Eastern Europe and was moving aggressively in other parts of the world. What became known as 
the Cold War was underway. The report therefore insisted:

For as long as the existing situation holds, for the United States to abandon its atomic 
weapons or to give the impression that they would not be used, would leave the 
non-communist world with totally inadequate defense. For Christians to advocate such a 
policy would be to share responsibility for the worldwide tyranny that might result. 
(Lunger, 1988, p. 321)

The Commission found it difficult to draw an absolute line between types of weapons. “If, as we 
have felt bound to acknowledge, certain key industrial targets are inescapably involved in modern 
war, we find no moral distinction between destroying them with tons of T.N.T. or by fire as 
compared with an atomic bomb…Christian conscience guides us to restraint from destruction not 
essential to our total objective” (Landes, 1988, pp. 320-321). 
 In 1950 the Federal Council of Churches was reorganized as the National Council of the 
Churches of Christ in the USA (NCC). In years that followed the NCC put aside conditional 
acceptance of nuclear weapons in some circumstances and became a staunch advocate of their 
elimination. This history is narrated in a resolution, “Nuclear Disarmament: The Time is Now”, 
adopted by NCC General Assembly in 2009, that stated:

Jesus Christ, the Good Shepherd, declared that He had come to bring ‘abundant life" to 
humanity. Nuclear weapons, which have the capacity to destroy entire cities and nations, 
and, indeed, all life on earth, represent the diametric opposite to this. In fact, the only thing 
that they are capable of producing is "abundant death.’ The time has arrived to eliminate all 
of them, before they eliminate all of us. Be it therefore resolved that the National Council 
of the Churches of Christ in the U.S.A. hereby recommits itself to the total worldwide 
eradication of nuclear weapons. (National Council of Churches, 2009)

Over the years the National Association of Evangelicals (NAE) in the U.S. has also 
expressed its concern about nuclear weapons. Recognizing that within the membership are those 
who are committed to peace through strength and those who renounce the use of force as a matter 
of conscience, NAE has nevertheless favored arms control agreements to scale back the nuclear 
arms race. In “Nuclear Weapons 2011,” NAE laid out a course that included re-examining the 
moral and ethical basis for the doctrine of nuclear deterrence, maintaining the taboo against 
nuclear use, achieving verified mutual reductions in current nuclear stockpiles, and continuing 
dialogue on the effects of possession and threatened use of nuclear weapons (National Association 
of Evangelicals, 2011).

Elsewhere in NATO countries the Conference of European Churches and its Church and 
Society Commission have been active on nuclear disarmament issues, favoring a world free of 
nuclear weapons and specifically advocating the removal of tactical nuclear weapons from Europe 
(Conference of European Churches. 2013). 

In the United Kingdom many denominations support nuclear disarmament, expressed 
specifically in opposition to building a new trident submarine. Although the Church of England 
has tended to defer to the government on continuation of minimal nuclear deterrence, Dr. Rowan 
Williams, 104th Archbishop of Canterbury, speaking in Nagasaki, Japan in September 2009, said 
of nuclear weapons: 

They are necessarily indiscriminate; that is, they will always kill the innocent. They 
destroy the living environment; they have long-term effects on every aspect of the material 
and organic world…To work for a world free from nuclear arms is to work for the sake of 
that moral and human dignity.�(Williams, 2009)

In 1976 the Canadian Council of Churches established Project Plowshares as its vehicle to 
build peace and prevent war, and promote the peaceful resolution of political conflict. Developing 
support for the elimination of nuclear weapons has been a major focus (Project Plourshares, 2017). 

On the world stage the Ninth Assembly of World Council of Churches (WCC) in 2006 
recalled its long-standing opposition to nuclear weapons. 

From its birth as a fellowship of Christian churches the WCC has condemned nuclear 
weapons for their "widespread and indiscriminate destruction" and as "sin against God" in 
modern warfare (First WCC Assembly, 1948), recognized early that the only sure defense 
against nuclear weapons is prohibition, elimination and verification (Second Assembly) 
and, inter alia, called citizens to “press their governments to ensure national security 
without resorting to the use of weapons of mass destruction" (Fifth Assembly, 1975).

 The Second Assembly in 1954 called for “The prohibition of all weapons of mass 
destruction; including atomic and hydrogen bombs, with provision for international inspection and 
control, such as would safeguard the security of all nations, together with the drastic reduction of 
other armaments” (Visser 't Hooft, 1955, p. 146). The Ninth Assembly in 2006 adopted a “Minute 
on Elimination of Nuclear Arms”, noting that “Existing WCC policy urges all states to meet their 
treaty obligations to reduce and then destroy nuclear arsenals with adequate verification” and that 
“Churches must prevail upon governments until they recognize the incontrovertible immorality of 
nuclear weapons” (World Council of Churches, 2006). The Tenth Assembly in November 2013 
recommended that governments “Negotiate and establish a ban on the production, deployment, 
transfer and use of nuclear weapons in accordance with international humanitarian law” (World 
Council of Churches, 2013).

Among Protestant denominations, the United Methodist Council of Bishops in 1986 took 
up the nuclear weapons in a foundation document, In Defense of Creation: The Nuclear Crisis and 
a Just Peace (United Methodist Council of Bishops, 1986). They chose the title because God’s 
creation “is under attack…[from] the darkening shadows of threatening nuclear winter… [It is] “a 

crisis that threatens to assault not only the whole human family but planet earth itself” (United 
Methodist Council of Bishops, 1986, p. 92). Given this situation, the bishops in a pastoral letter 
stated:

Therefore, we say a clear and unconditional No to nuclear war and any use of nuclear 
weapons. We conclude that nuclear deterrence is a position that cannot receive the 
church’s blessing (United Methodist Council of Bishops, p.92). 

For moving toward a nuclear-free world they recommended four measures: (1) comprehensive test 
ban to inaugurate a nuclear freeze; (2) consolidated of existing treaties and phased reductions; (3) 
bans on space weapons; and (4) no-first-use agreement (United Methodist Council of Bishop, 
1986, pp. 74-78).

  The 1988 United Methodist General Conference, the official governing body, endorsed In 
Defense of Creation (United Methodist Church, 1988) and in following quadrennial meetings 
supported concrete steps toward a world free of nuclear weapons. A 2004 resolution described the 
doctrine of nuclear deterrence as “morally corrupt and spiritually bankrupt” because “nuclear 
weapons hold innocent people hostage for political and military purposes” (United Methodist 
Church, 2004, p. 889).
 In the last thirty years all of the “mainline” Protestant churches and the historic peace 
churches in the United States have taken strong stands against the use of nuclear weapons and have 
supported policies leading to the elimination. 

Orthodox

 Orthodox Churches from many nations are members of the World Council of Churches and 
in that sense support WCC policies on nuclear weapons. They also speak for themselves in their 
own countries. In the United States branches of the Orthodox Church – Russian, Greek, and others 
- have joined interfaith initiatives for the elimination of nuclear weapons. In Russia, Patriarch 
Kirill, head of the Russian Orthodox Church, speaking in 2007 in Sarov, the center of Russia’s 
nuclear weapons industry, indicated that Russia required nuclear arms to enable it to remain a 
sovereign state during the Cold War. That is because of the deterrent value of nuclear weapons. 
Nevertheless, he said, the Church favors a world without nuclear weapons (Kirill, 2007). 

Roman Catholic  

 In the Roman Catholic Church, popes have spoken against the use of nuclear weapons 
since the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima. Pope Pius XII (pope from 1939 to 1958) in his 
1954 Easter message demanded “the effective proscription and banishment of atomic…warfare,” 
calling the arms race a “costly relationship of mutual terror” (Pius XII, 1954). 

 Pope John XXXIII (1958-1963) in his1963 papal encyclical Pacem in Terris called for the 
cessation of the arms race, noting:

The stock-piles of armaments which have been built up in various countries must be 
reduced all round and simultaneously by the parties concerned. Nuclear weapons must be 
banned. A general agreement must be reached on a suitable disarmament program, with an 
effective system of mutual control. (John XXIII, 1963)

 Gaudium et Spes (“Joy and Hope”), a pastoral constitution coming out of the Second 
Vatican Council and promulgated by Pope Paul VI (1963-78) in 1965, stated:

Any act of war aimed indiscriminately at the destruction of entire cities of extensive areas 
along with their population is a crime against God and man himself. It merits unequivocal 
and unhesitating condemnation. (Paul VI, 1965)

However, the document noted that some “scientific weapons” are amassed for retaliation and 
therefore serve as a “deterrent to possible enemy attack.” But this “is not a safe way to preserve 
a steady peace, nor is the so-called balance resulting from this race a sure and authentic peace.” 
A better way is to “labor to put an end at last to the arms race, and to make a true beginning of 
disarmament, not unilaterally indeed, but proceeding at an equal pace according to agreement, 
and backed up by true and workable safeguards” (Paul VI, 1965). 

 When Pope John Paul II (1978-2005) spoke in the Hiroshima Peace Memorial Hall in 
February 1981 he called on heads of state and of government and those who hold political and 
economic power to pledge ourselves “that war will never be tolerated or sought as a means of 
resolving differences; let us promise our fellow human beings that we will work untiringly for 
disarmament and the banishing of all nuclear weapons” (John Paul II, 1981).

 Speaking to the United Nations General Assembly in June 1982, Pope John Paul II stated:

The teaching of the Catholic Church in this area has been clear and consistent. It has 
deplored the arms race, called nonetheless for mutual progressive and verifiable reduction 
of armaments as well as greater safeguards against possible misuse of these weapons. It has 
done so while urging that the independence, freedom and legitimate security of each and 
every nation be respected. In current conditions "deterrence" based on balance, certainly 
not as an end in itself but as step on the way toward a progressive disarmament, may still 
be judged morally acceptable. Nonetheless in order to ensure peace, it is indispensable not 
to be satisfied with this minimum which is always susceptible to the real danger of 
explosion. (John Paul II, 1982)

Pope Benedict XVI (2005-2013) in a message on World Day of Peace 2006 indicated:

In a nuclear war there would be no victors, only victims. The truth of peace requires that 
all - whether those governments which openly or secretly possess nuclear arms, or those 
planning to acquire them �- agree to change their course by clear and firm decisions, and 
strive for a progressive and concerted nuclear disarmament. (Benedict XVI, 2006) 

At the 2010 Review Conference of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty Msgr Celestino Migliore 
delivered a message from Benedict XVI encouraging “initiatives that seek progressive 
disarmament and the creation of zones free of nuclear weapons, with a view to their complete 
elimination from the planet" (Migliore, 2010).
 With this decades-long support for nuclear disarmament the Holy See has become 
impatient with the lack of progress toward this objective. This was shown in an address by 
Archbishop Francis Chullikat, the permanent observer of the Holy See to the United Nations, in 
Kansas City, Missouri in 2011. He said:

The Holy See has never countenanced nuclear deterrence as a permanent measure, nor does 
it today when it is evident that nuclear deterrence drives the development of ever newer 
nuclear arms, thus preventing genuine nuclear disarmament…. Nuclear deterrence 
prevents genuine nuclear disarmament. It maintains an unacceptable hegemony over 
non-nuclear development for the poorest half of the world's population. It is a fundamental 
obstacle to achieving a new age of global security. (Chullikat, 2011)

He noted that the Catholic Church had embraced a 1996 decision of the International Court of 
Justice calling for “negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and 
effective international control." He reiterated the Holy See’s support “for transparent, verifiable, 
global and irreversible nuclear disarmament and for addressing seriously the issues of nuclear 
strategic arms, the tactical ones and their means of delivery (Chullikat, 2011). 

 Pope Francis in 2015 address to the United Nations General Assembly stated: 

There is urgent need to work for a world free of nuclear weapons, in full application of the 
non-proliferation Treaty, in letter and spirit, with the goal of a complete prohibition of 
these weapons. (Francis, 2015)

 In the United States in the early 1980s, the National Conference of Catholic Bishops 
undertook an in-depth study of war and peace with special attention to nuclear weapons. Working 
from the moral principles of the just-war tradition, they indicated: 

• Every nation has a right and duty to defend itself against unjust aggression.
• Offensive war of any kind is morally unjustifiable.
• The intentional killing of innocent civilians or non-combatants is always wrong.
• Even defensive response to unjust attack can cause destruction which violates the 

principle of proportionality, going far beyond the limits of legitimate defense. 
(National Conference of Catholic Bishops, 1983, p. iii) 

Applying these principles to nuclear weapons, the U.S. Catholic bishops spoke against initiation 
of nuclear war and against any use of nuclear weapons to destroy population centers or other 
predominantly civilian targets even in retaliatory action. They opposed initiation of nuclear war 
and expressed skepticism of even a limited nuclear war. Following the leadership of Pope John 
Paul II, they accepted “a strictly conditional moral acceptance of deterrence” but not adequate as 
a long-term basis for peace (National Conference of Catholic Bishops, 1983, pp v-vi).

 Over the years the U.S. Catholic bishops have retained their strong interest in nuclear 
disarmament. In 2010, Cardinal Francis George, then President of the U.S. Conference of Catholic 
Bishops, wrote: 

The horribly destructive capacity of nuclear arms makes them disproportionate and 
indiscriminate weapons that endanger human life and dignity like no other armaments. 
Their use as a weapon of war is rejected in Church teaching based on just war norms. 
Although we cannot anticipate every step on the path humanity must walk, we can point 
with moral clarity to a destination that moves beyond deterrence to a world free of the 
nuclear threat. (George, 2010)

For this to happen “the Church urges that nuclear deterrence be replaced with concrete measures 
of disarmament based on dialogue and multilateral negotiations” (George, 2010). 

Islamic Perspective

“A Common Word,” a report addressed by Muslim scholars to Christian leaders, notes that 
Christians and Muslims together make up more than 55 percent of the world’s population. They 
then observe:

If Muslims and Christians are not at peace, the world cannot be at peace. With the terrible 
weaponry of the modern world; with Muslims and Christians intertwined everywhere as 
never before, no side can unilaterally win a conflict between more than half of the world’s 
inhabitants. Thus, our common future is at stake. The very survival of the world itself is at 
stake. (A Common Word, 2007, pp. 72-73) 

 Jamal Badawi and Muzammil H. Siddiqi in an essay published by the Muslim-Christian 
Initiative on the Nuclear Weapons Danger offered six powerful reasons for Muslims to oppose the 
production, deployment, and use of nuclear weapons.

(1) They represent a serious threat to peace, while peace is a central theme of                       
 Islam.
(2)  They are brutal and merciless, and thus violate the Qur’anic description of the Prophet 

Muhammad (peace be upon him) as “mercy to all the worlds.”
(3)  They are contrary to Islam’s promotion of human fellowship.
(4)  Nuclear weapons do not fall with the scope of legitimate self-defense… Not only do they 

not discriminate between combatants and noncombatants, but the great majority of victims 
are likely to be noncombatants… Repelling aggression is permissible in Islam, but only 
with the minimum cost of life and property. Nuclear weapons cause destruction of the 
environment that lasts for hundreds, if not thousands, of years.

(5)  Nuclear weapons research and production waste a huge amount of resources.
(6)  While the argument for nuclear deterrence is not un-Islamic in principle, and while such 

deterrence apparently did work during the Cold War, there is no guarantee that it will work 

in the future. Nor is there any guarantee that nuclear weapons will not fall into the hands of 
non-state actors. (Badawi and Siggiqi, 2005, pp. 26-27)

 The authors continue:

Considering all of these points, we must conclude that it is harâm (forbidden) to 
deploy nuclear weapons. The sharî’ah of Allah could never approve such weapons. 
According to the principles of Islamic law, there should instead be a universal ban 
on their development and possession. No criteria exist that allow some states to 
maintain nuclear weapons while others are denied of them. (Badawi and Siggiqi, 
2005, p. 27)

 
 In applying such beliefs, Iran Supreme Leader, Ali Khamenei, on a number of occasions 
has said that possession and use of nuclear weapons are contrary to Islamic law. In 2005, Iran 
communicated to the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) that Ayatollah Khamenei had 
issued a fatwa [religious edict] that “the production, stockpiling and use of nuclear weapons are 
forbidden under Islamic law and that the Islamic Republic of Iran shall never acquire these 
weapons” (International Atomic Energy Agency (2005, p. 121).  In a letter to the 2010 Review 
Conference of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, Khamenei wrote: "We consider the use of 
such weapons as haram (religiously forbidden) and believe that it is everyone's duty to make 
efforts to secure humanity against this great disaster."  In an address on August 30, 2012 at the 16th 
Non-Aligned Summit in Tehran, he stated:

The Islamic Republic of Iran considers the use of nuclear, chemical and similar weapons 
as a great and unforgivable sin. We proposed the idea of ‘Middle East free of nuclear 
weapons’ and we are committed to it. This does not mean forgoing our right to peaceful use 
of nuclear power and production of nuclear fuel. On the basis of international laws, 
peaceful use of nuclear energy is a right of every country…. Our motto is: “Nuclear energy 
for all and nuclear weapons for none.” (Khamenei, 2012)

 Some analysts observe that Ayatollah Khamenei sometimes speaks of production, 
stockpiling, and use of nuclear weapons and sometimes only use. They speculate that this implies 
that Iran might want to produce nuclear weapons as a deterrent, but there have been no public 
statements using deterrence language. Such clarification might occur during ongoing negotiations 
about Iran’s nuclear capability.

Summary

 In reviewing Jewish, Christian, and Islamic perspectives on nuclear weapons, we find 
many common features.  
 There is a broad consensus that use of nuclear weapons would be morally wrong because 
of the harm to large numbers of non-combatants and the environment. Widespread use would be 
disastrous for humankind and the planet Earth. A small minority believes that limited nuclear war 
might be acceptable as a final measure for national defense, but most maintain that nuclear weap-

ons are so powerful and indiscriminate that even limited use would be wrong. Although not part of 
our previous discussion, there are also some in the faith community who believe that nuclear war 
would be acceptable as an eschatological event prior to the final day of judgment and commence-
ment of a messianic era.
 Among the three faiths there has been some acceptance of development, production, and 
deployment of nuclear weapons as a measure of deterrence for self-defense in order to dissuade 
other nations from nuclear or conventional attack. However, a growing number reject nuclear 
deterrence because of the immorality of in effect holding civilian population hostage. Some deter-
rence adherents believe if deterrence fails and a nation is attacked, nuclear weapons should not be 
used in retaliation. 
 There is widespread support for negotiation of arms control agreements and for unilateral 
actions to reduce nuclear arsenals.  
 Although not discussed in previous sections, many voices in the faith community observe 
that the nuclear arms race is a waste of resources and that funds could be better spent for measures 
that improve human and community welfare.
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Abstract

This paper examined the strategic role women and women organizations play in the resolution of 
conflicts in Benue state especially in the last five years (2011-2016), with the persistence of the 
pastoralist / farmers clashes. Benue state has the unfortunate lot of attacks and women have been 
at the receiving end as majority of them are engaged in agricultural production that sustains the 
economy and the population. Government has responded in addressing these conflicts, but we 
must reckon with the great role women under several organizations have sought to interface 
government in preventing these conflicts and also offering relief materials to the displaced 
populations. The paper surveyed some of these women organizations and the strategies they have 
adopted in reducing the conflicts. Using liberal feminist theory as a framework of analysis, the 
paper showed how socio-cultural factors are constraining the women organization’s effort at 
resolving conflicts. The study demonstrated how the non-confrontational approach adopted by 
women has continued to douse out the conflicts and helped to ameliorate the conditions of women, 
children and men affected by the conflicts. It is hoped that stronger collaboration of these women 
groups and government through legislative provisions will seriously address these conflicts and 
their negative consequences on the people.

Keywords: women, women organizations, conflict resolution

Introduction

Violent conflicts ranging from communal, ethnic, religious, and political have become a 
recurrent decimal in Nigeria. The situation has become extremely worrisome since the return to 
democratic rule in 1999 (Imobighe, 2003). In Benue state, the story is not different! Communal, 
inter-ethnic, political, and more recently, herdsmen and farmers conflict have led to loss of lives 
and property, increased poverty, and massive displacement of people. Generally, conflict affects 
all members of the society but in most cases, it is women that suffer the most. During periods of 
conflicts, women suffer from sexual abuse, psychological pains and carry the burden of caring for 
children and the aged. In a study conducted in 200l by USAID cited in Scheper (2002) which 
analyzed the impact of deadly intrastate conflict on women and women organizations from 
Rwanda, Cambodia, Guatemala, El Salvador, Georgia, and Bosnia and Herzegovina showed that 
there are five major impacts of intrastate conflict on women and gender relations:

a.    Violence against civilians, of which 95% is female
b.    Internal displacement, of which 90% is women and children
c.    Redefinition of female identities in the society, both as victims and as perpetrators
d.    Increased poverty and starvation, as a result of targeted destruction of civilian   

 property and
e.    Communal violence leading to lasting bitterness, anger and hatred. 

The research concluded by observing that in all six countries, the most traumatizing factor 
for women in conflict is the lack of physical security, both during the conflict and the post conflict 
demobilization of the militia. It keeps women confined in their homes, not being able to move 
around freely. Rape was used as a regular tool of warfare and torture in all six case countries 
(Scheper, 2002). Moreover, many women saw themselves forced to engage in prostitution in the 
post conflict era, as the only available means of income. Family structures were damaged through 
death and trauma, resulting in women becoming heads of households and an increased incidence 
of domestic violence.
  Despite the fact that women suffer the most during the period of conflicts, formal conflict 
resolution mechanisms exclude women in the decision-making process. Falch (2010) underscored 
the above view by stating that women are often excluded from formal peace negotiations and are 
marginally involved in political decision-making process. However, since the passing of the 
United Nations Resolution 1325 in 2000 which advocates for the equal representation of women 
in key decision bodies, greater political space was opened for women groups to play significant 
roles in conflict resolution globally (Falch, 2010). While extolling the role of women organizations 
in the formal mechanism of conflict resolution, Falch (2010) acknowledged that, even though the 
role of women has not been appreciated, women have continued to play significant roles in 
community peacebuilding and have made valuable contributions to peace during and after conflict.

In Nigeria and Benue state in particular, since the return to democratic rule in 1999, there 
has been a proliferation in the number of women organizations that have been playing significant 
roles in conflict resolutions. For instance, women groups such as Women in Nigeria (WIN), 
Country Women Association of Nigeria (COWAN), Women, Law and Development Centre 
(WLDC), Community Women and Development (COWAD), International Federation of Female 

In Nigeria, there are well documented accounts of the exploits of Nigerian women and 
women organizations in conflict resolution. According to Idris and Habu (2012), women 
organizations in Nigeria have played significant roles in conflict resolution. For instance, Pisagih, 
Degri, Ajemasu and Muhammad (2015) observed that the role of women organizations in conflict 
resolution in Nigeria can be traced as far back as to the Aba women riot of 1929, the Egba women 
movement of the early 1920s to the 1950s, the Ogharefe women uprising of 1984. These are 
circumstances where women organizations in Nigeria organised and exercised their collective 
power to resolve conflict and build peace.

In Benue state, women organizations have also played significant roles in conflict 
resolution. Their role has been demonstrated particularly in the conflict between herdsmen and 
farmers in Benue state between 2011 to 2016 which led to loss of lives and property and left a lot 
of people in refugee camps, towns and  other settlements including Agaigbe, Naka, Atukpu, 
Tse-Iorbogo and other missionary centers outside the conflict areas, including Mission Station 
Ajigba of the NKST Church and other Christian centers like the Catholic Church premises in 
Agaigbe and the voluntary organization in the Local Government Areas (Women Environmental 
Programme, 2012). In a similar view, the herdsmen have dared not to go near the boundaries of 
Gwer-west Local Government Area. They were also displaced from where they had found pasture. 

During this conflict, Women Environmental Programme (2012) organized a multi-stake 
holder meeting that brought together the Benue state government, Miyetti-Allah Cattle Breeders 
Association, traditional rulers in Benue state, Christian Association of Nigeria (CAN) - Benue 
state chapter, Ja’amatu Nasiru Islam (JNI), Benue state and Civil Society Organizations. The 
forum provided a platform for farmers and herdsmen to come together to discuss how to resolve 
their differences and to educate both parties on other topical issues in the society like population 
increase and desertification which has increased the migration of herdsmen into the Benue 
trough/valley thereby exacerbating the conflict between the two groups.  

In a similar vein, women organizations such as Catholic Women Organisations (CWO) in 
Benue state have at different times reached out to different groups for deliberation, negotiation, 
compromises, and agreements on conflict resolution (Ikelegbe, 2003). Apart from helping to 
resolve conflict in Benue state, the organization has been able to provide a neutral ground where 
parties involved in conflict can come together to build bridges of trust, understanding and 
confidence (Ikelegbe,2003). They have also participated in providing relief materials to victims of 
conflict. For instance, during the herdsmen and farmer’s conflict in the state from 2011 to 2015 for 
which many citizens of the state particularly women were living in refugee camps across the state, 
the CWO donated relief materials such as food items, clothing, and free medical treatment to the 
victims of the conflict.

Other women organizations such as market women association have at different times in 
the course of the farmers-herdsmen conflict in Benue state used different strategies such as street 
protest and closing of shops in the market places to draw the attention of local, state and Federal 
government for peace to return to the state.

Challenges faced by Women Organizations in Conflict Resolution in Benue State

There are different factors limiting the role of women organizations in conflict resolution. 

One of the major problems facing women organization in Benue state is lack of funds to 
implement conflict resolution programs (Ahule & Ugba, 2014; Abari, 2014; Akuadna, 2014). 
Most of these organizations do not have adequate funds to organize workshops and seminars to 
educate members of the public on the need to live in peace. Besides, creating a platform where 
stakeholders involved in conflict can come to the negotiation table also requires funds which most 
women organizations in Benue do not have. This greatly limits the potentials of women 
organizations in conflict resolution. 

Secondly, in Benue state and Nigeria in general, people still believe and look up to 
government for the resolution of public problems and conflict. As a matter of fact, Ikelegbe (2003) 
observed that groups and communities in Benue state have more confidence in the ability of the 
state to resolve conflict. The implication here is that, even when women organizations have made 
concerted efforts to reach out to groups involved in conflict, people still believe that they do not 
possess the requisite influence, resources, integrity, and credibility to intervene and resolve 
conflict (Ikelegbe, 2003).

Thirdly, both the local, state and federal government in Nigeria have given women 
organizations and groups outside the realm of the state a marginal role in conflict resolution. There 
is poor partnership between government and other institutions outside the scope of the state in 
conflict resolution. In some cases, the state view other organizations and women groups with 
suspicion. Infact, Odeh (2012) observed that state officials view other groups outside the purview 
of the state as competitors of power and influence in the public sphere rather than partners in peace 
process. This also serves as a major setback for women organizations working in the area of 
conflict resolution.

Fourthly, most women organizations that are involved in conflict resolution lack 
experience, exposure and skills in negotiation, advocacy, and lobbying techniques (Agbalajobi, 
2002). Women have always been kept secluded from the political arena and sphere of 
decision-making; therefore, in many situations they are unable to participate. 

Lastly, women organizations in Benue state are also faced with the challenge of 
marginalization and stigmatization by powerful government and other non-governmental 
organizations (Munuve, nd). Besides, they also suffer from physical harassment from local men 
and security forces which is especially likely to happen in post conflict situations where gender 
tensions are usually high.

Conclusion and Recommendations

Based on the foregoing, the following recommendations have been made to improve the 
involvement of women organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state.

First, there must be change of attitudes among the people regarding the role of women and 
women organizations in Benue state and Nigeria in general. Women groups should be given 
greater role in all segments of the society. This can be achieved by sensitizing members of the 
public through printed and electronic media on the need to give women more political space to 
participate in decision making process.

Secondly, government at all levels in Nigeria need to partner with women organizations 

and other groups to resolve conflict. The state alone cannot resolve conflict in Nigeria. It is the 
submission of this paper that one-sector-approach would be inadequate to resolve conflicts in 
Nigeria. Therefore, the government needs to engage a broad-based coalition of actors, and women 
organizations need a seat on the table if any meaningful progress is to be made. This is because, 
according to the Dutch Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment, Conflict Resolution Unit 
states that partnering with women groups in conflict resolution fosters a wider popular mandate for 
peace, making it more sustainable.

Thirdly, women organizations in Benue state working in the area of conflict resolution 
needs to be strengthened in terms of training, skills and methods of operation and functioning 
(James, 2003). Most of these organizations are not well trained and properly equipped to resolve 
conflict. 

Lastly, women organizations in Benue state need to develop alternative ways of raising 
funds to implement their programs. Most of these organizations depend heavily on foreign 
donations and this is not adequate.
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Lawyers (FIDA), Women’s Right Advancement and Protection Alternative (WRAPA), and 
Catholic Women Organisations (CWO) have all played key roles in conflict resolution in Nigeria. 
Despite the significant role women organizations have played in conflict resolution in Benue state, 
their contributions have been neglected. There are two reasons for this. First, due to cultural and 
religious reasons, women are treated as second class citizens and therefore not given a seat at the 
table of conflict resolution process. Second, most people in Nigeria tend to believe that the issue of 
conflict resolution belongs to the realm of government and the business sector only. As a result of 
this, a comprehensive understanding of the role of women organizations in peacebuilding and 
conflict resolution has continued to be a major gap in the available literature particularly in the 
context of developing countries such as Nigeria. It is because of this gap in knowledge that this paper 
seeks to examine the contributions of women organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state.

Conceptual Clarification

In this paper, concepts such as women organizations and conflict resolution will be 
explained to sanitize the reader to their meaning and usage in this work.

Women organizations:  refer to all voluntary organizations led and managed by women 
that promote women’s welfare and gender equality (Kumar, n.d.). Examples of these organizations 
in Benue state include Women in Nigeria (WIN), International Federation of Female Lawyers 
(FIDA), Women’s Right Advancement and Protection Alternative (WRAPA), Catholic Women 
Organisations (CWO), Association of Market Women, Mzough U Kase, among others.

Conflict Resolution: is a range of processes aimed at alleviating or eliminating sources of 
conflict (Pisagih, Degri, Ajemasu & Muhammed, 2015). Miller and King (2003) define conflict 
resolution as “a variety of approaches aimed at terminating conflicts through the constructive 
solving of problems, distinct from management or transformation of conflicts.” In their view, 
Miall, Ramsbotham and Woodhouse (1999), the essence of conflict resolution is to identify the 
root causes of conflict, address and resolve them, and behaviour is no longer violent, nor are 
attitudes hostile any longer, while the structure of the conflict has been changed. Mitchel and 
Banks (1998) refer to conflict resolution as: 

i. An outcome in which the issue in an existing conflict are satisfactorily dealt with 
through a solution that is mutually acceptable to the parties, self-sustaining in the 
long run and productive of a new, positive relationship between parties that were 
previously hostile adversaries; and 

ii.  Any process or procedure by which such an outcome is achieved. 

Whatever the definition offered, the purpose of conflict resolution is to ensure that conflict is 
resolved for peaceful co-existence between individuals, groups, communities, and nations. 

Methodology

The study adopted descriptive research design. Secondary sources of data were obtained 

from the organizational records of women organizations involved in conflict resolution for a 
period of five years (2011-2016). In addition, other secondary sources of data such as newspapers, 
magazines, government records were also used. There are many registered and unregistered 
women organizations in Benue state. As a result of this, the study used purposive sampling 
technique to select only registered women organizations that were involved in conflict resolution 
in Benue state. The rational for studying women organizations involved in conflict resolutions is 
because, these organizations have made significant contributions to peace and conflict resolution, 
but their contributions have not been well documented and acknowledged.

Theoretical Framework

In this paper, liberal feminist theory has been employed to explain the role of women 
organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state. Liberal feminism is premised on the idea that 
gender inequality in society is a product of patriarchal and sexist patterning of division of labor 
(Idyorough, 2005). Based on the assumptions of liberal feminism, gender is socially constructed 
and is manifest in the division of labor where domestic work that is devalued and not remunerated 
is assigned to women while work outside the home is highly remunerated and is assigned to men. 
This whole phenomenon is perpetuated through patriarchal ideology (Idyorough, 2005).

The theory explains the lack of recognition for the role of women organizations in conflict 
resolution to our cultural beliefs and attitudes. The theory argues that the society believes that it is 
the men who are supposed to be involved in outdoor activities such as conflict resolution while 
women are supposed to be involved in menial jobs such as childcare and housekeeping. 
Consequently, even though women organizations have played important roles in conflict 
resolution, their roles have not been recognized simply because they are women organizations. 
Perhaps if these organizations were formed by men, their roles would have been acknowledged. 
This paper therefore states that, for the women organizations to be deeply involved in conflict 
resolution and their contributions to be appreciated, there has to be a change in our cultural beliefs 
and attitudes.

The Role of Women Organizations in Conflict Resolution in Benue State

The contributions of women organizations to conflict resolution cannot be over 
emphasized. According to Scheper (2002), the responses of local women’s groups in dealing with 
conflict, rehabilitation and peace appear to be remarkably similar around the world too. The 
women NGOs are mostly active in trauma counselling, micro-credit, voter education, gender 
awareness, law reform and political advocacy. They draw the attention of authorities to civilian 
security, e.g. through security sector reforms and greater participation of women in police forces, 
judiciary and in peace committees (Scheper, 2002). 
  In West Africa, Alaga (2010) states that women have played significant roles in situations 
relating to peace and war for centuries, primarily as traditional peace-makers, as priestesses who 
confer with gods to determine whether it was right to go to war or not, as praise singers for men 
during battles as a boost to ensure their victory, or as custodians of culture. In each culture there 
are stories of women who have played some leadership roles as peace envoys or harbingers of 
peace in their communities (Alaga, 2010).
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Abstract

In reviewing Jewish, Christian, and Islamic perspectives on nuclear weapons we find that there is 
a broad consensus that the use of nuclear weapons would be morally wrong because of the harm 
to large numbers of non-combatants and the environment. However, a small minority believes that 
limited nuclear war might be acceptable as a final measure for national defense, and some in the 
faith community believe that nuclear war would be acceptable as an eschatological event prior to 
the final Day of Judgment and commencement of a messianic age. Among the three faiths there 
has been some acceptance of deployment of nuclear weapons as a measure of deterrence for 
self-defense in order to dissuade other nations from nuclear or conventional attack. However, a 
growing number reject nuclear deterrence because of the immorality of in effect holding civilian 
population hostage. Within the faith community there is widespread support for negotiation of 
arms control agreements and for unilateral actions to reduce nuclear arsenals. 
Keywords: Judaism, Christianity, Islam, nuclear weapons, disarmament

Introduction

Since the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima on Augusts 6, 1945 representatives of 
Judaism, Christianity, and Islam have spoken out on the possession and use of nuclear weapons. 
Among them there is a broad consensus that nuclear weapons should never be used because of 
harm to God’s creation: massive loss of human lives and disastrous destruction of the 
environment. Although some believe that it is acceptable for a nation to possess nuclear weapons 
as a deterrent against nuclear attack or an overwhelming conventional attack from another nation, 
many insist that it is time to go beyond deterrence and seek the global elimination of nuclear 
weapons.  

Jewish Perspective

 In 1962 when the nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union was 
accelerating, Rabbi Maurice Lamm (1962) of the Floral Park Jewish Center in New York made 
distinction between obligatory wars and optional wars. He concluded that as a matter of 
self-defense it was obligatory to oppose the quest of the Soviet Union to gain world domination 
with Communism. That was because Communism violates the basic moral principles of Judaism 
and Israel would cease to exist as a nation if the Soviet Union ruled the world. Therefore, the 
expansionist Soviet Union must be opposed with nuclear weapons even if it resulted in a nuclear 
war that destroyed life on earth. Thus, it would be preferable to be dead than red.
 In a rejoinder Rabbi Immanuel Jakobovits of the Fifth Avenue Synagogue, who later 
became the Chief Rabbi of Great Britain, took up the issue of self-defense. He noted in 1962 that 
the Torah and teaching of rabbis allow slaying an attacker to save one’s own life (Exodus 22.1 
[22.2 in RSVP]; Rashi on BT Sanhedrin 72a). But the defender would not be entitled to forestall 
the attack at the cost of both lives, such as by blowing up the house. He commented, “In view of 
this vital limitation of the law of self-defense, it would appear that a defensive war likely to 
endanger the survival of the attacking and the defending nations alike, if not the entire human race, 
can never be justified” (Sapertstein, pp. 7-8).
 Neither rabbi, of course, wanted the world to face that choice of red or dead. Rabbi Lamm 
favored nuclear deterrence which so far had prevented nuclear war. He wrote, “Constant 
negotiation between the atomic powers must continue in order to probe new possibilities of 
peacefully settling the differences between East and West” (Lamm, 1962, p. 177).  
 Twenty years later when the nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet 
Union intensified again, the Commission on Social Action of Reformed Judaism took up this issue 
in a report Preventing the Nuclear Holocaust: A Jewish Response edited by Rabbi David 
Saperstein (1983). The report reviews the five regulations of war, drawn from the halacha (Jewish 
law): force not an end in itself, opportunity for the opponent to choose peace, concern for lives of 
non-combatants, waged so as not to destroy God’s creation, before ever battle reading the rules and 
regulations of war (Saperstein, 1983, pp. 8-13). As applied to an optional war, the report 
concludes:

Clearly the speed with which nuclear war could happen, the distance over which it is 

fought and the virtual absence of opportunity to use human judgements to regulate the war 
once the missiles are launched mitigate against the ability of any nation to fight a “humane” 
nuclear war. From this brief view of the halachic stipulations on war, it is evident that 
nuclear war would violate almost every rule and regulation and would thereby be 
impermissible. (Saperstein, 1983, p.13)

 The report then cites a number of rabbis to show that the weight of the Jewish tradition is 
clearly arrayed against the use of nuclear weapons (Saperstein, 1983, pp. 19-31). But what about 
the current nuclear build-up and stockpiling? Under what circumstances is possession of nuclear 
weapons per se, permissible or prohibited? In answering the report draws upon the halachic 
concept of geder (fence) that some things are prohibited not because they are evil in and of 
themselves but because they might lead to evil things. Rabbi Saul Berman applied this reasoning 
to stockpiling nuclear weapons which “will likely lead to consequences which will violate Jewish 
law” (Saperstein, p. 36). As Rabbi Jakobovits wrote in his 1962 article, “Once the recourse to 
atomic warfare, even in self defense (retaliation), is eliminated, the threat of resorting to it when 
attacked (deterrent) would naturally have to be abandoned. A threat is effective, and can be 
justified, only as the possibility to carry it out exists” (Saperstein, p. 36). 

This being the case, Preventing the Nuclear Holocaust devotes considerable attention to 
ways of ending the nuclear arms race, such as freeze on production and deployment of nuclear 
weapons and other methods of nuclear arms control and reduction.
 This issue was taken up again in 1991 in a book entitled Confronting Omnicide: Jewish 
Reflections on Weapons of Mass Destruction, edited by Daniel Landes (1991). Fifteen essays offer 
diverse points of view but have a common concern that God’s creation would be at risk in nuclear 
war. Pinchas Peli from Ben Gurion University, Be’er Sheva, Israel writes:

As to the universal threat of destruction of the world through the weapons of mass 
destruction, the view of Torah is crystal clear: The world created by God was meant for 
life; it was given over to Man to rule, to preserve and cultivate, and not to destroy and 
mutilate. (Landes, 1991, pp. 72-73)

Translating this into practice, he continues:

One is not allowed to willingly destroy any created being. This prohibition is known in the 
Halakhah as bal tash’hit – Do not destroy. The rabbis, of course, derive this prohibition 
from Scripture: “When thou shalt besiege a city a long time, in making war against it to 
take it, thou shalt not destroy the trees thereof by wielding an axe against them: for thou 
mayest eat of them, and thou shalt not cut them down.” (Deuteronomy 20:10)

 In another essay Professor David Novak picks up this theme and cites rabbinic tradition 
over the centuries in support of the prohibition of wanton destruction. He concludes: “The evil of 
nuclear war, which cannot be justified by any of the usual criteria of temporary destruction for the 
sake of ultimate victory, is to be emphasized continually.” He adds, “It seems that bilateral, not 
unilateral disarmament is what is required” (Landes, 1991, p. 115). 
 In an essay on “Nuclear Deterrence and Nuclear War” Professor Walter S. Wurzburger 

believes that “the actual use of nuclear weapons must be ruled out, for it is inconceivable to 
sanction the very extinction of the human race.” But one-sided renunciation of their use “would 
rule out any possibility of defense or deterrence against adversaries who threaten nuclear 
aggression.” Therefore, “we have no choice but to continue to rely on the threat of nuclear 
retaliation to deter nuclear aggression.” But that choice is fraught with moral problems and must 
be considered a lesser evil. It would be better to gain universal acceptance of a “no first use 
pledge” (Landes, 1991, pp. 224-233). 
 Although the much of the background for discussion about nuclear weapons is the nuclear 
arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union with their enormous arsenals, Israel’s 
possession of nuclear weapons also enters into the picture. In his book Israel and the Bomb, Avner 
Cohen describes Israel’s approach as nuclear opacity – “a situation in which a state’s nuclear 
capability has not been acknowledged, but is recognized in a way that influences other nation’s 
perceptions and actions” (Cohen, 1998, p. 2). In his second book The Worst-Kept Secret, he uses 
the Hebrew term amimut with connotation of both opacity and ambiguity to describe this approach 
(Cohen 2010, xxxii). Although the Israeli government has never officially admitted that it has 
nuclear weapons, enough information has become available to estimate that Israel possesses 
approximately 80 nuclear weapons (Federation of American Scientists, 2017).  
 Because of amimut the Israeli government has never publicly articulated its rationale for 
acquiring nuclear weapons. In fact, there is a prohibition against public discussion of nuclear 
issues, a ban “rigidly enforce by Israeli military censorship (the Censora), which bans any 
reference to Israeli’s nuclear weapons in the Israeli media” (Cohen, 2010, p. xxix). However, one 
can project that the policy emphasizes deterrence as a matter of self-defense to prevent an 
existential threat to Israel. Some Jewish writers consider this legitimate in the present political 
situation. Others raise a note of caution that actual use would be disastrous. 

Christian Perspective

Protestant

After the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima, Japan, on August 6, 1945, the Federal 
Council of the Churches of Christ in America asked a commission of theologians to formulate a 
response. In February 1946 the commission issued a report entitled Atomic Warfare and Christian 
Faith that began with an act of contrition:

As American Christians, we are deeply penitent for the irresponsible use already made of 
the atomic bomb. We have agreed that, whatever be one’s judgment of the ethics of war in 
principle, the surprise bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki are morally indefensible. 
They repeated in a ghastly form the indiscriminate slaughter of non-combatants that has 
become familiar during World War II. They were released without specific warning, under 
conditions which virtually assured the deaths of 100,000 civilians. (Lunger, 1988, p. 303)

The theologians urged that all manufacture of atomic bombs be stopped, pending the development 
of international controls and called upon the United States “to affirm publicly, with suitable 

guarantees, that it will under no circumstances be the first to use atomic weapons in any possible 
future war” (Lunger, 1988, p. 305). 

Four years later another commission of theologians appointed by the Federal Council of 
Churches in report on The Christian Conscience and Weapons of Mass Destruction came to the 
opposite conclusion. They noted: “Today, two great dangers threaten mankind, the danger that 
totalitarian tyranny may be extended over the world and the danger of global war” (Lunger, 1988, 
p. 317). The tyranny they feared was Soviet Communism which by 1950 had taken control of 
Eastern Europe and was moving aggressively in other parts of the world. What became known as 
the Cold War was underway. The report therefore insisted:

For as long as the existing situation holds, for the United States to abandon its atomic 
weapons or to give the impression that they would not be used, would leave the 
non-communist world with totally inadequate defense. For Christians to advocate such a 
policy would be to share responsibility for the worldwide tyranny that might result. 
(Lunger, 1988, p. 321)

The Commission found it difficult to draw an absolute line between types of weapons. “If, as we 
have felt bound to acknowledge, certain key industrial targets are inescapably involved in modern 
war, we find no moral distinction between destroying them with tons of T.N.T. or by fire as 
compared with an atomic bomb…Christian conscience guides us to restraint from destruction not 
essential to our total objective” (Landes, 1988, pp. 320-321). 
 In 1950 the Federal Council of Churches was reorganized as the National Council of the 
Churches of Christ in the USA (NCC). In years that followed the NCC put aside conditional 
acceptance of nuclear weapons in some circumstances and became a staunch advocate of their 
elimination. This history is narrated in a resolution, “Nuclear Disarmament: The Time is Now”, 
adopted by NCC General Assembly in 2009, that stated:

Jesus Christ, the Good Shepherd, declared that He had come to bring ‘abundant life" to 
humanity. Nuclear weapons, which have the capacity to destroy entire cities and nations, 
and, indeed, all life on earth, represent the diametric opposite to this. In fact, the only thing 
that they are capable of producing is "abundant death.’ The time has arrived to eliminate all 
of them, before they eliminate all of us. Be it therefore resolved that the National Council 
of the Churches of Christ in the U.S.A. hereby recommits itself to the total worldwide 
eradication of nuclear weapons. (National Council of Churches, 2009)

Over the years the National Association of Evangelicals (NAE) in the U.S. has also 
expressed its concern about nuclear weapons. Recognizing that within the membership are those 
who are committed to peace through strength and those who renounce the use of force as a matter 
of conscience, NAE has nevertheless favored arms control agreements to scale back the nuclear 
arms race. In “Nuclear Weapons 2011,” NAE laid out a course that included re-examining the 
moral and ethical basis for the doctrine of nuclear deterrence, maintaining the taboo against 
nuclear use, achieving verified mutual reductions in current nuclear stockpiles, and continuing 
dialogue on the effects of possession and threatened use of nuclear weapons (National Association 
of Evangelicals, 2011).

Elsewhere in NATO countries the Conference of European Churches and its Church and 
Society Commission have been active on nuclear disarmament issues, favoring a world free of 
nuclear weapons and specifically advocating the removal of tactical nuclear weapons from Europe 
(Conference of European Churches. 2013). 

In the United Kingdom many denominations support nuclear disarmament, expressed 
specifically in opposition to building a new trident submarine. Although the Church of England 
has tended to defer to the government on continuation of minimal nuclear deterrence, Dr. Rowan 
Williams, 104th Archbishop of Canterbury, speaking in Nagasaki, Japan in September 2009, said 
of nuclear weapons: 

They are necessarily indiscriminate; that is, they will always kill the innocent. They 
destroy the living environment; they have long-term effects on every aspect of the material 
and organic world…To work for a world free from nuclear arms is to work for the sake of 
that moral and human dignity.�(Williams, 2009)

In 1976 the Canadian Council of Churches established Project Plowshares as its vehicle to 
build peace and prevent war, and promote the peaceful resolution of political conflict. Developing 
support for the elimination of nuclear weapons has been a major focus (Project Plourshares, 2017). 

On the world stage the Ninth Assembly of World Council of Churches (WCC) in 2006 
recalled its long-standing opposition to nuclear weapons. 

From its birth as a fellowship of Christian churches the WCC has condemned nuclear 
weapons for their "widespread and indiscriminate destruction" and as "sin against God" in 
modern warfare (First WCC Assembly, 1948), recognized early that the only sure defense 
against nuclear weapons is prohibition, elimination and verification (Second Assembly) 
and, inter alia, called citizens to “press their governments to ensure national security 
without resorting to the use of weapons of mass destruction" (Fifth Assembly, 1975).

 The Second Assembly in 1954 called for “The prohibition of all weapons of mass 
destruction; including atomic and hydrogen bombs, with provision for international inspection and 
control, such as would safeguard the security of all nations, together with the drastic reduction of 
other armaments” (Visser 't Hooft, 1955, p. 146). The Ninth Assembly in 2006 adopted a “Minute 
on Elimination of Nuclear Arms”, noting that “Existing WCC policy urges all states to meet their 
treaty obligations to reduce and then destroy nuclear arsenals with adequate verification” and that 
“Churches must prevail upon governments until they recognize the incontrovertible immorality of 
nuclear weapons” (World Council of Churches, 2006). The Tenth Assembly in November 2013 
recommended that governments “Negotiate and establish a ban on the production, deployment, 
transfer and use of nuclear weapons in accordance with international humanitarian law” (World 
Council of Churches, 2013).

Among Protestant denominations, the United Methodist Council of Bishops in 1986 took 
up the nuclear weapons in a foundation document, In Defense of Creation: The Nuclear Crisis and 
a Just Peace (United Methodist Council of Bishops, 1986). They chose the title because God’s 
creation “is under attack…[from] the darkening shadows of threatening nuclear winter… [It is] “a 

crisis that threatens to assault not only the whole human family but planet earth itself” (United 
Methodist Council of Bishops, 1986, p. 92). Given this situation, the bishops in a pastoral letter 
stated:

Therefore, we say a clear and unconditional No to nuclear war and any use of nuclear 
weapons. We conclude that nuclear deterrence is a position that cannot receive the 
church’s blessing (United Methodist Council of Bishops, p.92). 

For moving toward a nuclear-free world they recommended four measures: (1) comprehensive test 
ban to inaugurate a nuclear freeze; (2) consolidated of existing treaties and phased reductions; (3) 
bans on space weapons; and (4) no-first-use agreement (United Methodist Council of Bishop, 
1986, pp. 74-78).

  The 1988 United Methodist General Conference, the official governing body, endorsed In 
Defense of Creation (United Methodist Church, 1988) and in following quadrennial meetings 
supported concrete steps toward a world free of nuclear weapons. A 2004 resolution described the 
doctrine of nuclear deterrence as “morally corrupt and spiritually bankrupt” because “nuclear 
weapons hold innocent people hostage for political and military purposes” (United Methodist 
Church, 2004, p. 889).
 In the last thirty years all of the “mainline” Protestant churches and the historic peace 
churches in the United States have taken strong stands against the use of nuclear weapons and have 
supported policies leading to the elimination. 

Orthodox

 Orthodox Churches from many nations are members of the World Council of Churches and 
in that sense support WCC policies on nuclear weapons. They also speak for themselves in their 
own countries. In the United States branches of the Orthodox Church – Russian, Greek, and others 
- have joined interfaith initiatives for the elimination of nuclear weapons. In Russia, Patriarch 
Kirill, head of the Russian Orthodox Church, speaking in 2007 in Sarov, the center of Russia’s 
nuclear weapons industry, indicated that Russia required nuclear arms to enable it to remain a 
sovereign state during the Cold War. That is because of the deterrent value of nuclear weapons. 
Nevertheless, he said, the Church favors a world without nuclear weapons (Kirill, 2007). 

Roman Catholic  

 In the Roman Catholic Church, popes have spoken against the use of nuclear weapons 
since the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima. Pope Pius XII (pope from 1939 to 1958) in his 
1954 Easter message demanded “the effective proscription and banishment of atomic…warfare,” 
calling the arms race a “costly relationship of mutual terror” (Pius XII, 1954). 

 Pope John XXXIII (1958-1963) in his1963 papal encyclical Pacem in Terris called for the 
cessation of the arms race, noting:

The stock-piles of armaments which have been built up in various countries must be 
reduced all round and simultaneously by the parties concerned. Nuclear weapons must be 
banned. A general agreement must be reached on a suitable disarmament program, with an 
effective system of mutual control. (John XXIII, 1963)

 Gaudium et Spes (“Joy and Hope”), a pastoral constitution coming out of the Second 
Vatican Council and promulgated by Pope Paul VI (1963-78) in 1965, stated:

Any act of war aimed indiscriminately at the destruction of entire cities of extensive areas 
along with their population is a crime against God and man himself. It merits unequivocal 
and unhesitating condemnation. (Paul VI, 1965)

However, the document noted that some “scientific weapons” are amassed for retaliation and 
therefore serve as a “deterrent to possible enemy attack.” But this “is not a safe way to preserve 
a steady peace, nor is the so-called balance resulting from this race a sure and authentic peace.” 
A better way is to “labor to put an end at last to the arms race, and to make a true beginning of 
disarmament, not unilaterally indeed, but proceeding at an equal pace according to agreement, 
and backed up by true and workable safeguards” (Paul VI, 1965). 

 When Pope John Paul II (1978-2005) spoke in the Hiroshima Peace Memorial Hall in 
February 1981 he called on heads of state and of government and those who hold political and 
economic power to pledge ourselves “that war will never be tolerated or sought as a means of 
resolving differences; let us promise our fellow human beings that we will work untiringly for 
disarmament and the banishing of all nuclear weapons” (John Paul II, 1981).

 Speaking to the United Nations General Assembly in June 1982, Pope John Paul II stated:

The teaching of the Catholic Church in this area has been clear and consistent. It has 
deplored the arms race, called nonetheless for mutual progressive and verifiable reduction 
of armaments as well as greater safeguards against possible misuse of these weapons. It has 
done so while urging that the independence, freedom and legitimate security of each and 
every nation be respected. In current conditions "deterrence" based on balance, certainly 
not as an end in itself but as step on the way toward a progressive disarmament, may still 
be judged morally acceptable. Nonetheless in order to ensure peace, it is indispensable not 
to be satisfied with this minimum which is always susceptible to the real danger of 
explosion. (John Paul II, 1982)

Pope Benedict XVI (2005-2013) in a message on World Day of Peace 2006 indicated:

In a nuclear war there would be no victors, only victims. The truth of peace requires that 
all - whether those governments which openly or secretly possess nuclear arms, or those 
planning to acquire them �- agree to change their course by clear and firm decisions, and 
strive for a progressive and concerted nuclear disarmament. (Benedict XVI, 2006) 

At the 2010 Review Conference of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty Msgr Celestino Migliore 
delivered a message from Benedict XVI encouraging “initiatives that seek progressive 
disarmament and the creation of zones free of nuclear weapons, with a view to their complete 
elimination from the planet" (Migliore, 2010).
 With this decades-long support for nuclear disarmament the Holy See has become 
impatient with the lack of progress toward this objective. This was shown in an address by 
Archbishop Francis Chullikat, the permanent observer of the Holy See to the United Nations, in 
Kansas City, Missouri in 2011. He said:

The Holy See has never countenanced nuclear deterrence as a permanent measure, nor does 
it today when it is evident that nuclear deterrence drives the development of ever newer 
nuclear arms, thus preventing genuine nuclear disarmament…. Nuclear deterrence 
prevents genuine nuclear disarmament. It maintains an unacceptable hegemony over 
non-nuclear development for the poorest half of the world's population. It is a fundamental 
obstacle to achieving a new age of global security. (Chullikat, 2011)

He noted that the Catholic Church had embraced a 1996 decision of the International Court of 
Justice calling for “negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and 
effective international control." He reiterated the Holy See’s support “for transparent, verifiable, 
global and irreversible nuclear disarmament and for addressing seriously the issues of nuclear 
strategic arms, the tactical ones and their means of delivery (Chullikat, 2011). 

 Pope Francis in 2015 address to the United Nations General Assembly stated: 

There is urgent need to work for a world free of nuclear weapons, in full application of the 
non-proliferation Treaty, in letter and spirit, with the goal of a complete prohibition of 
these weapons. (Francis, 2015)

 In the United States in the early 1980s, the National Conference of Catholic Bishops 
undertook an in-depth study of war and peace with special attention to nuclear weapons. Working 
from the moral principles of the just-war tradition, they indicated: 

• Every nation has a right and duty to defend itself against unjust aggression.
• Offensive war of any kind is morally unjustifiable.
• The intentional killing of innocent civilians or non-combatants is always wrong.
• Even defensive response to unjust attack can cause destruction which violates the 

principle of proportionality, going far beyond the limits of legitimate defense. 
(National Conference of Catholic Bishops, 1983, p. iii) 

Applying these principles to nuclear weapons, the U.S. Catholic bishops spoke against initiation 
of nuclear war and against any use of nuclear weapons to destroy population centers or other 
predominantly civilian targets even in retaliatory action. They opposed initiation of nuclear war 
and expressed skepticism of even a limited nuclear war. Following the leadership of Pope John 
Paul II, they accepted “a strictly conditional moral acceptance of deterrence” but not adequate as 
a long-term basis for peace (National Conference of Catholic Bishops, 1983, pp v-vi).

 Over the years the U.S. Catholic bishops have retained their strong interest in nuclear 
disarmament. In 2010, Cardinal Francis George, then President of the U.S. Conference of Catholic 
Bishops, wrote: 

The horribly destructive capacity of nuclear arms makes them disproportionate and 
indiscriminate weapons that endanger human life and dignity like no other armaments. 
Their use as a weapon of war is rejected in Church teaching based on just war norms. 
Although we cannot anticipate every step on the path humanity must walk, we can point 
with moral clarity to a destination that moves beyond deterrence to a world free of the 
nuclear threat. (George, 2010)

For this to happen “the Church urges that nuclear deterrence be replaced with concrete measures 
of disarmament based on dialogue and multilateral negotiations” (George, 2010). 

Islamic Perspective

“A Common Word,” a report addressed by Muslim scholars to Christian leaders, notes that 
Christians and Muslims together make up more than 55 percent of the world’s population. They 
then observe:

If Muslims and Christians are not at peace, the world cannot be at peace. With the terrible 
weaponry of the modern world; with Muslims and Christians intertwined everywhere as 
never before, no side can unilaterally win a conflict between more than half of the world’s 
inhabitants. Thus, our common future is at stake. The very survival of the world itself is at 
stake. (A Common Word, 2007, pp. 72-73) 

 Jamal Badawi and Muzammil H. Siddiqi in an essay published by the Muslim-Christian 
Initiative on the Nuclear Weapons Danger offered six powerful reasons for Muslims to oppose the 
production, deployment, and use of nuclear weapons.

(1) They represent a serious threat to peace, while peace is a central theme of                       
 Islam.
(2)  They are brutal and merciless, and thus violate the Qur’anic description of the Prophet 

Muhammad (peace be upon him) as “mercy to all the worlds.”
(3)  They are contrary to Islam’s promotion of human fellowship.
(4)  Nuclear weapons do not fall with the scope of legitimate self-defense… Not only do they 

not discriminate between combatants and noncombatants, but the great majority of victims 
are likely to be noncombatants… Repelling aggression is permissible in Islam, but only 
with the minimum cost of life and property. Nuclear weapons cause destruction of the 
environment that lasts for hundreds, if not thousands, of years.

(5)  Nuclear weapons research and production waste a huge amount of resources.
(6)  While the argument for nuclear deterrence is not un-Islamic in principle, and while such 

deterrence apparently did work during the Cold War, there is no guarantee that it will work 

in the future. Nor is there any guarantee that nuclear weapons will not fall into the hands of 
non-state actors. (Badawi and Siggiqi, 2005, pp. 26-27)

 The authors continue:

Considering all of these points, we must conclude that it is harâm (forbidden) to 
deploy nuclear weapons. The sharî’ah of Allah could never approve such weapons. 
According to the principles of Islamic law, there should instead be a universal ban 
on their development and possession. No criteria exist that allow some states to 
maintain nuclear weapons while others are denied of them. (Badawi and Siggiqi, 
2005, p. 27)

 
 In applying such beliefs, Iran Supreme Leader, Ali Khamenei, on a number of occasions 
has said that possession and use of nuclear weapons are contrary to Islamic law. In 2005, Iran 
communicated to the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) that Ayatollah Khamenei had 
issued a fatwa [religious edict] that “the production, stockpiling and use of nuclear weapons are 
forbidden under Islamic law and that the Islamic Republic of Iran shall never acquire these 
weapons” (International Atomic Energy Agency (2005, p. 121).  In a letter to the 2010 Review 
Conference of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, Khamenei wrote: "We consider the use of 
such weapons as haram (religiously forbidden) and believe that it is everyone's duty to make 
efforts to secure humanity against this great disaster."  In an address on August 30, 2012 at the 16th 
Non-Aligned Summit in Tehran, he stated:

The Islamic Republic of Iran considers the use of nuclear, chemical and similar weapons 
as a great and unforgivable sin. We proposed the idea of ‘Middle East free of nuclear 
weapons’ and we are committed to it. This does not mean forgoing our right to peaceful use 
of nuclear power and production of nuclear fuel. On the basis of international laws, 
peaceful use of nuclear energy is a right of every country…. Our motto is: “Nuclear energy 
for all and nuclear weapons for none.” (Khamenei, 2012)

 Some analysts observe that Ayatollah Khamenei sometimes speaks of production, 
stockpiling, and use of nuclear weapons and sometimes only use. They speculate that this implies 
that Iran might want to produce nuclear weapons as a deterrent, but there have been no public 
statements using deterrence language. Such clarification might occur during ongoing negotiations 
about Iran’s nuclear capability.

Summary

 In reviewing Jewish, Christian, and Islamic perspectives on nuclear weapons, we find 
many common features.  
 There is a broad consensus that use of nuclear weapons would be morally wrong because 
of the harm to large numbers of non-combatants and the environment. Widespread use would be 
disastrous for humankind and the planet Earth. A small minority believes that limited nuclear war 
might be acceptable as a final measure for national defense, but most maintain that nuclear weap-

ons are so powerful and indiscriminate that even limited use would be wrong. Although not part of 
our previous discussion, there are also some in the faith community who believe that nuclear war 
would be acceptable as an eschatological event prior to the final day of judgment and commence-
ment of a messianic era.
 Among the three faiths there has been some acceptance of development, production, and 
deployment of nuclear weapons as a measure of deterrence for self-defense in order to dissuade 
other nations from nuclear or conventional attack. However, a growing number reject nuclear 
deterrence because of the immorality of in effect holding civilian population hostage. Some deter-
rence adherents believe if deterrence fails and a nation is attacked, nuclear weapons should not be 
used in retaliation. 
 There is widespread support for negotiation of arms control agreements and for unilateral 
actions to reduce nuclear arsenals.  
 Although not discussed in previous sections, many voices in the faith community observe 
that the nuclear arms race is a waste of resources and that funds could be better spent for measures 
that improve human and community welfare.
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Abstract

This paper examined the strategic role women and women organizations play in the resolution of 
conflicts in Benue state especially in the last five years (2011-2016), with the persistence of the 
pastoralist / farmers clashes. Benue state has the unfortunate lot of attacks and women have been 
at the receiving end as majority of them are engaged in agricultural production that sustains the 
economy and the population. Government has responded in addressing these conflicts, but we 
must reckon with the great role women under several organizations have sought to interface 
government in preventing these conflicts and also offering relief materials to the displaced 
populations. The paper surveyed some of these women organizations and the strategies they have 
adopted in reducing the conflicts. Using liberal feminist theory as a framework of analysis, the 
paper showed how socio-cultural factors are constraining the women organization’s effort at 
resolving conflicts. The study demonstrated how the non-confrontational approach adopted by 
women has continued to douse out the conflicts and helped to ameliorate the conditions of women, 
children and men affected by the conflicts. It is hoped that stronger collaboration of these women 
groups and government through legislative provisions will seriously address these conflicts and 
their negative consequences on the people.

Keywords: women, women organizations, conflict resolution

Introduction

Violent conflicts ranging from communal, ethnic, religious, and political have become a 
recurrent decimal in Nigeria. The situation has become extremely worrisome since the return to 
democratic rule in 1999 (Imobighe, 2003). In Benue state, the story is not different! Communal, 
inter-ethnic, political, and more recently, herdsmen and farmers conflict have led to loss of lives 
and property, increased poverty, and massive displacement of people. Generally, conflict affects 
all members of the society but in most cases, it is women that suffer the most. During periods of 
conflicts, women suffer from sexual abuse, psychological pains and carry the burden of caring for 
children and the aged. In a study conducted in 200l by USAID cited in Scheper (2002) which 
analyzed the impact of deadly intrastate conflict on women and women organizations from 
Rwanda, Cambodia, Guatemala, El Salvador, Georgia, and Bosnia and Herzegovina showed that 
there are five major impacts of intrastate conflict on women and gender relations:

a.    Violence against civilians, of which 95% is female
b.    Internal displacement, of which 90% is women and children
c.    Redefinition of female identities in the society, both as victims and as perpetrators
d.    Increased poverty and starvation, as a result of targeted destruction of civilian   

 property and
e.    Communal violence leading to lasting bitterness, anger and hatred. 

The research concluded by observing that in all six countries, the most traumatizing factor 
for women in conflict is the lack of physical security, both during the conflict and the post conflict 
demobilization of the militia. It keeps women confined in their homes, not being able to move 
around freely. Rape was used as a regular tool of warfare and torture in all six case countries 
(Scheper, 2002). Moreover, many women saw themselves forced to engage in prostitution in the 
post conflict era, as the only available means of income. Family structures were damaged through 
death and trauma, resulting in women becoming heads of households and an increased incidence 
of domestic violence.
  Despite the fact that women suffer the most during the period of conflicts, formal conflict 
resolution mechanisms exclude women in the decision-making process. Falch (2010) underscored 
the above view by stating that women are often excluded from formal peace negotiations and are 
marginally involved in political decision-making process. However, since the passing of the 
United Nations Resolution 1325 in 2000 which advocates for the equal representation of women 
in key decision bodies, greater political space was opened for women groups to play significant 
roles in conflict resolution globally (Falch, 2010). While extolling the role of women organizations 
in the formal mechanism of conflict resolution, Falch (2010) acknowledged that, even though the 
role of women has not been appreciated, women have continued to play significant roles in 
community peacebuilding and have made valuable contributions to peace during and after conflict.

In Nigeria and Benue state in particular, since the return to democratic rule in 1999, there 
has been a proliferation in the number of women organizations that have been playing significant 
roles in conflict resolutions. For instance, women groups such as Women in Nigeria (WIN), 
Country Women Association of Nigeria (COWAN), Women, Law and Development Centre 
(WLDC), Community Women and Development (COWAD), International Federation of Female 

In Nigeria, there are well documented accounts of the exploits of Nigerian women and 
women organizations in conflict resolution. According to Idris and Habu (2012), women 
organizations in Nigeria have played significant roles in conflict resolution. For instance, Pisagih, 
Degri, Ajemasu and Muhammad (2015) observed that the role of women organizations in conflict 
resolution in Nigeria can be traced as far back as to the Aba women riot of 1929, the Egba women 
movement of the early 1920s to the 1950s, the Ogharefe women uprising of 1984. These are 
circumstances where women organizations in Nigeria organised and exercised their collective 
power to resolve conflict and build peace.

In Benue state, women organizations have also played significant roles in conflict 
resolution. Their role has been demonstrated particularly in the conflict between herdsmen and 
farmers in Benue state between 2011 to 2016 which led to loss of lives and property and left a lot 
of people in refugee camps, towns and  other settlements including Agaigbe, Naka, Atukpu, 
Tse-Iorbogo and other missionary centers outside the conflict areas, including Mission Station 
Ajigba of the NKST Church and other Christian centers like the Catholic Church premises in 
Agaigbe and the voluntary organization in the Local Government Areas (Women Environmental 
Programme, 2012). In a similar view, the herdsmen have dared not to go near the boundaries of 
Gwer-west Local Government Area. They were also displaced from where they had found pasture. 

During this conflict, Women Environmental Programme (2012) organized a multi-stake 
holder meeting that brought together the Benue state government, Miyetti-Allah Cattle Breeders 
Association, traditional rulers in Benue state, Christian Association of Nigeria (CAN) - Benue 
state chapter, Ja’amatu Nasiru Islam (JNI), Benue state and Civil Society Organizations. The 
forum provided a platform for farmers and herdsmen to come together to discuss how to resolve 
their differences and to educate both parties on other topical issues in the society like population 
increase and desertification which has increased the migration of herdsmen into the Benue 
trough/valley thereby exacerbating the conflict between the two groups.  

In a similar vein, women organizations such as Catholic Women Organisations (CWO) in 
Benue state have at different times reached out to different groups for deliberation, negotiation, 
compromises, and agreements on conflict resolution (Ikelegbe, 2003). Apart from helping to 
resolve conflict in Benue state, the organization has been able to provide a neutral ground where 
parties involved in conflict can come together to build bridges of trust, understanding and 
confidence (Ikelegbe,2003). They have also participated in providing relief materials to victims of 
conflict. For instance, during the herdsmen and farmer’s conflict in the state from 2011 to 2015 for 
which many citizens of the state particularly women were living in refugee camps across the state, 
the CWO donated relief materials such as food items, clothing, and free medical treatment to the 
victims of the conflict.

Other women organizations such as market women association have at different times in 
the course of the farmers-herdsmen conflict in Benue state used different strategies such as street 
protest and closing of shops in the market places to draw the attention of local, state and Federal 
government for peace to return to the state.

Challenges faced by Women Organizations in Conflict Resolution in Benue State

There are different factors limiting the role of women organizations in conflict resolution. 

One of the major problems facing women organization in Benue state is lack of funds to 
implement conflict resolution programs (Ahule & Ugba, 2014; Abari, 2014; Akuadna, 2014). 
Most of these organizations do not have adequate funds to organize workshops and seminars to 
educate members of the public on the need to live in peace. Besides, creating a platform where 
stakeholders involved in conflict can come to the negotiation table also requires funds which most 
women organizations in Benue do not have. This greatly limits the potentials of women 
organizations in conflict resolution. 

Secondly, in Benue state and Nigeria in general, people still believe and look up to 
government for the resolution of public problems and conflict. As a matter of fact, Ikelegbe (2003) 
observed that groups and communities in Benue state have more confidence in the ability of the 
state to resolve conflict. The implication here is that, even when women organizations have made 
concerted efforts to reach out to groups involved in conflict, people still believe that they do not 
possess the requisite influence, resources, integrity, and credibility to intervene and resolve 
conflict (Ikelegbe, 2003).

Thirdly, both the local, state and federal government in Nigeria have given women 
organizations and groups outside the realm of the state a marginal role in conflict resolution. There 
is poor partnership between government and other institutions outside the scope of the state in 
conflict resolution. In some cases, the state view other organizations and women groups with 
suspicion. Infact, Odeh (2012) observed that state officials view other groups outside the purview 
of the state as competitors of power and influence in the public sphere rather than partners in peace 
process. This also serves as a major setback for women organizations working in the area of 
conflict resolution.

Fourthly, most women organizations that are involved in conflict resolution lack 
experience, exposure and skills in negotiation, advocacy, and lobbying techniques (Agbalajobi, 
2002). Women have always been kept secluded from the political arena and sphere of 
decision-making; therefore, in many situations they are unable to participate. 

Lastly, women organizations in Benue state are also faced with the challenge of 
marginalization and stigmatization by powerful government and other non-governmental 
organizations (Munuve, nd). Besides, they also suffer from physical harassment from local men 
and security forces which is especially likely to happen in post conflict situations where gender 
tensions are usually high.

Conclusion and Recommendations

Based on the foregoing, the following recommendations have been made to improve the 
involvement of women organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state.

First, there must be change of attitudes among the people regarding the role of women and 
women organizations in Benue state and Nigeria in general. Women groups should be given 
greater role in all segments of the society. This can be achieved by sensitizing members of the 
public through printed and electronic media on the need to give women more political space to 
participate in decision making process.

Secondly, government at all levels in Nigeria need to partner with women organizations 

and other groups to resolve conflict. The state alone cannot resolve conflict in Nigeria. It is the 
submission of this paper that one-sector-approach would be inadequate to resolve conflicts in 
Nigeria. Therefore, the government needs to engage a broad-based coalition of actors, and women 
organizations need a seat on the table if any meaningful progress is to be made. This is because, 
according to the Dutch Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment, Conflict Resolution Unit 
states that partnering with women groups in conflict resolution fosters a wider popular mandate for 
peace, making it more sustainable.

Thirdly, women organizations in Benue state working in the area of conflict resolution 
needs to be strengthened in terms of training, skills and methods of operation and functioning 
(James, 2003). Most of these organizations are not well trained and properly equipped to resolve 
conflict. 

Lastly, women organizations in Benue state need to develop alternative ways of raising 
funds to implement their programs. Most of these organizations depend heavily on foreign 
donations and this is not adequate.
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Lawyers (FIDA), Women’s Right Advancement and Protection Alternative (WRAPA), and 
Catholic Women Organisations (CWO) have all played key roles in conflict resolution in Nigeria. 
Despite the significant role women organizations have played in conflict resolution in Benue state, 
their contributions have been neglected. There are two reasons for this. First, due to cultural and 
religious reasons, women are treated as second class citizens and therefore not given a seat at the 
table of conflict resolution process. Second, most people in Nigeria tend to believe that the issue of 
conflict resolution belongs to the realm of government and the business sector only. As a result of 
this, a comprehensive understanding of the role of women organizations in peacebuilding and 
conflict resolution has continued to be a major gap in the available literature particularly in the 
context of developing countries such as Nigeria. It is because of this gap in knowledge that this paper 
seeks to examine the contributions of women organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state.

Conceptual Clarification

In this paper, concepts such as women organizations and conflict resolution will be 
explained to sanitize the reader to their meaning and usage in this work.

Women organizations:  refer to all voluntary organizations led and managed by women 
that promote women’s welfare and gender equality (Kumar, n.d.). Examples of these organizations 
in Benue state include Women in Nigeria (WIN), International Federation of Female Lawyers 
(FIDA), Women’s Right Advancement and Protection Alternative (WRAPA), Catholic Women 
Organisations (CWO), Association of Market Women, Mzough U Kase, among others.

Conflict Resolution: is a range of processes aimed at alleviating or eliminating sources of 
conflict (Pisagih, Degri, Ajemasu & Muhammed, 2015). Miller and King (2003) define conflict 
resolution as “a variety of approaches aimed at terminating conflicts through the constructive 
solving of problems, distinct from management or transformation of conflicts.” In their view, 
Miall, Ramsbotham and Woodhouse (1999), the essence of conflict resolution is to identify the 
root causes of conflict, address and resolve them, and behaviour is no longer violent, nor are 
attitudes hostile any longer, while the structure of the conflict has been changed. Mitchel and 
Banks (1998) refer to conflict resolution as: 

i. An outcome in which the issue in an existing conflict are satisfactorily dealt with 
through a solution that is mutually acceptable to the parties, self-sustaining in the 
long run and productive of a new, positive relationship between parties that were 
previously hostile adversaries; and 

ii.  Any process or procedure by which such an outcome is achieved. 

Whatever the definition offered, the purpose of conflict resolution is to ensure that conflict is 
resolved for peaceful co-existence between individuals, groups, communities, and nations. 

Methodology

The study adopted descriptive research design. Secondary sources of data were obtained 

from the organizational records of women organizations involved in conflict resolution for a 
period of five years (2011-2016). In addition, other secondary sources of data such as newspapers, 
magazines, government records were also used. There are many registered and unregistered 
women organizations in Benue state. As a result of this, the study used purposive sampling 
technique to select only registered women organizations that were involved in conflict resolution 
in Benue state. The rational for studying women organizations involved in conflict resolutions is 
because, these organizations have made significant contributions to peace and conflict resolution, 
but their contributions have not been well documented and acknowledged.

Theoretical Framework

In this paper, liberal feminist theory has been employed to explain the role of women 
organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state. Liberal feminism is premised on the idea that 
gender inequality in society is a product of patriarchal and sexist patterning of division of labor 
(Idyorough, 2005). Based on the assumptions of liberal feminism, gender is socially constructed 
and is manifest in the division of labor where domestic work that is devalued and not remunerated 
is assigned to women while work outside the home is highly remunerated and is assigned to men. 
This whole phenomenon is perpetuated through patriarchal ideology (Idyorough, 2005).

The theory explains the lack of recognition for the role of women organizations in conflict 
resolution to our cultural beliefs and attitudes. The theory argues that the society believes that it is 
the men who are supposed to be involved in outdoor activities such as conflict resolution while 
women are supposed to be involved in menial jobs such as childcare and housekeeping. 
Consequently, even though women organizations have played important roles in conflict 
resolution, their roles have not been recognized simply because they are women organizations. 
Perhaps if these organizations were formed by men, their roles would have been acknowledged. 
This paper therefore states that, for the women organizations to be deeply involved in conflict 
resolution and their contributions to be appreciated, there has to be a change in our cultural beliefs 
and attitudes.

The Role of Women Organizations in Conflict Resolution in Benue State

The contributions of women organizations to conflict resolution cannot be over 
emphasized. According to Scheper (2002), the responses of local women’s groups in dealing with 
conflict, rehabilitation and peace appear to be remarkably similar around the world too. The 
women NGOs are mostly active in trauma counselling, micro-credit, voter education, gender 
awareness, law reform and political advocacy. They draw the attention of authorities to civilian 
security, e.g. through security sector reforms and greater participation of women in police forces, 
judiciary and in peace committees (Scheper, 2002). 
  In West Africa, Alaga (2010) states that women have played significant roles in situations 
relating to peace and war for centuries, primarily as traditional peace-makers, as priestesses who 
confer with gods to determine whether it was right to go to war or not, as praise singers for men 
during battles as a boost to ensure their victory, or as custodians of culture. In each culture there 
are stories of women who have played some leadership roles as peace envoys or harbingers of 
peace in their communities (Alaga, 2010).

Attitudes of Judaism, Christianity, and 
Islam: Toward Nuclear Weapons

Abstract

In reviewing Jewish, Christian, and Islamic perspectives on nuclear weapons we find that there is 
a broad consensus that the use of nuclear weapons would be morally wrong because of the harm 
to large numbers of non-combatants and the environment. However, a small minority believes that 
limited nuclear war might be acceptable as a final measure for national defense, and some in the 
faith community believe that nuclear war would be acceptable as an eschatological event prior to 
the final Day of Judgment and commencement of a messianic age. Among the three faiths there 
has been some acceptance of deployment of nuclear weapons as a measure of deterrence for 
self-defense in order to dissuade other nations from nuclear or conventional attack. However, a 
growing number reject nuclear deterrence because of the immorality of in effect holding civilian 
population hostage. Within the faith community there is widespread support for negotiation of 
arms control agreements and for unilateral actions to reduce nuclear arsenals. 
Keywords: Judaism, Christianity, Islam, nuclear weapons, disarmament

Introduction

Since the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima on Augusts 6, 1945 representatives of 
Judaism, Christianity, and Islam have spoken out on the possession and use of nuclear weapons. 
Among them there is a broad consensus that nuclear weapons should never be used because of 
harm to God’s creation: massive loss of human lives and disastrous destruction of the 
environment. Although some believe that it is acceptable for a nation to possess nuclear weapons 
as a deterrent against nuclear attack or an overwhelming conventional attack from another nation, 
many insist that it is time to go beyond deterrence and seek the global elimination of nuclear 
weapons.  

Jewish Perspective

 In 1962 when the nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union was 
accelerating, Rabbi Maurice Lamm (1962) of the Floral Park Jewish Center in New York made 
distinction between obligatory wars and optional wars. He concluded that as a matter of 
self-defense it was obligatory to oppose the quest of the Soviet Union to gain world domination 
with Communism. That was because Communism violates the basic moral principles of Judaism 
and Israel would cease to exist as a nation if the Soviet Union ruled the world. Therefore, the 
expansionist Soviet Union must be opposed with nuclear weapons even if it resulted in a nuclear 
war that destroyed life on earth. Thus, it would be preferable to be dead than red.
 In a rejoinder Rabbi Immanuel Jakobovits of the Fifth Avenue Synagogue, who later 
became the Chief Rabbi of Great Britain, took up the issue of self-defense. He noted in 1962 that 
the Torah and teaching of rabbis allow slaying an attacker to save one’s own life (Exodus 22.1 
[22.2 in RSVP]; Rashi on BT Sanhedrin 72a). But the defender would not be entitled to forestall 
the attack at the cost of both lives, such as by blowing up the house. He commented, “In view of 
this vital limitation of the law of self-defense, it would appear that a defensive war likely to 
endanger the survival of the attacking and the defending nations alike, if not the entire human race, 
can never be justified” (Sapertstein, pp. 7-8).
 Neither rabbi, of course, wanted the world to face that choice of red or dead. Rabbi Lamm 
favored nuclear deterrence which so far had prevented nuclear war. He wrote, “Constant 
negotiation between the atomic powers must continue in order to probe new possibilities of 
peacefully settling the differences between East and West” (Lamm, 1962, p. 177).  
 Twenty years later when the nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet 
Union intensified again, the Commission on Social Action of Reformed Judaism took up this issue 
in a report Preventing the Nuclear Holocaust: A Jewish Response edited by Rabbi David 
Saperstein (1983). The report reviews the five regulations of war, drawn from the halacha (Jewish 
law): force not an end in itself, opportunity for the opponent to choose peace, concern for lives of 
non-combatants, waged so as not to destroy God’s creation, before ever battle reading the rules and 
regulations of war (Saperstein, 1983, pp. 8-13). As applied to an optional war, the report 
concludes:

Clearly the speed with which nuclear war could happen, the distance over which it is 

fought and the virtual absence of opportunity to use human judgements to regulate the war 
once the missiles are launched mitigate against the ability of any nation to fight a “humane” 
nuclear war. From this brief view of the halachic stipulations on war, it is evident that 
nuclear war would violate almost every rule and regulation and would thereby be 
impermissible. (Saperstein, 1983, p.13)

 The report then cites a number of rabbis to show that the weight of the Jewish tradition is 
clearly arrayed against the use of nuclear weapons (Saperstein, 1983, pp. 19-31). But what about 
the current nuclear build-up and stockpiling? Under what circumstances is possession of nuclear 
weapons per se, permissible or prohibited? In answering the report draws upon the halachic 
concept of geder (fence) that some things are prohibited not because they are evil in and of 
themselves but because they might lead to evil things. Rabbi Saul Berman applied this reasoning 
to stockpiling nuclear weapons which “will likely lead to consequences which will violate Jewish 
law” (Saperstein, p. 36). As Rabbi Jakobovits wrote in his 1962 article, “Once the recourse to 
atomic warfare, even in self defense (retaliation), is eliminated, the threat of resorting to it when 
attacked (deterrent) would naturally have to be abandoned. A threat is effective, and can be 
justified, only as the possibility to carry it out exists” (Saperstein, p. 36). 

This being the case, Preventing the Nuclear Holocaust devotes considerable attention to 
ways of ending the nuclear arms race, such as freeze on production and deployment of nuclear 
weapons and other methods of nuclear arms control and reduction.
 This issue was taken up again in 1991 in a book entitled Confronting Omnicide: Jewish 
Reflections on Weapons of Mass Destruction, edited by Daniel Landes (1991). Fifteen essays offer 
diverse points of view but have a common concern that God’s creation would be at risk in nuclear 
war. Pinchas Peli from Ben Gurion University, Be’er Sheva, Israel writes:

As to the universal threat of destruction of the world through the weapons of mass 
destruction, the view of Torah is crystal clear: The world created by God was meant for 
life; it was given over to Man to rule, to preserve and cultivate, and not to destroy and 
mutilate. (Landes, 1991, pp. 72-73)

Translating this into practice, he continues:

One is not allowed to willingly destroy any created being. This prohibition is known in the 
Halakhah as bal tash’hit – Do not destroy. The rabbis, of course, derive this prohibition 
from Scripture: “When thou shalt besiege a city a long time, in making war against it to 
take it, thou shalt not destroy the trees thereof by wielding an axe against them: for thou 
mayest eat of them, and thou shalt not cut them down.” (Deuteronomy 20:10)

 In another essay Professor David Novak picks up this theme and cites rabbinic tradition 
over the centuries in support of the prohibition of wanton destruction. He concludes: “The evil of 
nuclear war, which cannot be justified by any of the usual criteria of temporary destruction for the 
sake of ultimate victory, is to be emphasized continually.” He adds, “It seems that bilateral, not 
unilateral disarmament is what is required” (Landes, 1991, p. 115). 
 In an essay on “Nuclear Deterrence and Nuclear War” Professor Walter S. Wurzburger 

believes that “the actual use of nuclear weapons must be ruled out, for it is inconceivable to 
sanction the very extinction of the human race.” But one-sided renunciation of their use “would 
rule out any possibility of defense or deterrence against adversaries who threaten nuclear 
aggression.” Therefore, “we have no choice but to continue to rely on the threat of nuclear 
retaliation to deter nuclear aggression.” But that choice is fraught with moral problems and must 
be considered a lesser evil. It would be better to gain universal acceptance of a “no first use 
pledge” (Landes, 1991, pp. 224-233). 
 Although the much of the background for discussion about nuclear weapons is the nuclear 
arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union with their enormous arsenals, Israel’s 
possession of nuclear weapons also enters into the picture. In his book Israel and the Bomb, Avner 
Cohen describes Israel’s approach as nuclear opacity – “a situation in which a state’s nuclear 
capability has not been acknowledged, but is recognized in a way that influences other nation’s 
perceptions and actions” (Cohen, 1998, p. 2). In his second book The Worst-Kept Secret, he uses 
the Hebrew term amimut with connotation of both opacity and ambiguity to describe this approach 
(Cohen 2010, xxxii). Although the Israeli government has never officially admitted that it has 
nuclear weapons, enough information has become available to estimate that Israel possesses 
approximately 80 nuclear weapons (Federation of American Scientists, 2017).  
 Because of amimut the Israeli government has never publicly articulated its rationale for 
acquiring nuclear weapons. In fact, there is a prohibition against public discussion of nuclear 
issues, a ban “rigidly enforce by Israeli military censorship (the Censora), which bans any 
reference to Israeli’s nuclear weapons in the Israeli media” (Cohen, 2010, p. xxix). However, one 
can project that the policy emphasizes deterrence as a matter of self-defense to prevent an 
existential threat to Israel. Some Jewish writers consider this legitimate in the present political 
situation. Others raise a note of caution that actual use would be disastrous. 

Christian Perspective

Protestant

After the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima, Japan, on August 6, 1945, the Federal 
Council of the Churches of Christ in America asked a commission of theologians to formulate a 
response. In February 1946 the commission issued a report entitled Atomic Warfare and Christian 
Faith that began with an act of contrition:

As American Christians, we are deeply penitent for the irresponsible use already made of 
the atomic bomb. We have agreed that, whatever be one’s judgment of the ethics of war in 
principle, the surprise bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki are morally indefensible. 
They repeated in a ghastly form the indiscriminate slaughter of non-combatants that has 
become familiar during World War II. They were released without specific warning, under 
conditions which virtually assured the deaths of 100,000 civilians. (Lunger, 1988, p. 303)

The theologians urged that all manufacture of atomic bombs be stopped, pending the development 
of international controls and called upon the United States “to affirm publicly, with suitable 

guarantees, that it will under no circumstances be the first to use atomic weapons in any possible 
future war” (Lunger, 1988, p. 305). 

Four years later another commission of theologians appointed by the Federal Council of 
Churches in report on The Christian Conscience and Weapons of Mass Destruction came to the 
opposite conclusion. They noted: “Today, two great dangers threaten mankind, the danger that 
totalitarian tyranny may be extended over the world and the danger of global war” (Lunger, 1988, 
p. 317). The tyranny they feared was Soviet Communism which by 1950 had taken control of 
Eastern Europe and was moving aggressively in other parts of the world. What became known as 
the Cold War was underway. The report therefore insisted:

For as long as the existing situation holds, for the United States to abandon its atomic 
weapons or to give the impression that they would not be used, would leave the 
non-communist world with totally inadequate defense. For Christians to advocate such a 
policy would be to share responsibility for the worldwide tyranny that might result. 
(Lunger, 1988, p. 321)

The Commission found it difficult to draw an absolute line between types of weapons. “If, as we 
have felt bound to acknowledge, certain key industrial targets are inescapably involved in modern 
war, we find no moral distinction between destroying them with tons of T.N.T. or by fire as 
compared with an atomic bomb…Christian conscience guides us to restraint from destruction not 
essential to our total objective” (Landes, 1988, pp. 320-321). 
 In 1950 the Federal Council of Churches was reorganized as the National Council of the 
Churches of Christ in the USA (NCC). In years that followed the NCC put aside conditional 
acceptance of nuclear weapons in some circumstances and became a staunch advocate of their 
elimination. This history is narrated in a resolution, “Nuclear Disarmament: The Time is Now”, 
adopted by NCC General Assembly in 2009, that stated:

Jesus Christ, the Good Shepherd, declared that He had come to bring ‘abundant life" to 
humanity. Nuclear weapons, which have the capacity to destroy entire cities and nations, 
and, indeed, all life on earth, represent the diametric opposite to this. In fact, the only thing 
that they are capable of producing is "abundant death.’ The time has arrived to eliminate all 
of them, before they eliminate all of us. Be it therefore resolved that the National Council 
of the Churches of Christ in the U.S.A. hereby recommits itself to the total worldwide 
eradication of nuclear weapons. (National Council of Churches, 2009)

Over the years the National Association of Evangelicals (NAE) in the U.S. has also 
expressed its concern about nuclear weapons. Recognizing that within the membership are those 
who are committed to peace through strength and those who renounce the use of force as a matter 
of conscience, NAE has nevertheless favored arms control agreements to scale back the nuclear 
arms race. In “Nuclear Weapons 2011,” NAE laid out a course that included re-examining the 
moral and ethical basis for the doctrine of nuclear deterrence, maintaining the taboo against 
nuclear use, achieving verified mutual reductions in current nuclear stockpiles, and continuing 
dialogue on the effects of possession and threatened use of nuclear weapons (National Association 
of Evangelicals, 2011).

Elsewhere in NATO countries the Conference of European Churches and its Church and 
Society Commission have been active on nuclear disarmament issues, favoring a world free of 
nuclear weapons and specifically advocating the removal of tactical nuclear weapons from Europe 
(Conference of European Churches. 2013). 

In the United Kingdom many denominations support nuclear disarmament, expressed 
specifically in opposition to building a new trident submarine. Although the Church of England 
has tended to defer to the government on continuation of minimal nuclear deterrence, Dr. Rowan 
Williams, 104th Archbishop of Canterbury, speaking in Nagasaki, Japan in September 2009, said 
of nuclear weapons: 

They are necessarily indiscriminate; that is, they will always kill the innocent. They 
destroy the living environment; they have long-term effects on every aspect of the material 
and organic world…To work for a world free from nuclear arms is to work for the sake of 
that moral and human dignity.�(Williams, 2009)

In 1976 the Canadian Council of Churches established Project Plowshares as its vehicle to 
build peace and prevent war, and promote the peaceful resolution of political conflict. Developing 
support for the elimination of nuclear weapons has been a major focus (Project Plourshares, 2017). 

On the world stage the Ninth Assembly of World Council of Churches (WCC) in 2006 
recalled its long-standing opposition to nuclear weapons. 

From its birth as a fellowship of Christian churches the WCC has condemned nuclear 
weapons for their "widespread and indiscriminate destruction" and as "sin against God" in 
modern warfare (First WCC Assembly, 1948), recognized early that the only sure defense 
against nuclear weapons is prohibition, elimination and verification (Second Assembly) 
and, inter alia, called citizens to “press their governments to ensure national security 
without resorting to the use of weapons of mass destruction" (Fifth Assembly, 1975).

 The Second Assembly in 1954 called for “The prohibition of all weapons of mass 
destruction; including atomic and hydrogen bombs, with provision for international inspection and 
control, such as would safeguard the security of all nations, together with the drastic reduction of 
other armaments” (Visser 't Hooft, 1955, p. 146). The Ninth Assembly in 2006 adopted a “Minute 
on Elimination of Nuclear Arms”, noting that “Existing WCC policy urges all states to meet their 
treaty obligations to reduce and then destroy nuclear arsenals with adequate verification” and that 
“Churches must prevail upon governments until they recognize the incontrovertible immorality of 
nuclear weapons” (World Council of Churches, 2006). The Tenth Assembly in November 2013 
recommended that governments “Negotiate and establish a ban on the production, deployment, 
transfer and use of nuclear weapons in accordance with international humanitarian law” (World 
Council of Churches, 2013).

Among Protestant denominations, the United Methodist Council of Bishops in 1986 took 
up the nuclear weapons in a foundation document, In Defense of Creation: The Nuclear Crisis and 
a Just Peace (United Methodist Council of Bishops, 1986). They chose the title because God’s 
creation “is under attack…[from] the darkening shadows of threatening nuclear winter… [It is] “a 

crisis that threatens to assault not only the whole human family but planet earth itself” (United 
Methodist Council of Bishops, 1986, p. 92). Given this situation, the bishops in a pastoral letter 
stated:

Therefore, we say a clear and unconditional No to nuclear war and any use of nuclear 
weapons. We conclude that nuclear deterrence is a position that cannot receive the 
church’s blessing (United Methodist Council of Bishops, p.92). 

For moving toward a nuclear-free world they recommended four measures: (1) comprehensive test 
ban to inaugurate a nuclear freeze; (2) consolidated of existing treaties and phased reductions; (3) 
bans on space weapons; and (4) no-first-use agreement (United Methodist Council of Bishop, 
1986, pp. 74-78).

  The 1988 United Methodist General Conference, the official governing body, endorsed In 
Defense of Creation (United Methodist Church, 1988) and in following quadrennial meetings 
supported concrete steps toward a world free of nuclear weapons. A 2004 resolution described the 
doctrine of nuclear deterrence as “morally corrupt and spiritually bankrupt” because “nuclear 
weapons hold innocent people hostage for political and military purposes” (United Methodist 
Church, 2004, p. 889).
 In the last thirty years all of the “mainline” Protestant churches and the historic peace 
churches in the United States have taken strong stands against the use of nuclear weapons and have 
supported policies leading to the elimination. 

Orthodox

 Orthodox Churches from many nations are members of the World Council of Churches and 
in that sense support WCC policies on nuclear weapons. They also speak for themselves in their 
own countries. In the United States branches of the Orthodox Church – Russian, Greek, and others 
- have joined interfaith initiatives for the elimination of nuclear weapons. In Russia, Patriarch 
Kirill, head of the Russian Orthodox Church, speaking in 2007 in Sarov, the center of Russia’s 
nuclear weapons industry, indicated that Russia required nuclear arms to enable it to remain a 
sovereign state during the Cold War. That is because of the deterrent value of nuclear weapons. 
Nevertheless, he said, the Church favors a world without nuclear weapons (Kirill, 2007). 

Roman Catholic  

 In the Roman Catholic Church, popes have spoken against the use of nuclear weapons 
since the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima. Pope Pius XII (pope from 1939 to 1958) in his 
1954 Easter message demanded “the effective proscription and banishment of atomic…warfare,” 
calling the arms race a “costly relationship of mutual terror” (Pius XII, 1954). 

 Pope John XXXIII (1958-1963) in his1963 papal encyclical Pacem in Terris called for the 
cessation of the arms race, noting:

The stock-piles of armaments which have been built up in various countries must be 
reduced all round and simultaneously by the parties concerned. Nuclear weapons must be 
banned. A general agreement must be reached on a suitable disarmament program, with an 
effective system of mutual control. (John XXIII, 1963)

 Gaudium et Spes (“Joy and Hope”), a pastoral constitution coming out of the Second 
Vatican Council and promulgated by Pope Paul VI (1963-78) in 1965, stated:

Any act of war aimed indiscriminately at the destruction of entire cities of extensive areas 
along with their population is a crime against God and man himself. It merits unequivocal 
and unhesitating condemnation. (Paul VI, 1965)

However, the document noted that some “scientific weapons” are amassed for retaliation and 
therefore serve as a “deterrent to possible enemy attack.” But this “is not a safe way to preserve 
a steady peace, nor is the so-called balance resulting from this race a sure and authentic peace.” 
A better way is to “labor to put an end at last to the arms race, and to make a true beginning of 
disarmament, not unilaterally indeed, but proceeding at an equal pace according to agreement, 
and backed up by true and workable safeguards” (Paul VI, 1965). 

 When Pope John Paul II (1978-2005) spoke in the Hiroshima Peace Memorial Hall in 
February 1981 he called on heads of state and of government and those who hold political and 
economic power to pledge ourselves “that war will never be tolerated or sought as a means of 
resolving differences; let us promise our fellow human beings that we will work untiringly for 
disarmament and the banishing of all nuclear weapons” (John Paul II, 1981).

 Speaking to the United Nations General Assembly in June 1982, Pope John Paul II stated:

The teaching of the Catholic Church in this area has been clear and consistent. It has 
deplored the arms race, called nonetheless for mutual progressive and verifiable reduction 
of armaments as well as greater safeguards against possible misuse of these weapons. It has 
done so while urging that the independence, freedom and legitimate security of each and 
every nation be respected. In current conditions "deterrence" based on balance, certainly 
not as an end in itself but as step on the way toward a progressive disarmament, may still 
be judged morally acceptable. Nonetheless in order to ensure peace, it is indispensable not 
to be satisfied with this minimum which is always susceptible to the real danger of 
explosion. (John Paul II, 1982)

Pope Benedict XVI (2005-2013) in a message on World Day of Peace 2006 indicated:

In a nuclear war there would be no victors, only victims. The truth of peace requires that 
all - whether those governments which openly or secretly possess nuclear arms, or those 
planning to acquire them �- agree to change their course by clear and firm decisions, and 
strive for a progressive and concerted nuclear disarmament. (Benedict XVI, 2006) 

At the 2010 Review Conference of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty Msgr Celestino Migliore 
delivered a message from Benedict XVI encouraging “initiatives that seek progressive 
disarmament and the creation of zones free of nuclear weapons, with a view to their complete 
elimination from the planet" (Migliore, 2010).
 With this decades-long support for nuclear disarmament the Holy See has become 
impatient with the lack of progress toward this objective. This was shown in an address by 
Archbishop Francis Chullikat, the permanent observer of the Holy See to the United Nations, in 
Kansas City, Missouri in 2011. He said:

The Holy See has never countenanced nuclear deterrence as a permanent measure, nor does 
it today when it is evident that nuclear deterrence drives the development of ever newer 
nuclear arms, thus preventing genuine nuclear disarmament…. Nuclear deterrence 
prevents genuine nuclear disarmament. It maintains an unacceptable hegemony over 
non-nuclear development for the poorest half of the world's population. It is a fundamental 
obstacle to achieving a new age of global security. (Chullikat, 2011)

He noted that the Catholic Church had embraced a 1996 decision of the International Court of 
Justice calling for “negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and 
effective international control." He reiterated the Holy See’s support “for transparent, verifiable, 
global and irreversible nuclear disarmament and for addressing seriously the issues of nuclear 
strategic arms, the tactical ones and their means of delivery (Chullikat, 2011). 

 Pope Francis in 2015 address to the United Nations General Assembly stated: 

There is urgent need to work for a world free of nuclear weapons, in full application of the 
non-proliferation Treaty, in letter and spirit, with the goal of a complete prohibition of 
these weapons. (Francis, 2015)

 In the United States in the early 1980s, the National Conference of Catholic Bishops 
undertook an in-depth study of war and peace with special attention to nuclear weapons. Working 
from the moral principles of the just-war tradition, they indicated: 

• Every nation has a right and duty to defend itself against unjust aggression.
• Offensive war of any kind is morally unjustifiable.
• The intentional killing of innocent civilians or non-combatants is always wrong.
• Even defensive response to unjust attack can cause destruction which violates the 

principle of proportionality, going far beyond the limits of legitimate defense. 
(National Conference of Catholic Bishops, 1983, p. iii) 

Applying these principles to nuclear weapons, the U.S. Catholic bishops spoke against initiation 
of nuclear war and against any use of nuclear weapons to destroy population centers or other 
predominantly civilian targets even in retaliatory action. They opposed initiation of nuclear war 
and expressed skepticism of even a limited nuclear war. Following the leadership of Pope John 
Paul II, they accepted “a strictly conditional moral acceptance of deterrence” but not adequate as 
a long-term basis for peace (National Conference of Catholic Bishops, 1983, pp v-vi).

 Over the years the U.S. Catholic bishops have retained their strong interest in nuclear 
disarmament. In 2010, Cardinal Francis George, then President of the U.S. Conference of Catholic 
Bishops, wrote: 

The horribly destructive capacity of nuclear arms makes them disproportionate and 
indiscriminate weapons that endanger human life and dignity like no other armaments. 
Their use as a weapon of war is rejected in Church teaching based on just war norms. 
Although we cannot anticipate every step on the path humanity must walk, we can point 
with moral clarity to a destination that moves beyond deterrence to a world free of the 
nuclear threat. (George, 2010)

For this to happen “the Church urges that nuclear deterrence be replaced with concrete measures 
of disarmament based on dialogue and multilateral negotiations” (George, 2010). 

Islamic Perspective

“A Common Word,” a report addressed by Muslim scholars to Christian leaders, notes that 
Christians and Muslims together make up more than 55 percent of the world’s population. They 
then observe:

If Muslims and Christians are not at peace, the world cannot be at peace. With the terrible 
weaponry of the modern world; with Muslims and Christians intertwined everywhere as 
never before, no side can unilaterally win a conflict between more than half of the world’s 
inhabitants. Thus, our common future is at stake. The very survival of the world itself is at 
stake. (A Common Word, 2007, pp. 72-73) 

 Jamal Badawi and Muzammil H. Siddiqi in an essay published by the Muslim-Christian 
Initiative on the Nuclear Weapons Danger offered six powerful reasons for Muslims to oppose the 
production, deployment, and use of nuclear weapons.

(1) They represent a serious threat to peace, while peace is a central theme of                       
 Islam.
(2)  They are brutal and merciless, and thus violate the Qur’anic description of the Prophet 

Muhammad (peace be upon him) as “mercy to all the worlds.”
(3)  They are contrary to Islam’s promotion of human fellowship.
(4)  Nuclear weapons do not fall with the scope of legitimate self-defense… Not only do they 

not discriminate between combatants and noncombatants, but the great majority of victims 
are likely to be noncombatants… Repelling aggression is permissible in Islam, but only 
with the minimum cost of life and property. Nuclear weapons cause destruction of the 
environment that lasts for hundreds, if not thousands, of years.

(5)  Nuclear weapons research and production waste a huge amount of resources.
(6)  While the argument for nuclear deterrence is not un-Islamic in principle, and while such 

deterrence apparently did work during the Cold War, there is no guarantee that it will work 

in the future. Nor is there any guarantee that nuclear weapons will not fall into the hands of 
non-state actors. (Badawi and Siggiqi, 2005, pp. 26-27)

 The authors continue:

Considering all of these points, we must conclude that it is harâm (forbidden) to 
deploy nuclear weapons. The sharî’ah of Allah could never approve such weapons. 
According to the principles of Islamic law, there should instead be a universal ban 
on their development and possession. No criteria exist that allow some states to 
maintain nuclear weapons while others are denied of them. (Badawi and Siggiqi, 
2005, p. 27)

 
 In applying such beliefs, Iran Supreme Leader, Ali Khamenei, on a number of occasions 
has said that possession and use of nuclear weapons are contrary to Islamic law. In 2005, Iran 
communicated to the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) that Ayatollah Khamenei had 
issued a fatwa [religious edict] that “the production, stockpiling and use of nuclear weapons are 
forbidden under Islamic law and that the Islamic Republic of Iran shall never acquire these 
weapons” (International Atomic Energy Agency (2005, p. 121).  In a letter to the 2010 Review 
Conference of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, Khamenei wrote: "We consider the use of 
such weapons as haram (religiously forbidden) and believe that it is everyone's duty to make 
efforts to secure humanity against this great disaster."  In an address on August 30, 2012 at the 16th 
Non-Aligned Summit in Tehran, he stated:

The Islamic Republic of Iran considers the use of nuclear, chemical and similar weapons 
as a great and unforgivable sin. We proposed the idea of ‘Middle East free of nuclear 
weapons’ and we are committed to it. This does not mean forgoing our right to peaceful use 
of nuclear power and production of nuclear fuel. On the basis of international laws, 
peaceful use of nuclear energy is a right of every country…. Our motto is: “Nuclear energy 
for all and nuclear weapons for none.” (Khamenei, 2012)

 Some analysts observe that Ayatollah Khamenei sometimes speaks of production, 
stockpiling, and use of nuclear weapons and sometimes only use. They speculate that this implies 
that Iran might want to produce nuclear weapons as a deterrent, but there have been no public 
statements using deterrence language. Such clarification might occur during ongoing negotiations 
about Iran’s nuclear capability.

Summary

 In reviewing Jewish, Christian, and Islamic perspectives on nuclear weapons, we find 
many common features.  
 There is a broad consensus that use of nuclear weapons would be morally wrong because 
of the harm to large numbers of non-combatants and the environment. Widespread use would be 
disastrous for humankind and the planet Earth. A small minority believes that limited nuclear war 
might be acceptable as a final measure for national defense, but most maintain that nuclear weap-

ons are so powerful and indiscriminate that even limited use would be wrong. Although not part of 
our previous discussion, there are also some in the faith community who believe that nuclear war 
would be acceptable as an eschatological event prior to the final day of judgment and commence-
ment of a messianic era.
 Among the three faiths there has been some acceptance of development, production, and 
deployment of nuclear weapons as a measure of deterrence for self-defense in order to dissuade 
other nations from nuclear or conventional attack. However, a growing number reject nuclear 
deterrence because of the immorality of in effect holding civilian population hostage. Some deter-
rence adherents believe if deterrence fails and a nation is attacked, nuclear weapons should not be 
used in retaliation. 
 There is widespread support for negotiation of arms control agreements and for unilateral 
actions to reduce nuclear arsenals.  
 Although not discussed in previous sections, many voices in the faith community observe 
that the nuclear arms race is a waste of resources and that funds could be better spent for measures 
that improve human and community welfare.
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Abstract

This paper examined the strategic role women and women organizations play in the resolution of 
conflicts in Benue state especially in the last five years (2011-2016), with the persistence of the 
pastoralist / farmers clashes. Benue state has the unfortunate lot of attacks and women have been 
at the receiving end as majority of them are engaged in agricultural production that sustains the 
economy and the population. Government has responded in addressing these conflicts, but we 
must reckon with the great role women under several organizations have sought to interface 
government in preventing these conflicts and also offering relief materials to the displaced 
populations. The paper surveyed some of these women organizations and the strategies they have 
adopted in reducing the conflicts. Using liberal feminist theory as a framework of analysis, the 
paper showed how socio-cultural factors are constraining the women organization’s effort at 
resolving conflicts. The study demonstrated how the non-confrontational approach adopted by 
women has continued to douse out the conflicts and helped to ameliorate the conditions of women, 
children and men affected by the conflicts. It is hoped that stronger collaboration of these women 
groups and government through legislative provisions will seriously address these conflicts and 
their negative consequences on the people.

Keywords: women, women organizations, conflict resolution

Introduction

Violent conflicts ranging from communal, ethnic, religious, and political have become a 
recurrent decimal in Nigeria. The situation has become extremely worrisome since the return to 
democratic rule in 1999 (Imobighe, 2003). In Benue state, the story is not different! Communal, 
inter-ethnic, political, and more recently, herdsmen and farmers conflict have led to loss of lives 
and property, increased poverty, and massive displacement of people. Generally, conflict affects 
all members of the society but in most cases, it is women that suffer the most. During periods of 
conflicts, women suffer from sexual abuse, psychological pains and carry the burden of caring for 
children and the aged. In a study conducted in 200l by USAID cited in Scheper (2002) which 
analyzed the impact of deadly intrastate conflict on women and women organizations from 
Rwanda, Cambodia, Guatemala, El Salvador, Georgia, and Bosnia and Herzegovina showed that 
there are five major impacts of intrastate conflict on women and gender relations:

a.    Violence against civilians, of which 95% is female
b.    Internal displacement, of which 90% is women and children
c.    Redefinition of female identities in the society, both as victims and as perpetrators
d.    Increased poverty and starvation, as a result of targeted destruction of civilian   

 property and
e.    Communal violence leading to lasting bitterness, anger and hatred. 

The research concluded by observing that in all six countries, the most traumatizing factor 
for women in conflict is the lack of physical security, both during the conflict and the post conflict 
demobilization of the militia. It keeps women confined in their homes, not being able to move 
around freely. Rape was used as a regular tool of warfare and torture in all six case countries 
(Scheper, 2002). Moreover, many women saw themselves forced to engage in prostitution in the 
post conflict era, as the only available means of income. Family structures were damaged through 
death and trauma, resulting in women becoming heads of households and an increased incidence 
of domestic violence.
  Despite the fact that women suffer the most during the period of conflicts, formal conflict 
resolution mechanisms exclude women in the decision-making process. Falch (2010) underscored 
the above view by stating that women are often excluded from formal peace negotiations and are 
marginally involved in political decision-making process. However, since the passing of the 
United Nations Resolution 1325 in 2000 which advocates for the equal representation of women 
in key decision bodies, greater political space was opened for women groups to play significant 
roles in conflict resolution globally (Falch, 2010). While extolling the role of women organizations 
in the formal mechanism of conflict resolution, Falch (2010) acknowledged that, even though the 
role of women has not been appreciated, women have continued to play significant roles in 
community peacebuilding and have made valuable contributions to peace during and after conflict.

In Nigeria and Benue state in particular, since the return to democratic rule in 1999, there 
has been a proliferation in the number of women organizations that have been playing significant 
roles in conflict resolutions. For instance, women groups such as Women in Nigeria (WIN), 
Country Women Association of Nigeria (COWAN), Women, Law and Development Centre 
(WLDC), Community Women and Development (COWAD), International Federation of Female 

In Nigeria, there are well documented accounts of the exploits of Nigerian women and 
women organizations in conflict resolution. According to Idris and Habu (2012), women 
organizations in Nigeria have played significant roles in conflict resolution. For instance, Pisagih, 
Degri, Ajemasu and Muhammad (2015) observed that the role of women organizations in conflict 
resolution in Nigeria can be traced as far back as to the Aba women riot of 1929, the Egba women 
movement of the early 1920s to the 1950s, the Ogharefe women uprising of 1984. These are 
circumstances where women organizations in Nigeria organised and exercised their collective 
power to resolve conflict and build peace.

In Benue state, women organizations have also played significant roles in conflict 
resolution. Their role has been demonstrated particularly in the conflict between herdsmen and 
farmers in Benue state between 2011 to 2016 which led to loss of lives and property and left a lot 
of people in refugee camps, towns and  other settlements including Agaigbe, Naka, Atukpu, 
Tse-Iorbogo and other missionary centers outside the conflict areas, including Mission Station 
Ajigba of the NKST Church and other Christian centers like the Catholic Church premises in 
Agaigbe and the voluntary organization in the Local Government Areas (Women Environmental 
Programme, 2012). In a similar view, the herdsmen have dared not to go near the boundaries of 
Gwer-west Local Government Area. They were also displaced from where they had found pasture. 

During this conflict, Women Environmental Programme (2012) organized a multi-stake 
holder meeting that brought together the Benue state government, Miyetti-Allah Cattle Breeders 
Association, traditional rulers in Benue state, Christian Association of Nigeria (CAN) - Benue 
state chapter, Ja’amatu Nasiru Islam (JNI), Benue state and Civil Society Organizations. The 
forum provided a platform for farmers and herdsmen to come together to discuss how to resolve 
their differences and to educate both parties on other topical issues in the society like population 
increase and desertification which has increased the migration of herdsmen into the Benue 
trough/valley thereby exacerbating the conflict between the two groups.  

In a similar vein, women organizations such as Catholic Women Organisations (CWO) in 
Benue state have at different times reached out to different groups for deliberation, negotiation, 
compromises, and agreements on conflict resolution (Ikelegbe, 2003). Apart from helping to 
resolve conflict in Benue state, the organization has been able to provide a neutral ground where 
parties involved in conflict can come together to build bridges of trust, understanding and 
confidence (Ikelegbe,2003). They have also participated in providing relief materials to victims of 
conflict. For instance, during the herdsmen and farmer’s conflict in the state from 2011 to 2015 for 
which many citizens of the state particularly women were living in refugee camps across the state, 
the CWO donated relief materials such as food items, clothing, and free medical treatment to the 
victims of the conflict.

Other women organizations such as market women association have at different times in 
the course of the farmers-herdsmen conflict in Benue state used different strategies such as street 
protest and closing of shops in the market places to draw the attention of local, state and Federal 
government for peace to return to the state.

Challenges faced by Women Organizations in Conflict Resolution in Benue State

There are different factors limiting the role of women organizations in conflict resolution. 

One of the major problems facing women organization in Benue state is lack of funds to 
implement conflict resolution programs (Ahule & Ugba, 2014; Abari, 2014; Akuadna, 2014). 
Most of these organizations do not have adequate funds to organize workshops and seminars to 
educate members of the public on the need to live in peace. Besides, creating a platform where 
stakeholders involved in conflict can come to the negotiation table also requires funds which most 
women organizations in Benue do not have. This greatly limits the potentials of women 
organizations in conflict resolution. 

Secondly, in Benue state and Nigeria in general, people still believe and look up to 
government for the resolution of public problems and conflict. As a matter of fact, Ikelegbe (2003) 
observed that groups and communities in Benue state have more confidence in the ability of the 
state to resolve conflict. The implication here is that, even when women organizations have made 
concerted efforts to reach out to groups involved in conflict, people still believe that they do not 
possess the requisite influence, resources, integrity, and credibility to intervene and resolve 
conflict (Ikelegbe, 2003).

Thirdly, both the local, state and federal government in Nigeria have given women 
organizations and groups outside the realm of the state a marginal role in conflict resolution. There 
is poor partnership between government and other institutions outside the scope of the state in 
conflict resolution. In some cases, the state view other organizations and women groups with 
suspicion. Infact, Odeh (2012) observed that state officials view other groups outside the purview 
of the state as competitors of power and influence in the public sphere rather than partners in peace 
process. This also serves as a major setback for women organizations working in the area of 
conflict resolution.

Fourthly, most women organizations that are involved in conflict resolution lack 
experience, exposure and skills in negotiation, advocacy, and lobbying techniques (Agbalajobi, 
2002). Women have always been kept secluded from the political arena and sphere of 
decision-making; therefore, in many situations they are unable to participate. 

Lastly, women organizations in Benue state are also faced with the challenge of 
marginalization and stigmatization by powerful government and other non-governmental 
organizations (Munuve, nd). Besides, they also suffer from physical harassment from local men 
and security forces which is especially likely to happen in post conflict situations where gender 
tensions are usually high.

Conclusion and Recommendations

Based on the foregoing, the following recommendations have been made to improve the 
involvement of women organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state.

First, there must be change of attitudes among the people regarding the role of women and 
women organizations in Benue state and Nigeria in general. Women groups should be given 
greater role in all segments of the society. This can be achieved by sensitizing members of the 
public through printed and electronic media on the need to give women more political space to 
participate in decision making process.

Secondly, government at all levels in Nigeria need to partner with women organizations 

and other groups to resolve conflict. The state alone cannot resolve conflict in Nigeria. It is the 
submission of this paper that one-sector-approach would be inadequate to resolve conflicts in 
Nigeria. Therefore, the government needs to engage a broad-based coalition of actors, and women 
organizations need a seat on the table if any meaningful progress is to be made. This is because, 
according to the Dutch Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment, Conflict Resolution Unit 
states that partnering with women groups in conflict resolution fosters a wider popular mandate for 
peace, making it more sustainable.

Thirdly, women organizations in Benue state working in the area of conflict resolution 
needs to be strengthened in terms of training, skills and methods of operation and functioning 
(James, 2003). Most of these organizations are not well trained and properly equipped to resolve 
conflict. 

Lastly, women organizations in Benue state need to develop alternative ways of raising 
funds to implement their programs. Most of these organizations depend heavily on foreign 
donations and this is not adequate.
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Lawyers (FIDA), Women’s Right Advancement and Protection Alternative (WRAPA), and 
Catholic Women Organisations (CWO) have all played key roles in conflict resolution in Nigeria. 
Despite the significant role women organizations have played in conflict resolution in Benue state, 
their contributions have been neglected. There are two reasons for this. First, due to cultural and 
religious reasons, women are treated as second class citizens and therefore not given a seat at the 
table of conflict resolution process. Second, most people in Nigeria tend to believe that the issue of 
conflict resolution belongs to the realm of government and the business sector only. As a result of 
this, a comprehensive understanding of the role of women organizations in peacebuilding and 
conflict resolution has continued to be a major gap in the available literature particularly in the 
context of developing countries such as Nigeria. It is because of this gap in knowledge that this paper 
seeks to examine the contributions of women organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state.

Conceptual Clarification

In this paper, concepts such as women organizations and conflict resolution will be 
explained to sanitize the reader to their meaning and usage in this work.

Women organizations:  refer to all voluntary organizations led and managed by women 
that promote women’s welfare and gender equality (Kumar, n.d.). Examples of these organizations 
in Benue state include Women in Nigeria (WIN), International Federation of Female Lawyers 
(FIDA), Women’s Right Advancement and Protection Alternative (WRAPA), Catholic Women 
Organisations (CWO), Association of Market Women, Mzough U Kase, among others.

Conflict Resolution: is a range of processes aimed at alleviating or eliminating sources of 
conflict (Pisagih, Degri, Ajemasu & Muhammed, 2015). Miller and King (2003) define conflict 
resolution as “a variety of approaches aimed at terminating conflicts through the constructive 
solving of problems, distinct from management or transformation of conflicts.” In their view, 
Miall, Ramsbotham and Woodhouse (1999), the essence of conflict resolution is to identify the 
root causes of conflict, address and resolve them, and behaviour is no longer violent, nor are 
attitudes hostile any longer, while the structure of the conflict has been changed. Mitchel and 
Banks (1998) refer to conflict resolution as: 

i. An outcome in which the issue in an existing conflict are satisfactorily dealt with 
through a solution that is mutually acceptable to the parties, self-sustaining in the 
long run and productive of a new, positive relationship between parties that were 
previously hostile adversaries; and 

ii.  Any process or procedure by which such an outcome is achieved. 

Whatever the definition offered, the purpose of conflict resolution is to ensure that conflict is 
resolved for peaceful co-existence between individuals, groups, communities, and nations. 

Methodology

The study adopted descriptive research design. Secondary sources of data were obtained 

from the organizational records of women organizations involved in conflict resolution for a 
period of five years (2011-2016). In addition, other secondary sources of data such as newspapers, 
magazines, government records were also used. There are many registered and unregistered 
women organizations in Benue state. As a result of this, the study used purposive sampling 
technique to select only registered women organizations that were involved in conflict resolution 
in Benue state. The rational for studying women organizations involved in conflict resolutions is 
because, these organizations have made significant contributions to peace and conflict resolution, 
but their contributions have not been well documented and acknowledged.

Theoretical Framework

In this paper, liberal feminist theory has been employed to explain the role of women 
organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state. Liberal feminism is premised on the idea that 
gender inequality in society is a product of patriarchal and sexist patterning of division of labor 
(Idyorough, 2005). Based on the assumptions of liberal feminism, gender is socially constructed 
and is manifest in the division of labor where domestic work that is devalued and not remunerated 
is assigned to women while work outside the home is highly remunerated and is assigned to men. 
This whole phenomenon is perpetuated through patriarchal ideology (Idyorough, 2005).

The theory explains the lack of recognition for the role of women organizations in conflict 
resolution to our cultural beliefs and attitudes. The theory argues that the society believes that it is 
the men who are supposed to be involved in outdoor activities such as conflict resolution while 
women are supposed to be involved in menial jobs such as childcare and housekeeping. 
Consequently, even though women organizations have played important roles in conflict 
resolution, their roles have not been recognized simply because they are women organizations. 
Perhaps if these organizations were formed by men, their roles would have been acknowledged. 
This paper therefore states that, for the women organizations to be deeply involved in conflict 
resolution and their contributions to be appreciated, there has to be a change in our cultural beliefs 
and attitudes.

The Role of Women Organizations in Conflict Resolution in Benue State

The contributions of women organizations to conflict resolution cannot be over 
emphasized. According to Scheper (2002), the responses of local women’s groups in dealing with 
conflict, rehabilitation and peace appear to be remarkably similar around the world too. The 
women NGOs are mostly active in trauma counselling, micro-credit, voter education, gender 
awareness, law reform and political advocacy. They draw the attention of authorities to civilian 
security, e.g. through security sector reforms and greater participation of women in police forces, 
judiciary and in peace committees (Scheper, 2002). 
  In West Africa, Alaga (2010) states that women have played significant roles in situations 
relating to peace and war for centuries, primarily as traditional peace-makers, as priestesses who 
confer with gods to determine whether it was right to go to war or not, as praise singers for men 
during battles as a boost to ensure their victory, or as custodians of culture. In each culture there 
are stories of women who have played some leadership roles as peace envoys or harbingers of 
peace in their communities (Alaga, 2010).
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Abstract

In reviewing Jewish, Christian, and Islamic perspectives on nuclear weapons we find that there is 
a broad consensus that the use of nuclear weapons would be morally wrong because of the harm 
to large numbers of non-combatants and the environment. However, a small minority believes that 
limited nuclear war might be acceptable as a final measure for national defense, and some in the 
faith community believe that nuclear war would be acceptable as an eschatological event prior to 
the final Day of Judgment and commencement of a messianic age. Among the three faiths there 
has been some acceptance of deployment of nuclear weapons as a measure of deterrence for 
self-defense in order to dissuade other nations from nuclear or conventional attack. However, a 
growing number reject nuclear deterrence because of the immorality of in effect holding civilian 
population hostage. Within the faith community there is widespread support for negotiation of 
arms control agreements and for unilateral actions to reduce nuclear arsenals. 
Keywords: Judaism, Christianity, Islam, nuclear weapons, disarmament

Introduction

Since the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima on Augusts 6, 1945 representatives of 
Judaism, Christianity, and Islam have spoken out on the possession and use of nuclear weapons. 
Among them there is a broad consensus that nuclear weapons should never be used because of 
harm to God’s creation: massive loss of human lives and disastrous destruction of the 
environment. Although some believe that it is acceptable for a nation to possess nuclear weapons 
as a deterrent against nuclear attack or an overwhelming conventional attack from another nation, 
many insist that it is time to go beyond deterrence and seek the global elimination of nuclear 
weapons.  

Jewish Perspective

 In 1962 when the nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union was 
accelerating, Rabbi Maurice Lamm (1962) of the Floral Park Jewish Center in New York made 
distinction between obligatory wars and optional wars. He concluded that as a matter of 
self-defense it was obligatory to oppose the quest of the Soviet Union to gain world domination 
with Communism. That was because Communism violates the basic moral principles of Judaism 
and Israel would cease to exist as a nation if the Soviet Union ruled the world. Therefore, the 
expansionist Soviet Union must be opposed with nuclear weapons even if it resulted in a nuclear 
war that destroyed life on earth. Thus, it would be preferable to be dead than red.
 In a rejoinder Rabbi Immanuel Jakobovits of the Fifth Avenue Synagogue, who later 
became the Chief Rabbi of Great Britain, took up the issue of self-defense. He noted in 1962 that 
the Torah and teaching of rabbis allow slaying an attacker to save one’s own life (Exodus 22.1 
[22.2 in RSVP]; Rashi on BT Sanhedrin 72a). But the defender would not be entitled to forestall 
the attack at the cost of both lives, such as by blowing up the house. He commented, “In view of 
this vital limitation of the law of self-defense, it would appear that a defensive war likely to 
endanger the survival of the attacking and the defending nations alike, if not the entire human race, 
can never be justified” (Sapertstein, pp. 7-8).
 Neither rabbi, of course, wanted the world to face that choice of red or dead. Rabbi Lamm 
favored nuclear deterrence which so far had prevented nuclear war. He wrote, “Constant 
negotiation between the atomic powers must continue in order to probe new possibilities of 
peacefully settling the differences between East and West” (Lamm, 1962, p. 177).  
 Twenty years later when the nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet 
Union intensified again, the Commission on Social Action of Reformed Judaism took up this issue 
in a report Preventing the Nuclear Holocaust: A Jewish Response edited by Rabbi David 
Saperstein (1983). The report reviews the five regulations of war, drawn from the halacha (Jewish 
law): force not an end in itself, opportunity for the opponent to choose peace, concern for lives of 
non-combatants, waged so as not to destroy God’s creation, before ever battle reading the rules and 
regulations of war (Saperstein, 1983, pp. 8-13). As applied to an optional war, the report 
concludes:

Clearly the speed with which nuclear war could happen, the distance over which it is 

fought and the virtual absence of opportunity to use human judgements to regulate the war 
once the missiles are launched mitigate against the ability of any nation to fight a “humane” 
nuclear war. From this brief view of the halachic stipulations on war, it is evident that 
nuclear war would violate almost every rule and regulation and would thereby be 
impermissible. (Saperstein, 1983, p.13)

 The report then cites a number of rabbis to show that the weight of the Jewish tradition is 
clearly arrayed against the use of nuclear weapons (Saperstein, 1983, pp. 19-31). But what about 
the current nuclear build-up and stockpiling? Under what circumstances is possession of nuclear 
weapons per se, permissible or prohibited? In answering the report draws upon the halachic 
concept of geder (fence) that some things are prohibited not because they are evil in and of 
themselves but because they might lead to evil things. Rabbi Saul Berman applied this reasoning 
to stockpiling nuclear weapons which “will likely lead to consequences which will violate Jewish 
law” (Saperstein, p. 36). As Rabbi Jakobovits wrote in his 1962 article, “Once the recourse to 
atomic warfare, even in self defense (retaliation), is eliminated, the threat of resorting to it when 
attacked (deterrent) would naturally have to be abandoned. A threat is effective, and can be 
justified, only as the possibility to carry it out exists” (Saperstein, p. 36). 

This being the case, Preventing the Nuclear Holocaust devotes considerable attention to 
ways of ending the nuclear arms race, such as freeze on production and deployment of nuclear 
weapons and other methods of nuclear arms control and reduction.
 This issue was taken up again in 1991 in a book entitled Confronting Omnicide: Jewish 
Reflections on Weapons of Mass Destruction, edited by Daniel Landes (1991). Fifteen essays offer 
diverse points of view but have a common concern that God’s creation would be at risk in nuclear 
war. Pinchas Peli from Ben Gurion University, Be’er Sheva, Israel writes:

As to the universal threat of destruction of the world through the weapons of mass 
destruction, the view of Torah is crystal clear: The world created by God was meant for 
life; it was given over to Man to rule, to preserve and cultivate, and not to destroy and 
mutilate. (Landes, 1991, pp. 72-73)

Translating this into practice, he continues:

One is not allowed to willingly destroy any created being. This prohibition is known in the 
Halakhah as bal tash’hit – Do not destroy. The rabbis, of course, derive this prohibition 
from Scripture: “When thou shalt besiege a city a long time, in making war against it to 
take it, thou shalt not destroy the trees thereof by wielding an axe against them: for thou 
mayest eat of them, and thou shalt not cut them down.” (Deuteronomy 20:10)

 In another essay Professor David Novak picks up this theme and cites rabbinic tradition 
over the centuries in support of the prohibition of wanton destruction. He concludes: “The evil of 
nuclear war, which cannot be justified by any of the usual criteria of temporary destruction for the 
sake of ultimate victory, is to be emphasized continually.” He adds, “It seems that bilateral, not 
unilateral disarmament is what is required” (Landes, 1991, p. 115). 
 In an essay on “Nuclear Deterrence and Nuclear War” Professor Walter S. Wurzburger 

believes that “the actual use of nuclear weapons must be ruled out, for it is inconceivable to 
sanction the very extinction of the human race.” But one-sided renunciation of their use “would 
rule out any possibility of defense or deterrence against adversaries who threaten nuclear 
aggression.” Therefore, “we have no choice but to continue to rely on the threat of nuclear 
retaliation to deter nuclear aggression.” But that choice is fraught with moral problems and must 
be considered a lesser evil. It would be better to gain universal acceptance of a “no first use 
pledge” (Landes, 1991, pp. 224-233). 
 Although the much of the background for discussion about nuclear weapons is the nuclear 
arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union with their enormous arsenals, Israel’s 
possession of nuclear weapons also enters into the picture. In his book Israel and the Bomb, Avner 
Cohen describes Israel’s approach as nuclear opacity – “a situation in which a state’s nuclear 
capability has not been acknowledged, but is recognized in a way that influences other nation’s 
perceptions and actions” (Cohen, 1998, p. 2). In his second book The Worst-Kept Secret, he uses 
the Hebrew term amimut with connotation of both opacity and ambiguity to describe this approach 
(Cohen 2010, xxxii). Although the Israeli government has never officially admitted that it has 
nuclear weapons, enough information has become available to estimate that Israel possesses 
approximately 80 nuclear weapons (Federation of American Scientists, 2017).  
 Because of amimut the Israeli government has never publicly articulated its rationale for 
acquiring nuclear weapons. In fact, there is a prohibition against public discussion of nuclear 
issues, a ban “rigidly enforce by Israeli military censorship (the Censora), which bans any 
reference to Israeli’s nuclear weapons in the Israeli media” (Cohen, 2010, p. xxix). However, one 
can project that the policy emphasizes deterrence as a matter of self-defense to prevent an 
existential threat to Israel. Some Jewish writers consider this legitimate in the present political 
situation. Others raise a note of caution that actual use would be disastrous. 

Christian Perspective

Protestant

After the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima, Japan, on August 6, 1945, the Federal 
Council of the Churches of Christ in America asked a commission of theologians to formulate a 
response. In February 1946 the commission issued a report entitled Atomic Warfare and Christian 
Faith that began with an act of contrition:

As American Christians, we are deeply penitent for the irresponsible use already made of 
the atomic bomb. We have agreed that, whatever be one’s judgment of the ethics of war in 
principle, the surprise bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki are morally indefensible. 
They repeated in a ghastly form the indiscriminate slaughter of non-combatants that has 
become familiar during World War II. They were released without specific warning, under 
conditions which virtually assured the deaths of 100,000 civilians. (Lunger, 1988, p. 303)

The theologians urged that all manufacture of atomic bombs be stopped, pending the development 
of international controls and called upon the United States “to affirm publicly, with suitable 

guarantees, that it will under no circumstances be the first to use atomic weapons in any possible 
future war” (Lunger, 1988, p. 305). 

Four years later another commission of theologians appointed by the Federal Council of 
Churches in report on The Christian Conscience and Weapons of Mass Destruction came to the 
opposite conclusion. They noted: “Today, two great dangers threaten mankind, the danger that 
totalitarian tyranny may be extended over the world and the danger of global war” (Lunger, 1988, 
p. 317). The tyranny they feared was Soviet Communism which by 1950 had taken control of 
Eastern Europe and was moving aggressively in other parts of the world. What became known as 
the Cold War was underway. The report therefore insisted:

For as long as the existing situation holds, for the United States to abandon its atomic 
weapons or to give the impression that they would not be used, would leave the 
non-communist world with totally inadequate defense. For Christians to advocate such a 
policy would be to share responsibility for the worldwide tyranny that might result. 
(Lunger, 1988, p. 321)

The Commission found it difficult to draw an absolute line between types of weapons. “If, as we 
have felt bound to acknowledge, certain key industrial targets are inescapably involved in modern 
war, we find no moral distinction between destroying them with tons of T.N.T. or by fire as 
compared with an atomic bomb…Christian conscience guides us to restraint from destruction not 
essential to our total objective” (Landes, 1988, pp. 320-321). 
 In 1950 the Federal Council of Churches was reorganized as the National Council of the 
Churches of Christ in the USA (NCC). In years that followed the NCC put aside conditional 
acceptance of nuclear weapons in some circumstances and became a staunch advocate of their 
elimination. This history is narrated in a resolution, “Nuclear Disarmament: The Time is Now”, 
adopted by NCC General Assembly in 2009, that stated:

Jesus Christ, the Good Shepherd, declared that He had come to bring ‘abundant life" to 
humanity. Nuclear weapons, which have the capacity to destroy entire cities and nations, 
and, indeed, all life on earth, represent the diametric opposite to this. In fact, the only thing 
that they are capable of producing is "abundant death.’ The time has arrived to eliminate all 
of them, before they eliminate all of us. Be it therefore resolved that the National Council 
of the Churches of Christ in the U.S.A. hereby recommits itself to the total worldwide 
eradication of nuclear weapons. (National Council of Churches, 2009)

Over the years the National Association of Evangelicals (NAE) in the U.S. has also 
expressed its concern about nuclear weapons. Recognizing that within the membership are those 
who are committed to peace through strength and those who renounce the use of force as a matter 
of conscience, NAE has nevertheless favored arms control agreements to scale back the nuclear 
arms race. In “Nuclear Weapons 2011,” NAE laid out a course that included re-examining the 
moral and ethical basis for the doctrine of nuclear deterrence, maintaining the taboo against 
nuclear use, achieving verified mutual reductions in current nuclear stockpiles, and continuing 
dialogue on the effects of possession and threatened use of nuclear weapons (National Association 
of Evangelicals, 2011).

Elsewhere in NATO countries the Conference of European Churches and its Church and 
Society Commission have been active on nuclear disarmament issues, favoring a world free of 
nuclear weapons and specifically advocating the removal of tactical nuclear weapons from Europe 
(Conference of European Churches. 2013). 

In the United Kingdom many denominations support nuclear disarmament, expressed 
specifically in opposition to building a new trident submarine. Although the Church of England 
has tended to defer to the government on continuation of minimal nuclear deterrence, Dr. Rowan 
Williams, 104th Archbishop of Canterbury, speaking in Nagasaki, Japan in September 2009, said 
of nuclear weapons: 

They are necessarily indiscriminate; that is, they will always kill the innocent. They 
destroy the living environment; they have long-term effects on every aspect of the material 
and organic world…To work for a world free from nuclear arms is to work for the sake of 
that moral and human dignity.�(Williams, 2009)

In 1976 the Canadian Council of Churches established Project Plowshares as its vehicle to 
build peace and prevent war, and promote the peaceful resolution of political conflict. Developing 
support for the elimination of nuclear weapons has been a major focus (Project Plourshares, 2017). 

On the world stage the Ninth Assembly of World Council of Churches (WCC) in 2006 
recalled its long-standing opposition to nuclear weapons. 

From its birth as a fellowship of Christian churches the WCC has condemned nuclear 
weapons for their "widespread and indiscriminate destruction" and as "sin against God" in 
modern warfare (First WCC Assembly, 1948), recognized early that the only sure defense 
against nuclear weapons is prohibition, elimination and verification (Second Assembly) 
and, inter alia, called citizens to “press their governments to ensure national security 
without resorting to the use of weapons of mass destruction" (Fifth Assembly, 1975).

 The Second Assembly in 1954 called for “The prohibition of all weapons of mass 
destruction; including atomic and hydrogen bombs, with provision for international inspection and 
control, such as would safeguard the security of all nations, together with the drastic reduction of 
other armaments” (Visser 't Hooft, 1955, p. 146). The Ninth Assembly in 2006 adopted a “Minute 
on Elimination of Nuclear Arms”, noting that “Existing WCC policy urges all states to meet their 
treaty obligations to reduce and then destroy nuclear arsenals with adequate verification” and that 
“Churches must prevail upon governments until they recognize the incontrovertible immorality of 
nuclear weapons” (World Council of Churches, 2006). The Tenth Assembly in November 2013 
recommended that governments “Negotiate and establish a ban on the production, deployment, 
transfer and use of nuclear weapons in accordance with international humanitarian law” (World 
Council of Churches, 2013).

Among Protestant denominations, the United Methodist Council of Bishops in 1986 took 
up the nuclear weapons in a foundation document, In Defense of Creation: The Nuclear Crisis and 
a Just Peace (United Methodist Council of Bishops, 1986). They chose the title because God’s 
creation “is under attack…[from] the darkening shadows of threatening nuclear winter… [It is] “a 

crisis that threatens to assault not only the whole human family but planet earth itself” (United 
Methodist Council of Bishops, 1986, p. 92). Given this situation, the bishops in a pastoral letter 
stated:

Therefore, we say a clear and unconditional No to nuclear war and any use of nuclear 
weapons. We conclude that nuclear deterrence is a position that cannot receive the 
church’s blessing (United Methodist Council of Bishops, p.92). 

For moving toward a nuclear-free world they recommended four measures: (1) comprehensive test 
ban to inaugurate a nuclear freeze; (2) consolidated of existing treaties and phased reductions; (3) 
bans on space weapons; and (4) no-first-use agreement (United Methodist Council of Bishop, 
1986, pp. 74-78).

  The 1988 United Methodist General Conference, the official governing body, endorsed In 
Defense of Creation (United Methodist Church, 1988) and in following quadrennial meetings 
supported concrete steps toward a world free of nuclear weapons. A 2004 resolution described the 
doctrine of nuclear deterrence as “morally corrupt and spiritually bankrupt” because “nuclear 
weapons hold innocent people hostage for political and military purposes” (United Methodist 
Church, 2004, p. 889).
 In the last thirty years all of the “mainline” Protestant churches and the historic peace 
churches in the United States have taken strong stands against the use of nuclear weapons and have 
supported policies leading to the elimination. 

Orthodox

 Orthodox Churches from many nations are members of the World Council of Churches and 
in that sense support WCC policies on nuclear weapons. They also speak for themselves in their 
own countries. In the United States branches of the Orthodox Church – Russian, Greek, and others 
- have joined interfaith initiatives for the elimination of nuclear weapons. In Russia, Patriarch 
Kirill, head of the Russian Orthodox Church, speaking in 2007 in Sarov, the center of Russia’s 
nuclear weapons industry, indicated that Russia required nuclear arms to enable it to remain a 
sovereign state during the Cold War. That is because of the deterrent value of nuclear weapons. 
Nevertheless, he said, the Church favors a world without nuclear weapons (Kirill, 2007). 

Roman Catholic  

 In the Roman Catholic Church, popes have spoken against the use of nuclear weapons 
since the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima. Pope Pius XII (pope from 1939 to 1958) in his 
1954 Easter message demanded “the effective proscription and banishment of atomic…warfare,” 
calling the arms race a “costly relationship of mutual terror” (Pius XII, 1954). 

 Pope John XXXIII (1958-1963) in his1963 papal encyclical Pacem in Terris called for the 
cessation of the arms race, noting:

The stock-piles of armaments which have been built up in various countries must be 
reduced all round and simultaneously by the parties concerned. Nuclear weapons must be 
banned. A general agreement must be reached on a suitable disarmament program, with an 
effective system of mutual control. (John XXIII, 1963)

 Gaudium et Spes (“Joy and Hope”), a pastoral constitution coming out of the Second 
Vatican Council and promulgated by Pope Paul VI (1963-78) in 1965, stated:

Any act of war aimed indiscriminately at the destruction of entire cities of extensive areas 
along with their population is a crime against God and man himself. It merits unequivocal 
and unhesitating condemnation. (Paul VI, 1965)

However, the document noted that some “scientific weapons” are amassed for retaliation and 
therefore serve as a “deterrent to possible enemy attack.” But this “is not a safe way to preserve 
a steady peace, nor is the so-called balance resulting from this race a sure and authentic peace.” 
A better way is to “labor to put an end at last to the arms race, and to make a true beginning of 
disarmament, not unilaterally indeed, but proceeding at an equal pace according to agreement, 
and backed up by true and workable safeguards” (Paul VI, 1965). 

 When Pope John Paul II (1978-2005) spoke in the Hiroshima Peace Memorial Hall in 
February 1981 he called on heads of state and of government and those who hold political and 
economic power to pledge ourselves “that war will never be tolerated or sought as a means of 
resolving differences; let us promise our fellow human beings that we will work untiringly for 
disarmament and the banishing of all nuclear weapons” (John Paul II, 1981).

 Speaking to the United Nations General Assembly in June 1982, Pope John Paul II stated:

The teaching of the Catholic Church in this area has been clear and consistent. It has 
deplored the arms race, called nonetheless for mutual progressive and verifiable reduction 
of armaments as well as greater safeguards against possible misuse of these weapons. It has 
done so while urging that the independence, freedom and legitimate security of each and 
every nation be respected. In current conditions "deterrence" based on balance, certainly 
not as an end in itself but as step on the way toward a progressive disarmament, may still 
be judged morally acceptable. Nonetheless in order to ensure peace, it is indispensable not 
to be satisfied with this minimum which is always susceptible to the real danger of 
explosion. (John Paul II, 1982)

Pope Benedict XVI (2005-2013) in a message on World Day of Peace 2006 indicated:

In a nuclear war there would be no victors, only victims. The truth of peace requires that 
all - whether those governments which openly or secretly possess nuclear arms, or those 
planning to acquire them �- agree to change their course by clear and firm decisions, and 
strive for a progressive and concerted nuclear disarmament. (Benedict XVI, 2006) 

At the 2010 Review Conference of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty Msgr Celestino Migliore 
delivered a message from Benedict XVI encouraging “initiatives that seek progressive 
disarmament and the creation of zones free of nuclear weapons, with a view to their complete 
elimination from the planet" (Migliore, 2010).
 With this decades-long support for nuclear disarmament the Holy See has become 
impatient with the lack of progress toward this objective. This was shown in an address by 
Archbishop Francis Chullikat, the permanent observer of the Holy See to the United Nations, in 
Kansas City, Missouri in 2011. He said:

The Holy See has never countenanced nuclear deterrence as a permanent measure, nor does 
it today when it is evident that nuclear deterrence drives the development of ever newer 
nuclear arms, thus preventing genuine nuclear disarmament…. Nuclear deterrence 
prevents genuine nuclear disarmament. It maintains an unacceptable hegemony over 
non-nuclear development for the poorest half of the world's population. It is a fundamental 
obstacle to achieving a new age of global security. (Chullikat, 2011)

He noted that the Catholic Church had embraced a 1996 decision of the International Court of 
Justice calling for “negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and 
effective international control." He reiterated the Holy See’s support “for transparent, verifiable, 
global and irreversible nuclear disarmament and for addressing seriously the issues of nuclear 
strategic arms, the tactical ones and their means of delivery (Chullikat, 2011). 

 Pope Francis in 2015 address to the United Nations General Assembly stated: 

There is urgent need to work for a world free of nuclear weapons, in full application of the 
non-proliferation Treaty, in letter and spirit, with the goal of a complete prohibition of 
these weapons. (Francis, 2015)

 In the United States in the early 1980s, the National Conference of Catholic Bishops 
undertook an in-depth study of war and peace with special attention to nuclear weapons. Working 
from the moral principles of the just-war tradition, they indicated: 

• Every nation has a right and duty to defend itself against unjust aggression.
• Offensive war of any kind is morally unjustifiable.
• The intentional killing of innocent civilians or non-combatants is always wrong.
• Even defensive response to unjust attack can cause destruction which violates the 

principle of proportionality, going far beyond the limits of legitimate defense. 
(National Conference of Catholic Bishops, 1983, p. iii) 

Applying these principles to nuclear weapons, the U.S. Catholic bishops spoke against initiation 
of nuclear war and against any use of nuclear weapons to destroy population centers or other 
predominantly civilian targets even in retaliatory action. They opposed initiation of nuclear war 
and expressed skepticism of even a limited nuclear war. Following the leadership of Pope John 
Paul II, they accepted “a strictly conditional moral acceptance of deterrence” but not adequate as 
a long-term basis for peace (National Conference of Catholic Bishops, 1983, pp v-vi).

 Over the years the U.S. Catholic bishops have retained their strong interest in nuclear 
disarmament. In 2010, Cardinal Francis George, then President of the U.S. Conference of Catholic 
Bishops, wrote: 

The horribly destructive capacity of nuclear arms makes them disproportionate and 
indiscriminate weapons that endanger human life and dignity like no other armaments. 
Their use as a weapon of war is rejected in Church teaching based on just war norms. 
Although we cannot anticipate every step on the path humanity must walk, we can point 
with moral clarity to a destination that moves beyond deterrence to a world free of the 
nuclear threat. (George, 2010)

For this to happen “the Church urges that nuclear deterrence be replaced with concrete measures 
of disarmament based on dialogue and multilateral negotiations” (George, 2010). 

Islamic Perspective

“A Common Word,” a report addressed by Muslim scholars to Christian leaders, notes that 
Christians and Muslims together make up more than 55 percent of the world’s population. They 
then observe:

If Muslims and Christians are not at peace, the world cannot be at peace. With the terrible 
weaponry of the modern world; with Muslims and Christians intertwined everywhere as 
never before, no side can unilaterally win a conflict between more than half of the world’s 
inhabitants. Thus, our common future is at stake. The very survival of the world itself is at 
stake. (A Common Word, 2007, pp. 72-73) 

 Jamal Badawi and Muzammil H. Siddiqi in an essay published by the Muslim-Christian 
Initiative on the Nuclear Weapons Danger offered six powerful reasons for Muslims to oppose the 
production, deployment, and use of nuclear weapons.

(1) They represent a serious threat to peace, while peace is a central theme of                       
 Islam.
(2)  They are brutal and merciless, and thus violate the Qur’anic description of the Prophet 

Muhammad (peace be upon him) as “mercy to all the worlds.”
(3)  They are contrary to Islam’s promotion of human fellowship.
(4)  Nuclear weapons do not fall with the scope of legitimate self-defense… Not only do they 

not discriminate between combatants and noncombatants, but the great majority of victims 
are likely to be noncombatants… Repelling aggression is permissible in Islam, but only 
with the minimum cost of life and property. Nuclear weapons cause destruction of the 
environment that lasts for hundreds, if not thousands, of years.

(5)  Nuclear weapons research and production waste a huge amount of resources.
(6)  While the argument for nuclear deterrence is not un-Islamic in principle, and while such 

deterrence apparently did work during the Cold War, there is no guarantee that it will work 

in the future. Nor is there any guarantee that nuclear weapons will not fall into the hands of 
non-state actors. (Badawi and Siggiqi, 2005, pp. 26-27)

 The authors continue:

Considering all of these points, we must conclude that it is harâm (forbidden) to 
deploy nuclear weapons. The sharî’ah of Allah could never approve such weapons. 
According to the principles of Islamic law, there should instead be a universal ban 
on their development and possession. No criteria exist that allow some states to 
maintain nuclear weapons while others are denied of them. (Badawi and Siggiqi, 
2005, p. 27)

 
 In applying such beliefs, Iran Supreme Leader, Ali Khamenei, on a number of occasions 
has said that possession and use of nuclear weapons are contrary to Islamic law. In 2005, Iran 
communicated to the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) that Ayatollah Khamenei had 
issued a fatwa [religious edict] that “the production, stockpiling and use of nuclear weapons are 
forbidden under Islamic law and that the Islamic Republic of Iran shall never acquire these 
weapons” (International Atomic Energy Agency (2005, p. 121).  In a letter to the 2010 Review 
Conference of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, Khamenei wrote: "We consider the use of 
such weapons as haram (religiously forbidden) and believe that it is everyone's duty to make 
efforts to secure humanity against this great disaster."  In an address on August 30, 2012 at the 16th 
Non-Aligned Summit in Tehran, he stated:

The Islamic Republic of Iran considers the use of nuclear, chemical and similar weapons 
as a great and unforgivable sin. We proposed the idea of ‘Middle East free of nuclear 
weapons’ and we are committed to it. This does not mean forgoing our right to peaceful use 
of nuclear power and production of nuclear fuel. On the basis of international laws, 
peaceful use of nuclear energy is a right of every country…. Our motto is: “Nuclear energy 
for all and nuclear weapons for none.” (Khamenei, 2012)

 Some analysts observe that Ayatollah Khamenei sometimes speaks of production, 
stockpiling, and use of nuclear weapons and sometimes only use. They speculate that this implies 
that Iran might want to produce nuclear weapons as a deterrent, but there have been no public 
statements using deterrence language. Such clarification might occur during ongoing negotiations 
about Iran’s nuclear capability.

Summary

 In reviewing Jewish, Christian, and Islamic perspectives on nuclear weapons, we find 
many common features.  
 There is a broad consensus that use of nuclear weapons would be morally wrong because 
of the harm to large numbers of non-combatants and the environment. Widespread use would be 
disastrous for humankind and the planet Earth. A small minority believes that limited nuclear war 
might be acceptable as a final measure for national defense, but most maintain that nuclear weap-

ons are so powerful and indiscriminate that even limited use would be wrong. Although not part of 
our previous discussion, there are also some in the faith community who believe that nuclear war 
would be acceptable as an eschatological event prior to the final day of judgment and commence-
ment of a messianic era.
 Among the three faiths there has been some acceptance of development, production, and 
deployment of nuclear weapons as a measure of deterrence for self-defense in order to dissuade 
other nations from nuclear or conventional attack. However, a growing number reject nuclear 
deterrence because of the immorality of in effect holding civilian population hostage. Some deter-
rence adherents believe if deterrence fails and a nation is attacked, nuclear weapons should not be 
used in retaliation. 
 There is widespread support for negotiation of arms control agreements and for unilateral 
actions to reduce nuclear arsenals.  
 Although not discussed in previous sections, many voices in the faith community observe 
that the nuclear arms race is a waste of resources and that funds could be better spent for measures 
that improve human and community welfare.
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Abstract

This paper examined the strategic role women and women organizations play in the resolution of 
conflicts in Benue state especially in the last five years (2011-2016), with the persistence of the 
pastoralist / farmers clashes. Benue state has the unfortunate lot of attacks and women have been 
at the receiving end as majority of them are engaged in agricultural production that sustains the 
economy and the population. Government has responded in addressing these conflicts, but we 
must reckon with the great role women under several organizations have sought to interface 
government in preventing these conflicts and also offering relief materials to the displaced 
populations. The paper surveyed some of these women organizations and the strategies they have 
adopted in reducing the conflicts. Using liberal feminist theory as a framework of analysis, the 
paper showed how socio-cultural factors are constraining the women organization’s effort at 
resolving conflicts. The study demonstrated how the non-confrontational approach adopted by 
women has continued to douse out the conflicts and helped to ameliorate the conditions of women, 
children and men affected by the conflicts. It is hoped that stronger collaboration of these women 
groups and government through legislative provisions will seriously address these conflicts and 
their negative consequences on the people.

Keywords: women, women organizations, conflict resolution

Introduction

Violent conflicts ranging from communal, ethnic, religious, and political have become a 
recurrent decimal in Nigeria. The situation has become extremely worrisome since the return to 
democratic rule in 1999 (Imobighe, 2003). In Benue state, the story is not different! Communal, 
inter-ethnic, political, and more recently, herdsmen and farmers conflict have led to loss of lives 
and property, increased poverty, and massive displacement of people. Generally, conflict affects 
all members of the society but in most cases, it is women that suffer the most. During periods of 
conflicts, women suffer from sexual abuse, psychological pains and carry the burden of caring for 
children and the aged. In a study conducted in 200l by USAID cited in Scheper (2002) which 
analyzed the impact of deadly intrastate conflict on women and women organizations from 
Rwanda, Cambodia, Guatemala, El Salvador, Georgia, and Bosnia and Herzegovina showed that 
there are five major impacts of intrastate conflict on women and gender relations:

a.    Violence against civilians, of which 95% is female
b.    Internal displacement, of which 90% is women and children
c.    Redefinition of female identities in the society, both as victims and as perpetrators
d.    Increased poverty and starvation, as a result of targeted destruction of civilian   

 property and
e.    Communal violence leading to lasting bitterness, anger and hatred. 

The research concluded by observing that in all six countries, the most traumatizing factor 
for women in conflict is the lack of physical security, both during the conflict and the post conflict 
demobilization of the militia. It keeps women confined in their homes, not being able to move 
around freely. Rape was used as a regular tool of warfare and torture in all six case countries 
(Scheper, 2002). Moreover, many women saw themselves forced to engage in prostitution in the 
post conflict era, as the only available means of income. Family structures were damaged through 
death and trauma, resulting in women becoming heads of households and an increased incidence 
of domestic violence.
  Despite the fact that women suffer the most during the period of conflicts, formal conflict 
resolution mechanisms exclude women in the decision-making process. Falch (2010) underscored 
the above view by stating that women are often excluded from formal peace negotiations and are 
marginally involved in political decision-making process. However, since the passing of the 
United Nations Resolution 1325 in 2000 which advocates for the equal representation of women 
in key decision bodies, greater political space was opened for women groups to play significant 
roles in conflict resolution globally (Falch, 2010). While extolling the role of women organizations 
in the formal mechanism of conflict resolution, Falch (2010) acknowledged that, even though the 
role of women has not been appreciated, women have continued to play significant roles in 
community peacebuilding and have made valuable contributions to peace during and after conflict.

In Nigeria and Benue state in particular, since the return to democratic rule in 1999, there 
has been a proliferation in the number of women organizations that have been playing significant 
roles in conflict resolutions. For instance, women groups such as Women in Nigeria (WIN), 
Country Women Association of Nigeria (COWAN), Women, Law and Development Centre 
(WLDC), Community Women and Development (COWAD), International Federation of Female 

In Nigeria, there are well documented accounts of the exploits of Nigerian women and 
women organizations in conflict resolution. According to Idris and Habu (2012), women 
organizations in Nigeria have played significant roles in conflict resolution. For instance, Pisagih, 
Degri, Ajemasu and Muhammad (2015) observed that the role of women organizations in conflict 
resolution in Nigeria can be traced as far back as to the Aba women riot of 1929, the Egba women 
movement of the early 1920s to the 1950s, the Ogharefe women uprising of 1984. These are 
circumstances where women organizations in Nigeria organised and exercised their collective 
power to resolve conflict and build peace.

In Benue state, women organizations have also played significant roles in conflict 
resolution. Their role has been demonstrated particularly in the conflict between herdsmen and 
farmers in Benue state between 2011 to 2016 which led to loss of lives and property and left a lot 
of people in refugee camps, towns and  other settlements including Agaigbe, Naka, Atukpu, 
Tse-Iorbogo and other missionary centers outside the conflict areas, including Mission Station 
Ajigba of the NKST Church and other Christian centers like the Catholic Church premises in 
Agaigbe and the voluntary organization in the Local Government Areas (Women Environmental 
Programme, 2012). In a similar view, the herdsmen have dared not to go near the boundaries of 
Gwer-west Local Government Area. They were also displaced from where they had found pasture. 

During this conflict, Women Environmental Programme (2012) organized a multi-stake 
holder meeting that brought together the Benue state government, Miyetti-Allah Cattle Breeders 
Association, traditional rulers in Benue state, Christian Association of Nigeria (CAN) - Benue 
state chapter, Ja’amatu Nasiru Islam (JNI), Benue state and Civil Society Organizations. The 
forum provided a platform for farmers and herdsmen to come together to discuss how to resolve 
their differences and to educate both parties on other topical issues in the society like population 
increase and desertification which has increased the migration of herdsmen into the Benue 
trough/valley thereby exacerbating the conflict between the two groups.  

In a similar vein, women organizations such as Catholic Women Organisations (CWO) in 
Benue state have at different times reached out to different groups for deliberation, negotiation, 
compromises, and agreements on conflict resolution (Ikelegbe, 2003). Apart from helping to 
resolve conflict in Benue state, the organization has been able to provide a neutral ground where 
parties involved in conflict can come together to build bridges of trust, understanding and 
confidence (Ikelegbe,2003). They have also participated in providing relief materials to victims of 
conflict. For instance, during the herdsmen and farmer’s conflict in the state from 2011 to 2015 for 
which many citizens of the state particularly women were living in refugee camps across the state, 
the CWO donated relief materials such as food items, clothing, and free medical treatment to the 
victims of the conflict.

Other women organizations such as market women association have at different times in 
the course of the farmers-herdsmen conflict in Benue state used different strategies such as street 
protest and closing of shops in the market places to draw the attention of local, state and Federal 
government for peace to return to the state.

Challenges faced by Women Organizations in Conflict Resolution in Benue State

There are different factors limiting the role of women organizations in conflict resolution. 

One of the major problems facing women organization in Benue state is lack of funds to 
implement conflict resolution programs (Ahule & Ugba, 2014; Abari, 2014; Akuadna, 2014). 
Most of these organizations do not have adequate funds to organize workshops and seminars to 
educate members of the public on the need to live in peace. Besides, creating a platform where 
stakeholders involved in conflict can come to the negotiation table also requires funds which most 
women organizations in Benue do not have. This greatly limits the potentials of women 
organizations in conflict resolution. 

Secondly, in Benue state and Nigeria in general, people still believe and look up to 
government for the resolution of public problems and conflict. As a matter of fact, Ikelegbe (2003) 
observed that groups and communities in Benue state have more confidence in the ability of the 
state to resolve conflict. The implication here is that, even when women organizations have made 
concerted efforts to reach out to groups involved in conflict, people still believe that they do not 
possess the requisite influence, resources, integrity, and credibility to intervene and resolve 
conflict (Ikelegbe, 2003).

Thirdly, both the local, state and federal government in Nigeria have given women 
organizations and groups outside the realm of the state a marginal role in conflict resolution. There 
is poor partnership between government and other institutions outside the scope of the state in 
conflict resolution. In some cases, the state view other organizations and women groups with 
suspicion. Infact, Odeh (2012) observed that state officials view other groups outside the purview 
of the state as competitors of power and influence in the public sphere rather than partners in peace 
process. This also serves as a major setback for women organizations working in the area of 
conflict resolution.

Fourthly, most women organizations that are involved in conflict resolution lack 
experience, exposure and skills in negotiation, advocacy, and lobbying techniques (Agbalajobi, 
2002). Women have always been kept secluded from the political arena and sphere of 
decision-making; therefore, in many situations they are unable to participate. 

Lastly, women organizations in Benue state are also faced with the challenge of 
marginalization and stigmatization by powerful government and other non-governmental 
organizations (Munuve, nd). Besides, they also suffer from physical harassment from local men 
and security forces which is especially likely to happen in post conflict situations where gender 
tensions are usually high.

Conclusion and Recommendations

Based on the foregoing, the following recommendations have been made to improve the 
involvement of women organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state.

First, there must be change of attitudes among the people regarding the role of women and 
women organizations in Benue state and Nigeria in general. Women groups should be given 
greater role in all segments of the society. This can be achieved by sensitizing members of the 
public through printed and electronic media on the need to give women more political space to 
participate in decision making process.

Secondly, government at all levels in Nigeria need to partner with women organizations 

and other groups to resolve conflict. The state alone cannot resolve conflict in Nigeria. It is the 
submission of this paper that one-sector-approach would be inadequate to resolve conflicts in 
Nigeria. Therefore, the government needs to engage a broad-based coalition of actors, and women 
organizations need a seat on the table if any meaningful progress is to be made. This is because, 
according to the Dutch Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment, Conflict Resolution Unit 
states that partnering with women groups in conflict resolution fosters a wider popular mandate for 
peace, making it more sustainable.

Thirdly, women organizations in Benue state working in the area of conflict resolution 
needs to be strengthened in terms of training, skills and methods of operation and functioning 
(James, 2003). Most of these organizations are not well trained and properly equipped to resolve 
conflict. 

Lastly, women organizations in Benue state need to develop alternative ways of raising 
funds to implement their programs. Most of these organizations depend heavily on foreign 
donations and this is not adequate.
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Lawyers (FIDA), Women’s Right Advancement and Protection Alternative (WRAPA), and 
Catholic Women Organisations (CWO) have all played key roles in conflict resolution in Nigeria. 
Despite the significant role women organizations have played in conflict resolution in Benue state, 
their contributions have been neglected. There are two reasons for this. First, due to cultural and 
religious reasons, women are treated as second class citizens and therefore not given a seat at the 
table of conflict resolution process. Second, most people in Nigeria tend to believe that the issue of 
conflict resolution belongs to the realm of government and the business sector only. As a result of 
this, a comprehensive understanding of the role of women organizations in peacebuilding and 
conflict resolution has continued to be a major gap in the available literature particularly in the 
context of developing countries such as Nigeria. It is because of this gap in knowledge that this paper 
seeks to examine the contributions of women organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state.

Conceptual Clarification

In this paper, concepts such as women organizations and conflict resolution will be 
explained to sanitize the reader to their meaning and usage in this work.

Women organizations:  refer to all voluntary organizations led and managed by women 
that promote women’s welfare and gender equality (Kumar, n.d.). Examples of these organizations 
in Benue state include Women in Nigeria (WIN), International Federation of Female Lawyers 
(FIDA), Women’s Right Advancement and Protection Alternative (WRAPA), Catholic Women 
Organisations (CWO), Association of Market Women, Mzough U Kase, among others.

Conflict Resolution: is a range of processes aimed at alleviating or eliminating sources of 
conflict (Pisagih, Degri, Ajemasu & Muhammed, 2015). Miller and King (2003) define conflict 
resolution as “a variety of approaches aimed at terminating conflicts through the constructive 
solving of problems, distinct from management or transformation of conflicts.” In their view, 
Miall, Ramsbotham and Woodhouse (1999), the essence of conflict resolution is to identify the 
root causes of conflict, address and resolve them, and behaviour is no longer violent, nor are 
attitudes hostile any longer, while the structure of the conflict has been changed. Mitchel and 
Banks (1998) refer to conflict resolution as: 

i. An outcome in which the issue in an existing conflict are satisfactorily dealt with 
through a solution that is mutually acceptable to the parties, self-sustaining in the 
long run and productive of a new, positive relationship between parties that were 
previously hostile adversaries; and 

ii.  Any process or procedure by which such an outcome is achieved. 

Whatever the definition offered, the purpose of conflict resolution is to ensure that conflict is 
resolved for peaceful co-existence between individuals, groups, communities, and nations. 

Methodology

The study adopted descriptive research design. Secondary sources of data were obtained 

from the organizational records of women organizations involved in conflict resolution for a 
period of five years (2011-2016). In addition, other secondary sources of data such as newspapers, 
magazines, government records were also used. There are many registered and unregistered 
women organizations in Benue state. As a result of this, the study used purposive sampling 
technique to select only registered women organizations that were involved in conflict resolution 
in Benue state. The rational for studying women organizations involved in conflict resolutions is 
because, these organizations have made significant contributions to peace and conflict resolution, 
but their contributions have not been well documented and acknowledged.

Theoretical Framework

In this paper, liberal feminist theory has been employed to explain the role of women 
organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state. Liberal feminism is premised on the idea that 
gender inequality in society is a product of patriarchal and sexist patterning of division of labor 
(Idyorough, 2005). Based on the assumptions of liberal feminism, gender is socially constructed 
and is manifest in the division of labor where domestic work that is devalued and not remunerated 
is assigned to women while work outside the home is highly remunerated and is assigned to men. 
This whole phenomenon is perpetuated through patriarchal ideology (Idyorough, 2005).

The theory explains the lack of recognition for the role of women organizations in conflict 
resolution to our cultural beliefs and attitudes. The theory argues that the society believes that it is 
the men who are supposed to be involved in outdoor activities such as conflict resolution while 
women are supposed to be involved in menial jobs such as childcare and housekeeping. 
Consequently, even though women organizations have played important roles in conflict 
resolution, their roles have not been recognized simply because they are women organizations. 
Perhaps if these organizations were formed by men, their roles would have been acknowledged. 
This paper therefore states that, for the women organizations to be deeply involved in conflict 
resolution and their contributions to be appreciated, there has to be a change in our cultural beliefs 
and attitudes.

The Role of Women Organizations in Conflict Resolution in Benue State

The contributions of women organizations to conflict resolution cannot be over 
emphasized. According to Scheper (2002), the responses of local women’s groups in dealing with 
conflict, rehabilitation and peace appear to be remarkably similar around the world too. The 
women NGOs are mostly active in trauma counselling, micro-credit, voter education, gender 
awareness, law reform and political advocacy. They draw the attention of authorities to civilian 
security, e.g. through security sector reforms and greater participation of women in police forces, 
judiciary and in peace committees (Scheper, 2002). 
  In West Africa, Alaga (2010) states that women have played significant roles in situations 
relating to peace and war for centuries, primarily as traditional peace-makers, as priestesses who 
confer with gods to determine whether it was right to go to war or not, as praise singers for men 
during battles as a boost to ensure their victory, or as custodians of culture. In each culture there 
are stories of women who have played some leadership roles as peace envoys or harbingers of 
peace in their communities (Alaga, 2010).

Attitudes of Judaism, Christianity, and 
Islam: Toward Nuclear Weapons

Abstract

In reviewing Jewish, Christian, and Islamic perspectives on nuclear weapons we find that there is 
a broad consensus that the use of nuclear weapons would be morally wrong because of the harm 
to large numbers of non-combatants and the environment. However, a small minority believes that 
limited nuclear war might be acceptable as a final measure for national defense, and some in the 
faith community believe that nuclear war would be acceptable as an eschatological event prior to 
the final Day of Judgment and commencement of a messianic age. Among the three faiths there 
has been some acceptance of deployment of nuclear weapons as a measure of deterrence for 
self-defense in order to dissuade other nations from nuclear or conventional attack. However, a 
growing number reject nuclear deterrence because of the immorality of in effect holding civilian 
population hostage. Within the faith community there is widespread support for negotiation of 
arms control agreements and for unilateral actions to reduce nuclear arsenals. 
Keywords: Judaism, Christianity, Islam, nuclear weapons, disarmament

Introduction

Since the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima on Augusts 6, 1945 representatives of 
Judaism, Christianity, and Islam have spoken out on the possession and use of nuclear weapons. 
Among them there is a broad consensus that nuclear weapons should never be used because of 
harm to God’s creation: massive loss of human lives and disastrous destruction of the 
environment. Although some believe that it is acceptable for a nation to possess nuclear weapons 
as a deterrent against nuclear attack or an overwhelming conventional attack from another nation, 
many insist that it is time to go beyond deterrence and seek the global elimination of nuclear 
weapons.  

Jewish Perspective

 In 1962 when the nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union was 
accelerating, Rabbi Maurice Lamm (1962) of the Floral Park Jewish Center in New York made 
distinction between obligatory wars and optional wars. He concluded that as a matter of 
self-defense it was obligatory to oppose the quest of the Soviet Union to gain world domination 
with Communism. That was because Communism violates the basic moral principles of Judaism 
and Israel would cease to exist as a nation if the Soviet Union ruled the world. Therefore, the 
expansionist Soviet Union must be opposed with nuclear weapons even if it resulted in a nuclear 
war that destroyed life on earth. Thus, it would be preferable to be dead than red.
 In a rejoinder Rabbi Immanuel Jakobovits of the Fifth Avenue Synagogue, who later 
became the Chief Rabbi of Great Britain, took up the issue of self-defense. He noted in 1962 that 
the Torah and teaching of rabbis allow slaying an attacker to save one’s own life (Exodus 22.1 
[22.2 in RSVP]; Rashi on BT Sanhedrin 72a). But the defender would not be entitled to forestall 
the attack at the cost of both lives, such as by blowing up the house. He commented, “In view of 
this vital limitation of the law of self-defense, it would appear that a defensive war likely to 
endanger the survival of the attacking and the defending nations alike, if not the entire human race, 
can never be justified” (Sapertstein, pp. 7-8).
 Neither rabbi, of course, wanted the world to face that choice of red or dead. Rabbi Lamm 
favored nuclear deterrence which so far had prevented nuclear war. He wrote, “Constant 
negotiation between the atomic powers must continue in order to probe new possibilities of 
peacefully settling the differences between East and West” (Lamm, 1962, p. 177).  
 Twenty years later when the nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet 
Union intensified again, the Commission on Social Action of Reformed Judaism took up this issue 
in a report Preventing the Nuclear Holocaust: A Jewish Response edited by Rabbi David 
Saperstein (1983). The report reviews the five regulations of war, drawn from the halacha (Jewish 
law): force not an end in itself, opportunity for the opponent to choose peace, concern for lives of 
non-combatants, waged so as not to destroy God’s creation, before ever battle reading the rules and 
regulations of war (Saperstein, 1983, pp. 8-13). As applied to an optional war, the report 
concludes:

Clearly the speed with which nuclear war could happen, the distance over which it is 

fought and the virtual absence of opportunity to use human judgements to regulate the war 
once the missiles are launched mitigate against the ability of any nation to fight a “humane” 
nuclear war. From this brief view of the halachic stipulations on war, it is evident that 
nuclear war would violate almost every rule and regulation and would thereby be 
impermissible. (Saperstein, 1983, p.13)

 The report then cites a number of rabbis to show that the weight of the Jewish tradition is 
clearly arrayed against the use of nuclear weapons (Saperstein, 1983, pp. 19-31). But what about 
the current nuclear build-up and stockpiling? Under what circumstances is possession of nuclear 
weapons per se, permissible or prohibited? In answering the report draws upon the halachic 
concept of geder (fence) that some things are prohibited not because they are evil in and of 
themselves but because they might lead to evil things. Rabbi Saul Berman applied this reasoning 
to stockpiling nuclear weapons which “will likely lead to consequences which will violate Jewish 
law” (Saperstein, p. 36). As Rabbi Jakobovits wrote in his 1962 article, “Once the recourse to 
atomic warfare, even in self defense (retaliation), is eliminated, the threat of resorting to it when 
attacked (deterrent) would naturally have to be abandoned. A threat is effective, and can be 
justified, only as the possibility to carry it out exists” (Saperstein, p. 36). 

This being the case, Preventing the Nuclear Holocaust devotes considerable attention to 
ways of ending the nuclear arms race, such as freeze on production and deployment of nuclear 
weapons and other methods of nuclear arms control and reduction.
 This issue was taken up again in 1991 in a book entitled Confronting Omnicide: Jewish 
Reflections on Weapons of Mass Destruction, edited by Daniel Landes (1991). Fifteen essays offer 
diverse points of view but have a common concern that God’s creation would be at risk in nuclear 
war. Pinchas Peli from Ben Gurion University, Be’er Sheva, Israel writes:

As to the universal threat of destruction of the world through the weapons of mass 
destruction, the view of Torah is crystal clear: The world created by God was meant for 
life; it was given over to Man to rule, to preserve and cultivate, and not to destroy and 
mutilate. (Landes, 1991, pp. 72-73)

Translating this into practice, he continues:

One is not allowed to willingly destroy any created being. This prohibition is known in the 
Halakhah as bal tash’hit – Do not destroy. The rabbis, of course, derive this prohibition 
from Scripture: “When thou shalt besiege a city a long time, in making war against it to 
take it, thou shalt not destroy the trees thereof by wielding an axe against them: for thou 
mayest eat of them, and thou shalt not cut them down.” (Deuteronomy 20:10)

 In another essay Professor David Novak picks up this theme and cites rabbinic tradition 
over the centuries in support of the prohibition of wanton destruction. He concludes: “The evil of 
nuclear war, which cannot be justified by any of the usual criteria of temporary destruction for the 
sake of ultimate victory, is to be emphasized continually.” He adds, “It seems that bilateral, not 
unilateral disarmament is what is required” (Landes, 1991, p. 115). 
 In an essay on “Nuclear Deterrence and Nuclear War” Professor Walter S. Wurzburger 

believes that “the actual use of nuclear weapons must be ruled out, for it is inconceivable to 
sanction the very extinction of the human race.” But one-sided renunciation of their use “would 
rule out any possibility of defense or deterrence against adversaries who threaten nuclear 
aggression.” Therefore, “we have no choice but to continue to rely on the threat of nuclear 
retaliation to deter nuclear aggression.” But that choice is fraught with moral problems and must 
be considered a lesser evil. It would be better to gain universal acceptance of a “no first use 
pledge” (Landes, 1991, pp. 224-233). 
 Although the much of the background for discussion about nuclear weapons is the nuclear 
arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union with their enormous arsenals, Israel’s 
possession of nuclear weapons also enters into the picture. In his book Israel and the Bomb, Avner 
Cohen describes Israel’s approach as nuclear opacity – “a situation in which a state’s nuclear 
capability has not been acknowledged, but is recognized in a way that influences other nation’s 
perceptions and actions” (Cohen, 1998, p. 2). In his second book The Worst-Kept Secret, he uses 
the Hebrew term amimut with connotation of both opacity and ambiguity to describe this approach 
(Cohen 2010, xxxii). Although the Israeli government has never officially admitted that it has 
nuclear weapons, enough information has become available to estimate that Israel possesses 
approximately 80 nuclear weapons (Federation of American Scientists, 2017).  
 Because of amimut the Israeli government has never publicly articulated its rationale for 
acquiring nuclear weapons. In fact, there is a prohibition against public discussion of nuclear 
issues, a ban “rigidly enforce by Israeli military censorship (the Censora), which bans any 
reference to Israeli’s nuclear weapons in the Israeli media” (Cohen, 2010, p. xxix). However, one 
can project that the policy emphasizes deterrence as a matter of self-defense to prevent an 
existential threat to Israel. Some Jewish writers consider this legitimate in the present political 
situation. Others raise a note of caution that actual use would be disastrous. 

Christian Perspective

Protestant

After the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima, Japan, on August 6, 1945, the Federal 
Council of the Churches of Christ in America asked a commission of theologians to formulate a 
response. In February 1946 the commission issued a report entitled Atomic Warfare and Christian 
Faith that began with an act of contrition:

As American Christians, we are deeply penitent for the irresponsible use already made of 
the atomic bomb. We have agreed that, whatever be one’s judgment of the ethics of war in 
principle, the surprise bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki are morally indefensible. 
They repeated in a ghastly form the indiscriminate slaughter of non-combatants that has 
become familiar during World War II. They were released without specific warning, under 
conditions which virtually assured the deaths of 100,000 civilians. (Lunger, 1988, p. 303)

The theologians urged that all manufacture of atomic bombs be stopped, pending the development 
of international controls and called upon the United States “to affirm publicly, with suitable 

guarantees, that it will under no circumstances be the first to use atomic weapons in any possible 
future war” (Lunger, 1988, p. 305). 

Four years later another commission of theologians appointed by the Federal Council of 
Churches in report on The Christian Conscience and Weapons of Mass Destruction came to the 
opposite conclusion. They noted: “Today, two great dangers threaten mankind, the danger that 
totalitarian tyranny may be extended over the world and the danger of global war” (Lunger, 1988, 
p. 317). The tyranny they feared was Soviet Communism which by 1950 had taken control of 
Eastern Europe and was moving aggressively in other parts of the world. What became known as 
the Cold War was underway. The report therefore insisted:

For as long as the existing situation holds, for the United States to abandon its atomic 
weapons or to give the impression that they would not be used, would leave the 
non-communist world with totally inadequate defense. For Christians to advocate such a 
policy would be to share responsibility for the worldwide tyranny that might result. 
(Lunger, 1988, p. 321)

The Commission found it difficult to draw an absolute line between types of weapons. “If, as we 
have felt bound to acknowledge, certain key industrial targets are inescapably involved in modern 
war, we find no moral distinction between destroying them with tons of T.N.T. or by fire as 
compared with an atomic bomb…Christian conscience guides us to restraint from destruction not 
essential to our total objective” (Landes, 1988, pp. 320-321). 
 In 1950 the Federal Council of Churches was reorganized as the National Council of the 
Churches of Christ in the USA (NCC). In years that followed the NCC put aside conditional 
acceptance of nuclear weapons in some circumstances and became a staunch advocate of their 
elimination. This history is narrated in a resolution, “Nuclear Disarmament: The Time is Now”, 
adopted by NCC General Assembly in 2009, that stated:

Jesus Christ, the Good Shepherd, declared that He had come to bring ‘abundant life" to 
humanity. Nuclear weapons, which have the capacity to destroy entire cities and nations, 
and, indeed, all life on earth, represent the diametric opposite to this. In fact, the only thing 
that they are capable of producing is "abundant death.’ The time has arrived to eliminate all 
of them, before they eliminate all of us. Be it therefore resolved that the National Council 
of the Churches of Christ in the U.S.A. hereby recommits itself to the total worldwide 
eradication of nuclear weapons. (National Council of Churches, 2009)

Over the years the National Association of Evangelicals (NAE) in the U.S. has also 
expressed its concern about nuclear weapons. Recognizing that within the membership are those 
who are committed to peace through strength and those who renounce the use of force as a matter 
of conscience, NAE has nevertheless favored arms control agreements to scale back the nuclear 
arms race. In “Nuclear Weapons 2011,” NAE laid out a course that included re-examining the 
moral and ethical basis for the doctrine of nuclear deterrence, maintaining the taboo against 
nuclear use, achieving verified mutual reductions in current nuclear stockpiles, and continuing 
dialogue on the effects of possession and threatened use of nuclear weapons (National Association 
of Evangelicals, 2011).

Elsewhere in NATO countries the Conference of European Churches and its Church and 
Society Commission have been active on nuclear disarmament issues, favoring a world free of 
nuclear weapons and specifically advocating the removal of tactical nuclear weapons from Europe 
(Conference of European Churches. 2013). 

In the United Kingdom many denominations support nuclear disarmament, expressed 
specifically in opposition to building a new trident submarine. Although the Church of England 
has tended to defer to the government on continuation of minimal nuclear deterrence, Dr. Rowan 
Williams, 104th Archbishop of Canterbury, speaking in Nagasaki, Japan in September 2009, said 
of nuclear weapons: 

They are necessarily indiscriminate; that is, they will always kill the innocent. They 
destroy the living environment; they have long-term effects on every aspect of the material 
and organic world…To work for a world free from nuclear arms is to work for the sake of 
that moral and human dignity.�(Williams, 2009)

In 1976 the Canadian Council of Churches established Project Plowshares as its vehicle to 
build peace and prevent war, and promote the peaceful resolution of political conflict. Developing 
support for the elimination of nuclear weapons has been a major focus (Project Plourshares, 2017). 

On the world stage the Ninth Assembly of World Council of Churches (WCC) in 2006 
recalled its long-standing opposition to nuclear weapons. 

From its birth as a fellowship of Christian churches the WCC has condemned nuclear 
weapons for their "widespread and indiscriminate destruction" and as "sin against God" in 
modern warfare (First WCC Assembly, 1948), recognized early that the only sure defense 
against nuclear weapons is prohibition, elimination and verification (Second Assembly) 
and, inter alia, called citizens to “press their governments to ensure national security 
without resorting to the use of weapons of mass destruction" (Fifth Assembly, 1975).

 The Second Assembly in 1954 called for “The prohibition of all weapons of mass 
destruction; including atomic and hydrogen bombs, with provision for international inspection and 
control, such as would safeguard the security of all nations, together with the drastic reduction of 
other armaments” (Visser 't Hooft, 1955, p. 146). The Ninth Assembly in 2006 adopted a “Minute 
on Elimination of Nuclear Arms”, noting that “Existing WCC policy urges all states to meet their 
treaty obligations to reduce and then destroy nuclear arsenals with adequate verification” and that 
“Churches must prevail upon governments until they recognize the incontrovertible immorality of 
nuclear weapons” (World Council of Churches, 2006). The Tenth Assembly in November 2013 
recommended that governments “Negotiate and establish a ban on the production, deployment, 
transfer and use of nuclear weapons in accordance with international humanitarian law” (World 
Council of Churches, 2013).

Among Protestant denominations, the United Methodist Council of Bishops in 1986 took 
up the nuclear weapons in a foundation document, In Defense of Creation: The Nuclear Crisis and 
a Just Peace (United Methodist Council of Bishops, 1986). They chose the title because God’s 
creation “is under attack…[from] the darkening shadows of threatening nuclear winter… [It is] “a 

crisis that threatens to assault not only the whole human family but planet earth itself” (United 
Methodist Council of Bishops, 1986, p. 92). Given this situation, the bishops in a pastoral letter 
stated:

Therefore, we say a clear and unconditional No to nuclear war and any use of nuclear 
weapons. We conclude that nuclear deterrence is a position that cannot receive the 
church’s blessing (United Methodist Council of Bishops, p.92). 

For moving toward a nuclear-free world they recommended four measures: (1) comprehensive test 
ban to inaugurate a nuclear freeze; (2) consolidated of existing treaties and phased reductions; (3) 
bans on space weapons; and (4) no-first-use agreement (United Methodist Council of Bishop, 
1986, pp. 74-78).

  The 1988 United Methodist General Conference, the official governing body, endorsed In 
Defense of Creation (United Methodist Church, 1988) and in following quadrennial meetings 
supported concrete steps toward a world free of nuclear weapons. A 2004 resolution described the 
doctrine of nuclear deterrence as “morally corrupt and spiritually bankrupt” because “nuclear 
weapons hold innocent people hostage for political and military purposes” (United Methodist 
Church, 2004, p. 889).
 In the last thirty years all of the “mainline” Protestant churches and the historic peace 
churches in the United States have taken strong stands against the use of nuclear weapons and have 
supported policies leading to the elimination. 

Orthodox

 Orthodox Churches from many nations are members of the World Council of Churches and 
in that sense support WCC policies on nuclear weapons. They also speak for themselves in their 
own countries. In the United States branches of the Orthodox Church – Russian, Greek, and others 
- have joined interfaith initiatives for the elimination of nuclear weapons. In Russia, Patriarch 
Kirill, head of the Russian Orthodox Church, speaking in 2007 in Sarov, the center of Russia’s 
nuclear weapons industry, indicated that Russia required nuclear arms to enable it to remain a 
sovereign state during the Cold War. That is because of the deterrent value of nuclear weapons. 
Nevertheless, he said, the Church favors a world without nuclear weapons (Kirill, 2007). 

Roman Catholic  

 In the Roman Catholic Church, popes have spoken against the use of nuclear weapons 
since the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima. Pope Pius XII (pope from 1939 to 1958) in his 
1954 Easter message demanded “the effective proscription and banishment of atomic…warfare,” 
calling the arms race a “costly relationship of mutual terror” (Pius XII, 1954). 

 Pope John XXXIII (1958-1963) in his1963 papal encyclical Pacem in Terris called for the 
cessation of the arms race, noting:

The stock-piles of armaments which have been built up in various countries must be 
reduced all round and simultaneously by the parties concerned. Nuclear weapons must be 
banned. A general agreement must be reached on a suitable disarmament program, with an 
effective system of mutual control. (John XXIII, 1963)

 Gaudium et Spes (“Joy and Hope”), a pastoral constitution coming out of the Second 
Vatican Council and promulgated by Pope Paul VI (1963-78) in 1965, stated:

Any act of war aimed indiscriminately at the destruction of entire cities of extensive areas 
along with their population is a crime against God and man himself. It merits unequivocal 
and unhesitating condemnation. (Paul VI, 1965)

However, the document noted that some “scientific weapons” are amassed for retaliation and 
therefore serve as a “deterrent to possible enemy attack.” But this “is not a safe way to preserve 
a steady peace, nor is the so-called balance resulting from this race a sure and authentic peace.” 
A better way is to “labor to put an end at last to the arms race, and to make a true beginning of 
disarmament, not unilaterally indeed, but proceeding at an equal pace according to agreement, 
and backed up by true and workable safeguards” (Paul VI, 1965). 

 When Pope John Paul II (1978-2005) spoke in the Hiroshima Peace Memorial Hall in 
February 1981 he called on heads of state and of government and those who hold political and 
economic power to pledge ourselves “that war will never be tolerated or sought as a means of 
resolving differences; let us promise our fellow human beings that we will work untiringly for 
disarmament and the banishing of all nuclear weapons” (John Paul II, 1981).

 Speaking to the United Nations General Assembly in June 1982, Pope John Paul II stated:

The teaching of the Catholic Church in this area has been clear and consistent. It has 
deplored the arms race, called nonetheless for mutual progressive and verifiable reduction 
of armaments as well as greater safeguards against possible misuse of these weapons. It has 
done so while urging that the independence, freedom and legitimate security of each and 
every nation be respected. In current conditions "deterrence" based on balance, certainly 
not as an end in itself but as step on the way toward a progressive disarmament, may still 
be judged morally acceptable. Nonetheless in order to ensure peace, it is indispensable not 
to be satisfied with this minimum which is always susceptible to the real danger of 
explosion. (John Paul II, 1982)

Pope Benedict XVI (2005-2013) in a message on World Day of Peace 2006 indicated:

In a nuclear war there would be no victors, only victims. The truth of peace requires that 
all - whether those governments which openly or secretly possess nuclear arms, or those 
planning to acquire them �- agree to change their course by clear and firm decisions, and 
strive for a progressive and concerted nuclear disarmament. (Benedict XVI, 2006) 

At the 2010 Review Conference of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty Msgr Celestino Migliore 
delivered a message from Benedict XVI encouraging “initiatives that seek progressive 
disarmament and the creation of zones free of nuclear weapons, with a view to their complete 
elimination from the planet" (Migliore, 2010).
 With this decades-long support for nuclear disarmament the Holy See has become 
impatient with the lack of progress toward this objective. This was shown in an address by 
Archbishop Francis Chullikat, the permanent observer of the Holy See to the United Nations, in 
Kansas City, Missouri in 2011. He said:

The Holy See has never countenanced nuclear deterrence as a permanent measure, nor does 
it today when it is evident that nuclear deterrence drives the development of ever newer 
nuclear arms, thus preventing genuine nuclear disarmament…. Nuclear deterrence 
prevents genuine nuclear disarmament. It maintains an unacceptable hegemony over 
non-nuclear development for the poorest half of the world's population. It is a fundamental 
obstacle to achieving a new age of global security. (Chullikat, 2011)

He noted that the Catholic Church had embraced a 1996 decision of the International Court of 
Justice calling for “negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and 
effective international control." He reiterated the Holy See’s support “for transparent, verifiable, 
global and irreversible nuclear disarmament and for addressing seriously the issues of nuclear 
strategic arms, the tactical ones and their means of delivery (Chullikat, 2011). 

 Pope Francis in 2015 address to the United Nations General Assembly stated: 

There is urgent need to work for a world free of nuclear weapons, in full application of the 
non-proliferation Treaty, in letter and spirit, with the goal of a complete prohibition of 
these weapons. (Francis, 2015)

 In the United States in the early 1980s, the National Conference of Catholic Bishops 
undertook an in-depth study of war and peace with special attention to nuclear weapons. Working 
from the moral principles of the just-war tradition, they indicated: 

• Every nation has a right and duty to defend itself against unjust aggression.
• Offensive war of any kind is morally unjustifiable.
• The intentional killing of innocent civilians or non-combatants is always wrong.
• Even defensive response to unjust attack can cause destruction which violates the 

principle of proportionality, going far beyond the limits of legitimate defense. 
(National Conference of Catholic Bishops, 1983, p. iii) 

Applying these principles to nuclear weapons, the U.S. Catholic bishops spoke against initiation 
of nuclear war and against any use of nuclear weapons to destroy population centers or other 
predominantly civilian targets even in retaliatory action. They opposed initiation of nuclear war 
and expressed skepticism of even a limited nuclear war. Following the leadership of Pope John 
Paul II, they accepted “a strictly conditional moral acceptance of deterrence” but not adequate as 
a long-term basis for peace (National Conference of Catholic Bishops, 1983, pp v-vi).

 Over the years the U.S. Catholic bishops have retained their strong interest in nuclear 
disarmament. In 2010, Cardinal Francis George, then President of the U.S. Conference of Catholic 
Bishops, wrote: 

The horribly destructive capacity of nuclear arms makes them disproportionate and 
indiscriminate weapons that endanger human life and dignity like no other armaments. 
Their use as a weapon of war is rejected in Church teaching based on just war norms. 
Although we cannot anticipate every step on the path humanity must walk, we can point 
with moral clarity to a destination that moves beyond deterrence to a world free of the 
nuclear threat. (George, 2010)

For this to happen “the Church urges that nuclear deterrence be replaced with concrete measures 
of disarmament based on dialogue and multilateral negotiations” (George, 2010). 

Islamic Perspective

“A Common Word,” a report addressed by Muslim scholars to Christian leaders, notes that 
Christians and Muslims together make up more than 55 percent of the world’s population. They 
then observe:

If Muslims and Christians are not at peace, the world cannot be at peace. With the terrible 
weaponry of the modern world; with Muslims and Christians intertwined everywhere as 
never before, no side can unilaterally win a conflict between more than half of the world’s 
inhabitants. Thus, our common future is at stake. The very survival of the world itself is at 
stake. (A Common Word, 2007, pp. 72-73) 

 Jamal Badawi and Muzammil H. Siddiqi in an essay published by the Muslim-Christian 
Initiative on the Nuclear Weapons Danger offered six powerful reasons for Muslims to oppose the 
production, deployment, and use of nuclear weapons.

(1) They represent a serious threat to peace, while peace is a central theme of                       
 Islam.
(2)  They are brutal and merciless, and thus violate the Qur’anic description of the Prophet 

Muhammad (peace be upon him) as “mercy to all the worlds.”
(3)  They are contrary to Islam’s promotion of human fellowship.
(4)  Nuclear weapons do not fall with the scope of legitimate self-defense… Not only do they 

not discriminate between combatants and noncombatants, but the great majority of victims 
are likely to be noncombatants… Repelling aggression is permissible in Islam, but only 
with the minimum cost of life and property. Nuclear weapons cause destruction of the 
environment that lasts for hundreds, if not thousands, of years.

(5)  Nuclear weapons research and production waste a huge amount of resources.
(6)  While the argument for nuclear deterrence is not un-Islamic in principle, and while such 

deterrence apparently did work during the Cold War, there is no guarantee that it will work 

in the future. Nor is there any guarantee that nuclear weapons will not fall into the hands of 
non-state actors. (Badawi and Siggiqi, 2005, pp. 26-27)

 The authors continue:

Considering all of these points, we must conclude that it is harâm (forbidden) to 
deploy nuclear weapons. The sharî’ah of Allah could never approve such weapons. 
According to the principles of Islamic law, there should instead be a universal ban 
on their development and possession. No criteria exist that allow some states to 
maintain nuclear weapons while others are denied of them. (Badawi and Siggiqi, 
2005, p. 27)

 
 In applying such beliefs, Iran Supreme Leader, Ali Khamenei, on a number of occasions 
has said that possession and use of nuclear weapons are contrary to Islamic law. In 2005, Iran 
communicated to the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) that Ayatollah Khamenei had 
issued a fatwa [religious edict] that “the production, stockpiling and use of nuclear weapons are 
forbidden under Islamic law and that the Islamic Republic of Iran shall never acquire these 
weapons” (International Atomic Energy Agency (2005, p. 121).  In a letter to the 2010 Review 
Conference of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, Khamenei wrote: "We consider the use of 
such weapons as haram (religiously forbidden) and believe that it is everyone's duty to make 
efforts to secure humanity against this great disaster."  In an address on August 30, 2012 at the 16th 
Non-Aligned Summit in Tehran, he stated:

The Islamic Republic of Iran considers the use of nuclear, chemical and similar weapons 
as a great and unforgivable sin. We proposed the idea of ‘Middle East free of nuclear 
weapons’ and we are committed to it. This does not mean forgoing our right to peaceful use 
of nuclear power and production of nuclear fuel. On the basis of international laws, 
peaceful use of nuclear energy is a right of every country…. Our motto is: “Nuclear energy 
for all and nuclear weapons for none.” (Khamenei, 2012)

 Some analysts observe that Ayatollah Khamenei sometimes speaks of production, 
stockpiling, and use of nuclear weapons and sometimes only use. They speculate that this implies 
that Iran might want to produce nuclear weapons as a deterrent, but there have been no public 
statements using deterrence language. Such clarification might occur during ongoing negotiations 
about Iran’s nuclear capability.

Summary

 In reviewing Jewish, Christian, and Islamic perspectives on nuclear weapons, we find 
many common features.  
 There is a broad consensus that use of nuclear weapons would be morally wrong because 
of the harm to large numbers of non-combatants and the environment. Widespread use would be 
disastrous for humankind and the planet Earth. A small minority believes that limited nuclear war 
might be acceptable as a final measure for national defense, but most maintain that nuclear weap-

ons are so powerful and indiscriminate that even limited use would be wrong. Although not part of 
our previous discussion, there are also some in the faith community who believe that nuclear war 
would be acceptable as an eschatological event prior to the final day of judgment and commence-
ment of a messianic era.
 Among the three faiths there has been some acceptance of development, production, and 
deployment of nuclear weapons as a measure of deterrence for self-defense in order to dissuade 
other nations from nuclear or conventional attack. However, a growing number reject nuclear 
deterrence because of the immorality of in effect holding civilian population hostage. Some deter-
rence adherents believe if deterrence fails and a nation is attacked, nuclear weapons should not be 
used in retaliation. 
 There is widespread support for negotiation of arms control agreements and for unilateral 
actions to reduce nuclear arsenals.  
 Although not discussed in previous sections, many voices in the faith community observe 
that the nuclear arms race is a waste of resources and that funds could be better spent for measures 
that improve human and community welfare.
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Abstract

This paper examined the strategic role women and women organizations play in the resolution of 
conflicts in Benue state especially in the last five years (2011-2016), with the persistence of the 
pastoralist / farmers clashes. Benue state has the unfortunate lot of attacks and women have been 
at the receiving end as majority of them are engaged in agricultural production that sustains the 
economy and the population. Government has responded in addressing these conflicts, but we 
must reckon with the great role women under several organizations have sought to interface 
government in preventing these conflicts and also offering relief materials to the displaced 
populations. The paper surveyed some of these women organizations and the strategies they have 
adopted in reducing the conflicts. Using liberal feminist theory as a framework of analysis, the 
paper showed how socio-cultural factors are constraining the women organization’s effort at 
resolving conflicts. The study demonstrated how the non-confrontational approach adopted by 
women has continued to douse out the conflicts and helped to ameliorate the conditions of women, 
children and men affected by the conflicts. It is hoped that stronger collaboration of these women 
groups and government through legislative provisions will seriously address these conflicts and 
their negative consequences on the people.

Keywords: women, women organizations, conflict resolution

Introduction

Violent conflicts ranging from communal, ethnic, religious, and political have become a 
recurrent decimal in Nigeria. The situation has become extremely worrisome since the return to 
democratic rule in 1999 (Imobighe, 2003). In Benue state, the story is not different! Communal, 
inter-ethnic, political, and more recently, herdsmen and farmers conflict have led to loss of lives 
and property, increased poverty, and massive displacement of people. Generally, conflict affects 
all members of the society but in most cases, it is women that suffer the most. During periods of 
conflicts, women suffer from sexual abuse, psychological pains and carry the burden of caring for 
children and the aged. In a study conducted in 200l by USAID cited in Scheper (2002) which 
analyzed the impact of deadly intrastate conflict on women and women organizations from 
Rwanda, Cambodia, Guatemala, El Salvador, Georgia, and Bosnia and Herzegovina showed that 
there are five major impacts of intrastate conflict on women and gender relations:

a.    Violence against civilians, of which 95% is female
b.    Internal displacement, of which 90% is women and children
c.    Redefinition of female identities in the society, both as victims and as perpetrators
d.    Increased poverty and starvation, as a result of targeted destruction of civilian   

 property and
e.    Communal violence leading to lasting bitterness, anger and hatred. 

The research concluded by observing that in all six countries, the most traumatizing factor 
for women in conflict is the lack of physical security, both during the conflict and the post conflict 
demobilization of the militia. It keeps women confined in their homes, not being able to move 
around freely. Rape was used as a regular tool of warfare and torture in all six case countries 
(Scheper, 2002). Moreover, many women saw themselves forced to engage in prostitution in the 
post conflict era, as the only available means of income. Family structures were damaged through 
death and trauma, resulting in women becoming heads of households and an increased incidence 
of domestic violence.
  Despite the fact that women suffer the most during the period of conflicts, formal conflict 
resolution mechanisms exclude women in the decision-making process. Falch (2010) underscored 
the above view by stating that women are often excluded from formal peace negotiations and are 
marginally involved in political decision-making process. However, since the passing of the 
United Nations Resolution 1325 in 2000 which advocates for the equal representation of women 
in key decision bodies, greater political space was opened for women groups to play significant 
roles in conflict resolution globally (Falch, 2010). While extolling the role of women organizations 
in the formal mechanism of conflict resolution, Falch (2010) acknowledged that, even though the 
role of women has not been appreciated, women have continued to play significant roles in 
community peacebuilding and have made valuable contributions to peace during and after conflict.

In Nigeria and Benue state in particular, since the return to democratic rule in 1999, there 
has been a proliferation in the number of women organizations that have been playing significant 
roles in conflict resolutions. For instance, women groups such as Women in Nigeria (WIN), 
Country Women Association of Nigeria (COWAN), Women, Law and Development Centre 
(WLDC), Community Women and Development (COWAD), International Federation of Female 

In Nigeria, there are well documented accounts of the exploits of Nigerian women and 
women organizations in conflict resolution. According to Idris and Habu (2012), women 
organizations in Nigeria have played significant roles in conflict resolution. For instance, Pisagih, 
Degri, Ajemasu and Muhammad (2015) observed that the role of women organizations in conflict 
resolution in Nigeria can be traced as far back as to the Aba women riot of 1929, the Egba women 
movement of the early 1920s to the 1950s, the Ogharefe women uprising of 1984. These are 
circumstances where women organizations in Nigeria organised and exercised their collective 
power to resolve conflict and build peace.

In Benue state, women organizations have also played significant roles in conflict 
resolution. Their role has been demonstrated particularly in the conflict between herdsmen and 
farmers in Benue state between 2011 to 2016 which led to loss of lives and property and left a lot 
of people in refugee camps, towns and  other settlements including Agaigbe, Naka, Atukpu, 
Tse-Iorbogo and other missionary centers outside the conflict areas, including Mission Station 
Ajigba of the NKST Church and other Christian centers like the Catholic Church premises in 
Agaigbe and the voluntary organization in the Local Government Areas (Women Environmental 
Programme, 2012). In a similar view, the herdsmen have dared not to go near the boundaries of 
Gwer-west Local Government Area. They were also displaced from where they had found pasture. 

During this conflict, Women Environmental Programme (2012) organized a multi-stake 
holder meeting that brought together the Benue state government, Miyetti-Allah Cattle Breeders 
Association, traditional rulers in Benue state, Christian Association of Nigeria (CAN) - Benue 
state chapter, Ja’amatu Nasiru Islam (JNI), Benue state and Civil Society Organizations. The 
forum provided a platform for farmers and herdsmen to come together to discuss how to resolve 
their differences and to educate both parties on other topical issues in the society like population 
increase and desertification which has increased the migration of herdsmen into the Benue 
trough/valley thereby exacerbating the conflict between the two groups.  

In a similar vein, women organizations such as Catholic Women Organisations (CWO) in 
Benue state have at different times reached out to different groups for deliberation, negotiation, 
compromises, and agreements on conflict resolution (Ikelegbe, 2003). Apart from helping to 
resolve conflict in Benue state, the organization has been able to provide a neutral ground where 
parties involved in conflict can come together to build bridges of trust, understanding and 
confidence (Ikelegbe,2003). They have also participated in providing relief materials to victims of 
conflict. For instance, during the herdsmen and farmer’s conflict in the state from 2011 to 2015 for 
which many citizens of the state particularly women were living in refugee camps across the state, 
the CWO donated relief materials such as food items, clothing, and free medical treatment to the 
victims of the conflict.

Other women organizations such as market women association have at different times in 
the course of the farmers-herdsmen conflict in Benue state used different strategies such as street 
protest and closing of shops in the market places to draw the attention of local, state and Federal 
government for peace to return to the state.

Challenges faced by Women Organizations in Conflict Resolution in Benue State

There are different factors limiting the role of women organizations in conflict resolution. 

One of the major problems facing women organization in Benue state is lack of funds to 
implement conflict resolution programs (Ahule & Ugba, 2014; Abari, 2014; Akuadna, 2014). 
Most of these organizations do not have adequate funds to organize workshops and seminars to 
educate members of the public on the need to live in peace. Besides, creating a platform where 
stakeholders involved in conflict can come to the negotiation table also requires funds which most 
women organizations in Benue do not have. This greatly limits the potentials of women 
organizations in conflict resolution. 

Secondly, in Benue state and Nigeria in general, people still believe and look up to 
government for the resolution of public problems and conflict. As a matter of fact, Ikelegbe (2003) 
observed that groups and communities in Benue state have more confidence in the ability of the 
state to resolve conflict. The implication here is that, even when women organizations have made 
concerted efforts to reach out to groups involved in conflict, people still believe that they do not 
possess the requisite influence, resources, integrity, and credibility to intervene and resolve 
conflict (Ikelegbe, 2003).

Thirdly, both the local, state and federal government in Nigeria have given women 
organizations and groups outside the realm of the state a marginal role in conflict resolution. There 
is poor partnership between government and other institutions outside the scope of the state in 
conflict resolution. In some cases, the state view other organizations and women groups with 
suspicion. Infact, Odeh (2012) observed that state officials view other groups outside the purview 
of the state as competitors of power and influence in the public sphere rather than partners in peace 
process. This also serves as a major setback for women organizations working in the area of 
conflict resolution.

Fourthly, most women organizations that are involved in conflict resolution lack 
experience, exposure and skills in negotiation, advocacy, and lobbying techniques (Agbalajobi, 
2002). Women have always been kept secluded from the political arena and sphere of 
decision-making; therefore, in many situations they are unable to participate. 

Lastly, women organizations in Benue state are also faced with the challenge of 
marginalization and stigmatization by powerful government and other non-governmental 
organizations (Munuve, nd). Besides, they also suffer from physical harassment from local men 
and security forces which is especially likely to happen in post conflict situations where gender 
tensions are usually high.

Conclusion and Recommendations

Based on the foregoing, the following recommendations have been made to improve the 
involvement of women organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state.

First, there must be change of attitudes among the people regarding the role of women and 
women organizations in Benue state and Nigeria in general. Women groups should be given 
greater role in all segments of the society. This can be achieved by sensitizing members of the 
public through printed and electronic media on the need to give women more political space to 
participate in decision making process.

Secondly, government at all levels in Nigeria need to partner with women organizations 

and other groups to resolve conflict. The state alone cannot resolve conflict in Nigeria. It is the 
submission of this paper that one-sector-approach would be inadequate to resolve conflicts in 
Nigeria. Therefore, the government needs to engage a broad-based coalition of actors, and women 
organizations need a seat on the table if any meaningful progress is to be made. This is because, 
according to the Dutch Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment, Conflict Resolution Unit 
states that partnering with women groups in conflict resolution fosters a wider popular mandate for 
peace, making it more sustainable.

Thirdly, women organizations in Benue state working in the area of conflict resolution 
needs to be strengthened in terms of training, skills and methods of operation and functioning 
(James, 2003). Most of these organizations are not well trained and properly equipped to resolve 
conflict. 

Lastly, women organizations in Benue state need to develop alternative ways of raising 
funds to implement their programs. Most of these organizations depend heavily on foreign 
donations and this is not adequate.
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Lawyers (FIDA), Women’s Right Advancement and Protection Alternative (WRAPA), and 
Catholic Women Organisations (CWO) have all played key roles in conflict resolution in Nigeria. 
Despite the significant role women organizations have played in conflict resolution in Benue state, 
their contributions have been neglected. There are two reasons for this. First, due to cultural and 
religious reasons, women are treated as second class citizens and therefore not given a seat at the 
table of conflict resolution process. Second, most people in Nigeria tend to believe that the issue of 
conflict resolution belongs to the realm of government and the business sector only. As a result of 
this, a comprehensive understanding of the role of women organizations in peacebuilding and 
conflict resolution has continued to be a major gap in the available literature particularly in the 
context of developing countries such as Nigeria. It is because of this gap in knowledge that this paper 
seeks to examine the contributions of women organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state.

Conceptual Clarification

In this paper, concepts such as women organizations and conflict resolution will be 
explained to sanitize the reader to their meaning and usage in this work.

Women organizations:  refer to all voluntary organizations led and managed by women 
that promote women’s welfare and gender equality (Kumar, n.d.). Examples of these organizations 
in Benue state include Women in Nigeria (WIN), International Federation of Female Lawyers 
(FIDA), Women’s Right Advancement and Protection Alternative (WRAPA), Catholic Women 
Organisations (CWO), Association of Market Women, Mzough U Kase, among others.

Conflict Resolution: is a range of processes aimed at alleviating or eliminating sources of 
conflict (Pisagih, Degri, Ajemasu & Muhammed, 2015). Miller and King (2003) define conflict 
resolution as “a variety of approaches aimed at terminating conflicts through the constructive 
solving of problems, distinct from management or transformation of conflicts.” In their view, 
Miall, Ramsbotham and Woodhouse (1999), the essence of conflict resolution is to identify the 
root causes of conflict, address and resolve them, and behaviour is no longer violent, nor are 
attitudes hostile any longer, while the structure of the conflict has been changed. Mitchel and 
Banks (1998) refer to conflict resolution as: 

i. An outcome in which the issue in an existing conflict are satisfactorily dealt with 
through a solution that is mutually acceptable to the parties, self-sustaining in the 
long run and productive of a new, positive relationship between parties that were 
previously hostile adversaries; and 

ii.  Any process or procedure by which such an outcome is achieved. 

Whatever the definition offered, the purpose of conflict resolution is to ensure that conflict is 
resolved for peaceful co-existence between individuals, groups, communities, and nations. 

Methodology

The study adopted descriptive research design. Secondary sources of data were obtained 

from the organizational records of women organizations involved in conflict resolution for a 
period of five years (2011-2016). In addition, other secondary sources of data such as newspapers, 
magazines, government records were also used. There are many registered and unregistered 
women organizations in Benue state. As a result of this, the study used purposive sampling 
technique to select only registered women organizations that were involved in conflict resolution 
in Benue state. The rational for studying women organizations involved in conflict resolutions is 
because, these organizations have made significant contributions to peace and conflict resolution, 
but their contributions have not been well documented and acknowledged.

Theoretical Framework

In this paper, liberal feminist theory has been employed to explain the role of women 
organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state. Liberal feminism is premised on the idea that 
gender inequality in society is a product of patriarchal and sexist patterning of division of labor 
(Idyorough, 2005). Based on the assumptions of liberal feminism, gender is socially constructed 
and is manifest in the division of labor where domestic work that is devalued and not remunerated 
is assigned to women while work outside the home is highly remunerated and is assigned to men. 
This whole phenomenon is perpetuated through patriarchal ideology (Idyorough, 2005).

The theory explains the lack of recognition for the role of women organizations in conflict 
resolution to our cultural beliefs and attitudes. The theory argues that the society believes that it is 
the men who are supposed to be involved in outdoor activities such as conflict resolution while 
women are supposed to be involved in menial jobs such as childcare and housekeeping. 
Consequently, even though women organizations have played important roles in conflict 
resolution, their roles have not been recognized simply because they are women organizations. 
Perhaps if these organizations were formed by men, their roles would have been acknowledged. 
This paper therefore states that, for the women organizations to be deeply involved in conflict 
resolution and their contributions to be appreciated, there has to be a change in our cultural beliefs 
and attitudes.

The Role of Women Organizations in Conflict Resolution in Benue State

The contributions of women organizations to conflict resolution cannot be over 
emphasized. According to Scheper (2002), the responses of local women’s groups in dealing with 
conflict, rehabilitation and peace appear to be remarkably similar around the world too. The 
women NGOs are mostly active in trauma counselling, micro-credit, voter education, gender 
awareness, law reform and political advocacy. They draw the attention of authorities to civilian 
security, e.g. through security sector reforms and greater participation of women in police forces, 
judiciary and in peace committees (Scheper, 2002). 
  In West Africa, Alaga (2010) states that women have played significant roles in situations 
relating to peace and war for centuries, primarily as traditional peace-makers, as priestesses who 
confer with gods to determine whether it was right to go to war or not, as praise singers for men 
during battles as a boost to ensure their victory, or as custodians of culture. In each culture there 
are stories of women who have played some leadership roles as peace envoys or harbingers of 
peace in their communities (Alaga, 2010).
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Abstract

In reviewing Jewish, Christian, and Islamic perspectives on nuclear weapons we find that there is 
a broad consensus that the use of nuclear weapons would be morally wrong because of the harm 
to large numbers of non-combatants and the environment. However, a small minority believes that 
limited nuclear war might be acceptable as a final measure for national defense, and some in the 
faith community believe that nuclear war would be acceptable as an eschatological event prior to 
the final Day of Judgment and commencement of a messianic age. Among the three faiths there 
has been some acceptance of deployment of nuclear weapons as a measure of deterrence for 
self-defense in order to dissuade other nations from nuclear or conventional attack. However, a 
growing number reject nuclear deterrence because of the immorality of in effect holding civilian 
population hostage. Within the faith community there is widespread support for negotiation of 
arms control agreements and for unilateral actions to reduce nuclear arsenals. 
Keywords: Judaism, Christianity, Islam, nuclear weapons, disarmament

Introduction

Since the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima on Augusts 6, 1945 representatives of 
Judaism, Christianity, and Islam have spoken out on the possession and use of nuclear weapons. 
Among them there is a broad consensus that nuclear weapons should never be used because of 
harm to God’s creation: massive loss of human lives and disastrous destruction of the 
environment. Although some believe that it is acceptable for a nation to possess nuclear weapons 
as a deterrent against nuclear attack or an overwhelming conventional attack from another nation, 
many insist that it is time to go beyond deterrence and seek the global elimination of nuclear 
weapons.  

Jewish Perspective

 In 1962 when the nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union was 
accelerating, Rabbi Maurice Lamm (1962) of the Floral Park Jewish Center in New York made 
distinction between obligatory wars and optional wars. He concluded that as a matter of 
self-defense it was obligatory to oppose the quest of the Soviet Union to gain world domination 
with Communism. That was because Communism violates the basic moral principles of Judaism 
and Israel would cease to exist as a nation if the Soviet Union ruled the world. Therefore, the 
expansionist Soviet Union must be opposed with nuclear weapons even if it resulted in a nuclear 
war that destroyed life on earth. Thus, it would be preferable to be dead than red.
 In a rejoinder Rabbi Immanuel Jakobovits of the Fifth Avenue Synagogue, who later 
became the Chief Rabbi of Great Britain, took up the issue of self-defense. He noted in 1962 that 
the Torah and teaching of rabbis allow slaying an attacker to save one’s own life (Exodus 22.1 
[22.2 in RSVP]; Rashi on BT Sanhedrin 72a). But the defender would not be entitled to forestall 
the attack at the cost of both lives, such as by blowing up the house. He commented, “In view of 
this vital limitation of the law of self-defense, it would appear that a defensive war likely to 
endanger the survival of the attacking and the defending nations alike, if not the entire human race, 
can never be justified” (Sapertstein, pp. 7-8).
 Neither rabbi, of course, wanted the world to face that choice of red or dead. Rabbi Lamm 
favored nuclear deterrence which so far had prevented nuclear war. He wrote, “Constant 
negotiation between the atomic powers must continue in order to probe new possibilities of 
peacefully settling the differences between East and West” (Lamm, 1962, p. 177).  
 Twenty years later when the nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet 
Union intensified again, the Commission on Social Action of Reformed Judaism took up this issue 
in a report Preventing the Nuclear Holocaust: A Jewish Response edited by Rabbi David 
Saperstein (1983). The report reviews the five regulations of war, drawn from the halacha (Jewish 
law): force not an end in itself, opportunity for the opponent to choose peace, concern for lives of 
non-combatants, waged so as not to destroy God’s creation, before ever battle reading the rules and 
regulations of war (Saperstein, 1983, pp. 8-13). As applied to an optional war, the report 
concludes:

Clearly the speed with which nuclear war could happen, the distance over which it is 

fought and the virtual absence of opportunity to use human judgements to regulate the war 
once the missiles are launched mitigate against the ability of any nation to fight a “humane” 
nuclear war. From this brief view of the halachic stipulations on war, it is evident that 
nuclear war would violate almost every rule and regulation and would thereby be 
impermissible. (Saperstein, 1983, p.13)

 The report then cites a number of rabbis to show that the weight of the Jewish tradition is 
clearly arrayed against the use of nuclear weapons (Saperstein, 1983, pp. 19-31). But what about 
the current nuclear build-up and stockpiling? Under what circumstances is possession of nuclear 
weapons per se, permissible or prohibited? In answering the report draws upon the halachic 
concept of geder (fence) that some things are prohibited not because they are evil in and of 
themselves but because they might lead to evil things. Rabbi Saul Berman applied this reasoning 
to stockpiling nuclear weapons which “will likely lead to consequences which will violate Jewish 
law” (Saperstein, p. 36). As Rabbi Jakobovits wrote in his 1962 article, “Once the recourse to 
atomic warfare, even in self defense (retaliation), is eliminated, the threat of resorting to it when 
attacked (deterrent) would naturally have to be abandoned. A threat is effective, and can be 
justified, only as the possibility to carry it out exists” (Saperstein, p. 36). 

This being the case, Preventing the Nuclear Holocaust devotes considerable attention to 
ways of ending the nuclear arms race, such as freeze on production and deployment of nuclear 
weapons and other methods of nuclear arms control and reduction.
 This issue was taken up again in 1991 in a book entitled Confronting Omnicide: Jewish 
Reflections on Weapons of Mass Destruction, edited by Daniel Landes (1991). Fifteen essays offer 
diverse points of view but have a common concern that God’s creation would be at risk in nuclear 
war. Pinchas Peli from Ben Gurion University, Be’er Sheva, Israel writes:

As to the universal threat of destruction of the world through the weapons of mass 
destruction, the view of Torah is crystal clear: The world created by God was meant for 
life; it was given over to Man to rule, to preserve and cultivate, and not to destroy and 
mutilate. (Landes, 1991, pp. 72-73)

Translating this into practice, he continues:

One is not allowed to willingly destroy any created being. This prohibition is known in the 
Halakhah as bal tash’hit – Do not destroy. The rabbis, of course, derive this prohibition 
from Scripture: “When thou shalt besiege a city a long time, in making war against it to 
take it, thou shalt not destroy the trees thereof by wielding an axe against them: for thou 
mayest eat of them, and thou shalt not cut them down.” (Deuteronomy 20:10)

 In another essay Professor David Novak picks up this theme and cites rabbinic tradition 
over the centuries in support of the prohibition of wanton destruction. He concludes: “The evil of 
nuclear war, which cannot be justified by any of the usual criteria of temporary destruction for the 
sake of ultimate victory, is to be emphasized continually.” He adds, “It seems that bilateral, not 
unilateral disarmament is what is required” (Landes, 1991, p. 115). 
 In an essay on “Nuclear Deterrence and Nuclear War” Professor Walter S. Wurzburger 

believes that “the actual use of nuclear weapons must be ruled out, for it is inconceivable to 
sanction the very extinction of the human race.” But one-sided renunciation of their use “would 
rule out any possibility of defense or deterrence against adversaries who threaten nuclear 
aggression.” Therefore, “we have no choice but to continue to rely on the threat of nuclear 
retaliation to deter nuclear aggression.” But that choice is fraught with moral problems and must 
be considered a lesser evil. It would be better to gain universal acceptance of a “no first use 
pledge” (Landes, 1991, pp. 224-233). 
 Although the much of the background for discussion about nuclear weapons is the nuclear 
arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union with their enormous arsenals, Israel’s 
possession of nuclear weapons also enters into the picture. In his book Israel and the Bomb, Avner 
Cohen describes Israel’s approach as nuclear opacity – “a situation in which a state’s nuclear 
capability has not been acknowledged, but is recognized in a way that influences other nation’s 
perceptions and actions” (Cohen, 1998, p. 2). In his second book The Worst-Kept Secret, he uses 
the Hebrew term amimut with connotation of both opacity and ambiguity to describe this approach 
(Cohen 2010, xxxii). Although the Israeli government has never officially admitted that it has 
nuclear weapons, enough information has become available to estimate that Israel possesses 
approximately 80 nuclear weapons (Federation of American Scientists, 2017).  
 Because of amimut the Israeli government has never publicly articulated its rationale for 
acquiring nuclear weapons. In fact, there is a prohibition against public discussion of nuclear 
issues, a ban “rigidly enforce by Israeli military censorship (the Censora), which bans any 
reference to Israeli’s nuclear weapons in the Israeli media” (Cohen, 2010, p. xxix). However, one 
can project that the policy emphasizes deterrence as a matter of self-defense to prevent an 
existential threat to Israel. Some Jewish writers consider this legitimate in the present political 
situation. Others raise a note of caution that actual use would be disastrous. 

Christian Perspective

Protestant

After the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima, Japan, on August 6, 1945, the Federal 
Council of the Churches of Christ in America asked a commission of theologians to formulate a 
response. In February 1946 the commission issued a report entitled Atomic Warfare and Christian 
Faith that began with an act of contrition:

As American Christians, we are deeply penitent for the irresponsible use already made of 
the atomic bomb. We have agreed that, whatever be one’s judgment of the ethics of war in 
principle, the surprise bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki are morally indefensible. 
They repeated in a ghastly form the indiscriminate slaughter of non-combatants that has 
become familiar during World War II. They were released without specific warning, under 
conditions which virtually assured the deaths of 100,000 civilians. (Lunger, 1988, p. 303)

The theologians urged that all manufacture of atomic bombs be stopped, pending the development 
of international controls and called upon the United States “to affirm publicly, with suitable 

guarantees, that it will under no circumstances be the first to use atomic weapons in any possible 
future war” (Lunger, 1988, p. 305). 

Four years later another commission of theologians appointed by the Federal Council of 
Churches in report on The Christian Conscience and Weapons of Mass Destruction came to the 
opposite conclusion. They noted: “Today, two great dangers threaten mankind, the danger that 
totalitarian tyranny may be extended over the world and the danger of global war” (Lunger, 1988, 
p. 317). The tyranny they feared was Soviet Communism which by 1950 had taken control of 
Eastern Europe and was moving aggressively in other parts of the world. What became known as 
the Cold War was underway. The report therefore insisted:

For as long as the existing situation holds, for the United States to abandon its atomic 
weapons or to give the impression that they would not be used, would leave the 
non-communist world with totally inadequate defense. For Christians to advocate such a 
policy would be to share responsibility for the worldwide tyranny that might result. 
(Lunger, 1988, p. 321)

The Commission found it difficult to draw an absolute line between types of weapons. “If, as we 
have felt bound to acknowledge, certain key industrial targets are inescapably involved in modern 
war, we find no moral distinction between destroying them with tons of T.N.T. or by fire as 
compared with an atomic bomb…Christian conscience guides us to restraint from destruction not 
essential to our total objective” (Landes, 1988, pp. 320-321). 
 In 1950 the Federal Council of Churches was reorganized as the National Council of the 
Churches of Christ in the USA (NCC). In years that followed the NCC put aside conditional 
acceptance of nuclear weapons in some circumstances and became a staunch advocate of their 
elimination. This history is narrated in a resolution, “Nuclear Disarmament: The Time is Now”, 
adopted by NCC General Assembly in 2009, that stated:

Jesus Christ, the Good Shepherd, declared that He had come to bring ‘abundant life" to 
humanity. Nuclear weapons, which have the capacity to destroy entire cities and nations, 
and, indeed, all life on earth, represent the diametric opposite to this. In fact, the only thing 
that they are capable of producing is "abundant death.’ The time has arrived to eliminate all 
of them, before they eliminate all of us. Be it therefore resolved that the National Council 
of the Churches of Christ in the U.S.A. hereby recommits itself to the total worldwide 
eradication of nuclear weapons. (National Council of Churches, 2009)

Over the years the National Association of Evangelicals (NAE) in the U.S. has also 
expressed its concern about nuclear weapons. Recognizing that within the membership are those 
who are committed to peace through strength and those who renounce the use of force as a matter 
of conscience, NAE has nevertheless favored arms control agreements to scale back the nuclear 
arms race. In “Nuclear Weapons 2011,” NAE laid out a course that included re-examining the 
moral and ethical basis for the doctrine of nuclear deterrence, maintaining the taboo against 
nuclear use, achieving verified mutual reductions in current nuclear stockpiles, and continuing 
dialogue on the effects of possession and threatened use of nuclear weapons (National Association 
of Evangelicals, 2011).

Elsewhere in NATO countries the Conference of European Churches and its Church and 
Society Commission have been active on nuclear disarmament issues, favoring a world free of 
nuclear weapons and specifically advocating the removal of tactical nuclear weapons from Europe 
(Conference of European Churches. 2013). 

In the United Kingdom many denominations support nuclear disarmament, expressed 
specifically in opposition to building a new trident submarine. Although the Church of England 
has tended to defer to the government on continuation of minimal nuclear deterrence, Dr. Rowan 
Williams, 104th Archbishop of Canterbury, speaking in Nagasaki, Japan in September 2009, said 
of nuclear weapons: 

They are necessarily indiscriminate; that is, they will always kill the innocent. They 
destroy the living environment; they have long-term effects on every aspect of the material 
and organic world…To work for a world free from nuclear arms is to work for the sake of 
that moral and human dignity.�(Williams, 2009)

In 1976 the Canadian Council of Churches established Project Plowshares as its vehicle to 
build peace and prevent war, and promote the peaceful resolution of political conflict. Developing 
support for the elimination of nuclear weapons has been a major focus (Project Plourshares, 2017). 

On the world stage the Ninth Assembly of World Council of Churches (WCC) in 2006 
recalled its long-standing opposition to nuclear weapons. 

From its birth as a fellowship of Christian churches the WCC has condemned nuclear 
weapons for their "widespread and indiscriminate destruction" and as "sin against God" in 
modern warfare (First WCC Assembly, 1948), recognized early that the only sure defense 
against nuclear weapons is prohibition, elimination and verification (Second Assembly) 
and, inter alia, called citizens to “press their governments to ensure national security 
without resorting to the use of weapons of mass destruction" (Fifth Assembly, 1975).

 The Second Assembly in 1954 called for “The prohibition of all weapons of mass 
destruction; including atomic and hydrogen bombs, with provision for international inspection and 
control, such as would safeguard the security of all nations, together with the drastic reduction of 
other armaments” (Visser 't Hooft, 1955, p. 146). The Ninth Assembly in 2006 adopted a “Minute 
on Elimination of Nuclear Arms”, noting that “Existing WCC policy urges all states to meet their 
treaty obligations to reduce and then destroy nuclear arsenals with adequate verification” and that 
“Churches must prevail upon governments until they recognize the incontrovertible immorality of 
nuclear weapons” (World Council of Churches, 2006). The Tenth Assembly in November 2013 
recommended that governments “Negotiate and establish a ban on the production, deployment, 
transfer and use of nuclear weapons in accordance with international humanitarian law” (World 
Council of Churches, 2013).

Among Protestant denominations, the United Methodist Council of Bishops in 1986 took 
up the nuclear weapons in a foundation document, In Defense of Creation: The Nuclear Crisis and 
a Just Peace (United Methodist Council of Bishops, 1986). They chose the title because God’s 
creation “is under attack…[from] the darkening shadows of threatening nuclear winter… [It is] “a 

crisis that threatens to assault not only the whole human family but planet earth itself” (United 
Methodist Council of Bishops, 1986, p. 92). Given this situation, the bishops in a pastoral letter 
stated:

Therefore, we say a clear and unconditional No to nuclear war and any use of nuclear 
weapons. We conclude that nuclear deterrence is a position that cannot receive the 
church’s blessing (United Methodist Council of Bishops, p.92). 

For moving toward a nuclear-free world they recommended four measures: (1) comprehensive test 
ban to inaugurate a nuclear freeze; (2) consolidated of existing treaties and phased reductions; (3) 
bans on space weapons; and (4) no-first-use agreement (United Methodist Council of Bishop, 
1986, pp. 74-78).

  The 1988 United Methodist General Conference, the official governing body, endorsed In 
Defense of Creation (United Methodist Church, 1988) and in following quadrennial meetings 
supported concrete steps toward a world free of nuclear weapons. A 2004 resolution described the 
doctrine of nuclear deterrence as “morally corrupt and spiritually bankrupt” because “nuclear 
weapons hold innocent people hostage for political and military purposes” (United Methodist 
Church, 2004, p. 889).
 In the last thirty years all of the “mainline” Protestant churches and the historic peace 
churches in the United States have taken strong stands against the use of nuclear weapons and have 
supported policies leading to the elimination. 

Orthodox

 Orthodox Churches from many nations are members of the World Council of Churches and 
in that sense support WCC policies on nuclear weapons. They also speak for themselves in their 
own countries. In the United States branches of the Orthodox Church – Russian, Greek, and others 
- have joined interfaith initiatives for the elimination of nuclear weapons. In Russia, Patriarch 
Kirill, head of the Russian Orthodox Church, speaking in 2007 in Sarov, the center of Russia’s 
nuclear weapons industry, indicated that Russia required nuclear arms to enable it to remain a 
sovereign state during the Cold War. That is because of the deterrent value of nuclear weapons. 
Nevertheless, he said, the Church favors a world without nuclear weapons (Kirill, 2007). 

Roman Catholic  

 In the Roman Catholic Church, popes have spoken against the use of nuclear weapons 
since the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima. Pope Pius XII (pope from 1939 to 1958) in his 
1954 Easter message demanded “the effective proscription and banishment of atomic…warfare,” 
calling the arms race a “costly relationship of mutual terror” (Pius XII, 1954). 

 Pope John XXXIII (1958-1963) in his1963 papal encyclical Pacem in Terris called for the 
cessation of the arms race, noting:

The stock-piles of armaments which have been built up in various countries must be 
reduced all round and simultaneously by the parties concerned. Nuclear weapons must be 
banned. A general agreement must be reached on a suitable disarmament program, with an 
effective system of mutual control. (John XXIII, 1963)

 Gaudium et Spes (“Joy and Hope”), a pastoral constitution coming out of the Second 
Vatican Council and promulgated by Pope Paul VI (1963-78) in 1965, stated:

Any act of war aimed indiscriminately at the destruction of entire cities of extensive areas 
along with their population is a crime against God and man himself. It merits unequivocal 
and unhesitating condemnation. (Paul VI, 1965)

However, the document noted that some “scientific weapons” are amassed for retaliation and 
therefore serve as a “deterrent to possible enemy attack.” But this “is not a safe way to preserve 
a steady peace, nor is the so-called balance resulting from this race a sure and authentic peace.” 
A better way is to “labor to put an end at last to the arms race, and to make a true beginning of 
disarmament, not unilaterally indeed, but proceeding at an equal pace according to agreement, 
and backed up by true and workable safeguards” (Paul VI, 1965). 

 When Pope John Paul II (1978-2005) spoke in the Hiroshima Peace Memorial Hall in 
February 1981 he called on heads of state and of government and those who hold political and 
economic power to pledge ourselves “that war will never be tolerated or sought as a means of 
resolving differences; let us promise our fellow human beings that we will work untiringly for 
disarmament and the banishing of all nuclear weapons” (John Paul II, 1981).

 Speaking to the United Nations General Assembly in June 1982, Pope John Paul II stated:

The teaching of the Catholic Church in this area has been clear and consistent. It has 
deplored the arms race, called nonetheless for mutual progressive and verifiable reduction 
of armaments as well as greater safeguards against possible misuse of these weapons. It has 
done so while urging that the independence, freedom and legitimate security of each and 
every nation be respected. In current conditions "deterrence" based on balance, certainly 
not as an end in itself but as step on the way toward a progressive disarmament, may still 
be judged morally acceptable. Nonetheless in order to ensure peace, it is indispensable not 
to be satisfied with this minimum which is always susceptible to the real danger of 
explosion. (John Paul II, 1982)

Pope Benedict XVI (2005-2013) in a message on World Day of Peace 2006 indicated:

In a nuclear war there would be no victors, only victims. The truth of peace requires that 
all - whether those governments which openly or secretly possess nuclear arms, or those 
planning to acquire them �- agree to change their course by clear and firm decisions, and 
strive for a progressive and concerted nuclear disarmament. (Benedict XVI, 2006) 

At the 2010 Review Conference of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty Msgr Celestino Migliore 
delivered a message from Benedict XVI encouraging “initiatives that seek progressive 
disarmament and the creation of zones free of nuclear weapons, with a view to their complete 
elimination from the planet" (Migliore, 2010).
 With this decades-long support for nuclear disarmament the Holy See has become 
impatient with the lack of progress toward this objective. This was shown in an address by 
Archbishop Francis Chullikat, the permanent observer of the Holy See to the United Nations, in 
Kansas City, Missouri in 2011. He said:

The Holy See has never countenanced nuclear deterrence as a permanent measure, nor does 
it today when it is evident that nuclear deterrence drives the development of ever newer 
nuclear arms, thus preventing genuine nuclear disarmament…. Nuclear deterrence 
prevents genuine nuclear disarmament. It maintains an unacceptable hegemony over 
non-nuclear development for the poorest half of the world's population. It is a fundamental 
obstacle to achieving a new age of global security. (Chullikat, 2011)

He noted that the Catholic Church had embraced a 1996 decision of the International Court of 
Justice calling for “negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and 
effective international control." He reiterated the Holy See’s support “for transparent, verifiable, 
global and irreversible nuclear disarmament and for addressing seriously the issues of nuclear 
strategic arms, the tactical ones and their means of delivery (Chullikat, 2011). 

 Pope Francis in 2015 address to the United Nations General Assembly stated: 

There is urgent need to work for a world free of nuclear weapons, in full application of the 
non-proliferation Treaty, in letter and spirit, with the goal of a complete prohibition of 
these weapons. (Francis, 2015)

 In the United States in the early 1980s, the National Conference of Catholic Bishops 
undertook an in-depth study of war and peace with special attention to nuclear weapons. Working 
from the moral principles of the just-war tradition, they indicated: 

• Every nation has a right and duty to defend itself against unjust aggression.
• Offensive war of any kind is morally unjustifiable.
• The intentional killing of innocent civilians or non-combatants is always wrong.
• Even defensive response to unjust attack can cause destruction which violates the 

principle of proportionality, going far beyond the limits of legitimate defense. 
(National Conference of Catholic Bishops, 1983, p. iii) 

Applying these principles to nuclear weapons, the U.S. Catholic bishops spoke against initiation 
of nuclear war and against any use of nuclear weapons to destroy population centers or other 
predominantly civilian targets even in retaliatory action. They opposed initiation of nuclear war 
and expressed skepticism of even a limited nuclear war. Following the leadership of Pope John 
Paul II, they accepted “a strictly conditional moral acceptance of deterrence” but not adequate as 
a long-term basis for peace (National Conference of Catholic Bishops, 1983, pp v-vi).

 Over the years the U.S. Catholic bishops have retained their strong interest in nuclear 
disarmament. In 2010, Cardinal Francis George, then President of the U.S. Conference of Catholic 
Bishops, wrote: 

The horribly destructive capacity of nuclear arms makes them disproportionate and 
indiscriminate weapons that endanger human life and dignity like no other armaments. 
Their use as a weapon of war is rejected in Church teaching based on just war norms. 
Although we cannot anticipate every step on the path humanity must walk, we can point 
with moral clarity to a destination that moves beyond deterrence to a world free of the 
nuclear threat. (George, 2010)

For this to happen “the Church urges that nuclear deterrence be replaced with concrete measures 
of disarmament based on dialogue and multilateral negotiations” (George, 2010). 

Islamic Perspective

“A Common Word,” a report addressed by Muslim scholars to Christian leaders, notes that 
Christians and Muslims together make up more than 55 percent of the world’s population. They 
then observe:

If Muslims and Christians are not at peace, the world cannot be at peace. With the terrible 
weaponry of the modern world; with Muslims and Christians intertwined everywhere as 
never before, no side can unilaterally win a conflict between more than half of the world’s 
inhabitants. Thus, our common future is at stake. The very survival of the world itself is at 
stake. (A Common Word, 2007, pp. 72-73) 

 Jamal Badawi and Muzammil H. Siddiqi in an essay published by the Muslim-Christian 
Initiative on the Nuclear Weapons Danger offered six powerful reasons for Muslims to oppose the 
production, deployment, and use of nuclear weapons.

(1) They represent a serious threat to peace, while peace is a central theme of                       
 Islam.
(2)  They are brutal and merciless, and thus violate the Qur’anic description of the Prophet 

Muhammad (peace be upon him) as “mercy to all the worlds.”
(3)  They are contrary to Islam’s promotion of human fellowship.
(4)  Nuclear weapons do not fall with the scope of legitimate self-defense… Not only do they 

not discriminate between combatants and noncombatants, but the great majority of victims 
are likely to be noncombatants… Repelling aggression is permissible in Islam, but only 
with the minimum cost of life and property. Nuclear weapons cause destruction of the 
environment that lasts for hundreds, if not thousands, of years.

(5)  Nuclear weapons research and production waste a huge amount of resources.
(6)  While the argument for nuclear deterrence is not un-Islamic in principle, and while such 

deterrence apparently did work during the Cold War, there is no guarantee that it will work 

in the future. Nor is there any guarantee that nuclear weapons will not fall into the hands of 
non-state actors. (Badawi and Siggiqi, 2005, pp. 26-27)

 The authors continue:

Considering all of these points, we must conclude that it is harâm (forbidden) to 
deploy nuclear weapons. The sharî’ah of Allah could never approve such weapons. 
According to the principles of Islamic law, there should instead be a universal ban 
on their development and possession. No criteria exist that allow some states to 
maintain nuclear weapons while others are denied of them. (Badawi and Siggiqi, 
2005, p. 27)

 
 In applying such beliefs, Iran Supreme Leader, Ali Khamenei, on a number of occasions 
has said that possession and use of nuclear weapons are contrary to Islamic law. In 2005, Iran 
communicated to the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) that Ayatollah Khamenei had 
issued a fatwa [religious edict] that “the production, stockpiling and use of nuclear weapons are 
forbidden under Islamic law and that the Islamic Republic of Iran shall never acquire these 
weapons” (International Atomic Energy Agency (2005, p. 121).  In a letter to the 2010 Review 
Conference of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, Khamenei wrote: "We consider the use of 
such weapons as haram (religiously forbidden) and believe that it is everyone's duty to make 
efforts to secure humanity against this great disaster."  In an address on August 30, 2012 at the 16th 
Non-Aligned Summit in Tehran, he stated:

The Islamic Republic of Iran considers the use of nuclear, chemical and similar weapons 
as a great and unforgivable sin. We proposed the idea of ‘Middle East free of nuclear 
weapons’ and we are committed to it. This does not mean forgoing our right to peaceful use 
of nuclear power and production of nuclear fuel. On the basis of international laws, 
peaceful use of nuclear energy is a right of every country…. Our motto is: “Nuclear energy 
for all and nuclear weapons for none.” (Khamenei, 2012)

 Some analysts observe that Ayatollah Khamenei sometimes speaks of production, 
stockpiling, and use of nuclear weapons and sometimes only use. They speculate that this implies 
that Iran might want to produce nuclear weapons as a deterrent, but there have been no public 
statements using deterrence language. Such clarification might occur during ongoing negotiations 
about Iran’s nuclear capability.

Summary

 In reviewing Jewish, Christian, and Islamic perspectives on nuclear weapons, we find 
many common features.  
 There is a broad consensus that use of nuclear weapons would be morally wrong because 
of the harm to large numbers of non-combatants and the environment. Widespread use would be 
disastrous for humankind and the planet Earth. A small minority believes that limited nuclear war 
might be acceptable as a final measure for national defense, but most maintain that nuclear weap-

ons are so powerful and indiscriminate that even limited use would be wrong. Although not part of 
our previous discussion, there are also some in the faith community who believe that nuclear war 
would be acceptable as an eschatological event prior to the final day of judgment and commence-
ment of a messianic era.
 Among the three faiths there has been some acceptance of development, production, and 
deployment of nuclear weapons as a measure of deterrence for self-defense in order to dissuade 
other nations from nuclear or conventional attack. However, a growing number reject nuclear 
deterrence because of the immorality of in effect holding civilian population hostage. Some deter-
rence adherents believe if deterrence fails and a nation is attacked, nuclear weapons should not be 
used in retaliation. 
 There is widespread support for negotiation of arms control agreements and for unilateral 
actions to reduce nuclear arsenals.  
 Although not discussed in previous sections, many voices in the faith community observe 
that the nuclear arms race is a waste of resources and that funds could be better spent for measures 
that improve human and community welfare.
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Abstract

This paper examined the strategic role women and women organizations play in the resolution of 
conflicts in Benue state especially in the last five years (2011-2016), with the persistence of the 
pastoralist / farmers clashes. Benue state has the unfortunate lot of attacks and women have been 
at the receiving end as majority of them are engaged in agricultural production that sustains the 
economy and the population. Government has responded in addressing these conflicts, but we 
must reckon with the great role women under several organizations have sought to interface 
government in preventing these conflicts and also offering relief materials to the displaced 
populations. The paper surveyed some of these women organizations and the strategies they have 
adopted in reducing the conflicts. Using liberal feminist theory as a framework of analysis, the 
paper showed how socio-cultural factors are constraining the women organization’s effort at 
resolving conflicts. The study demonstrated how the non-confrontational approach adopted by 
women has continued to douse out the conflicts and helped to ameliorate the conditions of women, 
children and men affected by the conflicts. It is hoped that stronger collaboration of these women 
groups and government through legislative provisions will seriously address these conflicts and 
their negative consequences on the people.

Keywords: women, women organizations, conflict resolution

Introduction

Violent conflicts ranging from communal, ethnic, religious, and political have become a 
recurrent decimal in Nigeria. The situation has become extremely worrisome since the return to 
democratic rule in 1999 (Imobighe, 2003). In Benue state, the story is not different! Communal, 
inter-ethnic, political, and more recently, herdsmen and farmers conflict have led to loss of lives 
and property, increased poverty, and massive displacement of people. Generally, conflict affects 
all members of the society but in most cases, it is women that suffer the most. During periods of 
conflicts, women suffer from sexual abuse, psychological pains and carry the burden of caring for 
children and the aged. In a study conducted in 200l by USAID cited in Scheper (2002) which 
analyzed the impact of deadly intrastate conflict on women and women organizations from 
Rwanda, Cambodia, Guatemala, El Salvador, Georgia, and Bosnia and Herzegovina showed that 
there are five major impacts of intrastate conflict on women and gender relations:

a.    Violence against civilians, of which 95% is female
b.    Internal displacement, of which 90% is women and children
c.    Redefinition of female identities in the society, both as victims and as perpetrators
d.    Increased poverty and starvation, as a result of targeted destruction of civilian   

 property and
e.    Communal violence leading to lasting bitterness, anger and hatred. 

The research concluded by observing that in all six countries, the most traumatizing factor 
for women in conflict is the lack of physical security, both during the conflict and the post conflict 
demobilization of the militia. It keeps women confined in their homes, not being able to move 
around freely. Rape was used as a regular tool of warfare and torture in all six case countries 
(Scheper, 2002). Moreover, many women saw themselves forced to engage in prostitution in the 
post conflict era, as the only available means of income. Family structures were damaged through 
death and trauma, resulting in women becoming heads of households and an increased incidence 
of domestic violence.
  Despite the fact that women suffer the most during the period of conflicts, formal conflict 
resolution mechanisms exclude women in the decision-making process. Falch (2010) underscored 
the above view by stating that women are often excluded from formal peace negotiations and are 
marginally involved in political decision-making process. However, since the passing of the 
United Nations Resolution 1325 in 2000 which advocates for the equal representation of women 
in key decision bodies, greater political space was opened for women groups to play significant 
roles in conflict resolution globally (Falch, 2010). While extolling the role of women organizations 
in the formal mechanism of conflict resolution, Falch (2010) acknowledged that, even though the 
role of women has not been appreciated, women have continued to play significant roles in 
community peacebuilding and have made valuable contributions to peace during and after conflict.

In Nigeria and Benue state in particular, since the return to democratic rule in 1999, there 
has been a proliferation in the number of women organizations that have been playing significant 
roles in conflict resolutions. For instance, women groups such as Women in Nigeria (WIN), 
Country Women Association of Nigeria (COWAN), Women, Law and Development Centre 
(WLDC), Community Women and Development (COWAD), International Federation of Female 

In Nigeria, there are well documented accounts of the exploits of Nigerian women and 
women organizations in conflict resolution. According to Idris and Habu (2012), women 
organizations in Nigeria have played significant roles in conflict resolution. For instance, Pisagih, 
Degri, Ajemasu and Muhammad (2015) observed that the role of women organizations in conflict 
resolution in Nigeria can be traced as far back as to the Aba women riot of 1929, the Egba women 
movement of the early 1920s to the 1950s, the Ogharefe women uprising of 1984. These are 
circumstances where women organizations in Nigeria organised and exercised their collective 
power to resolve conflict and build peace.

In Benue state, women organizations have also played significant roles in conflict 
resolution. Their role has been demonstrated particularly in the conflict between herdsmen and 
farmers in Benue state between 2011 to 2016 which led to loss of lives and property and left a lot 
of people in refugee camps, towns and  other settlements including Agaigbe, Naka, Atukpu, 
Tse-Iorbogo and other missionary centers outside the conflict areas, including Mission Station 
Ajigba of the NKST Church and other Christian centers like the Catholic Church premises in 
Agaigbe and the voluntary organization in the Local Government Areas (Women Environmental 
Programme, 2012). In a similar view, the herdsmen have dared not to go near the boundaries of 
Gwer-west Local Government Area. They were also displaced from where they had found pasture. 

During this conflict, Women Environmental Programme (2012) organized a multi-stake 
holder meeting that brought together the Benue state government, Miyetti-Allah Cattle Breeders 
Association, traditional rulers in Benue state, Christian Association of Nigeria (CAN) - Benue 
state chapter, Ja’amatu Nasiru Islam (JNI), Benue state and Civil Society Organizations. The 
forum provided a platform for farmers and herdsmen to come together to discuss how to resolve 
their differences and to educate both parties on other topical issues in the society like population 
increase and desertification which has increased the migration of herdsmen into the Benue 
trough/valley thereby exacerbating the conflict between the two groups.  

In a similar vein, women organizations such as Catholic Women Organisations (CWO) in 
Benue state have at different times reached out to different groups for deliberation, negotiation, 
compromises, and agreements on conflict resolution (Ikelegbe, 2003). Apart from helping to 
resolve conflict in Benue state, the organization has been able to provide a neutral ground where 
parties involved in conflict can come together to build bridges of trust, understanding and 
confidence (Ikelegbe,2003). They have also participated in providing relief materials to victims of 
conflict. For instance, during the herdsmen and farmer’s conflict in the state from 2011 to 2015 for 
which many citizens of the state particularly women were living in refugee camps across the state, 
the CWO donated relief materials such as food items, clothing, and free medical treatment to the 
victims of the conflict.

Other women organizations such as market women association have at different times in 
the course of the farmers-herdsmen conflict in Benue state used different strategies such as street 
protest and closing of shops in the market places to draw the attention of local, state and Federal 
government for peace to return to the state.

Challenges faced by Women Organizations in Conflict Resolution in Benue State

There are different factors limiting the role of women organizations in conflict resolution. 

One of the major problems facing women organization in Benue state is lack of funds to 
implement conflict resolution programs (Ahule & Ugba, 2014; Abari, 2014; Akuadna, 2014). 
Most of these organizations do not have adequate funds to organize workshops and seminars to 
educate members of the public on the need to live in peace. Besides, creating a platform where 
stakeholders involved in conflict can come to the negotiation table also requires funds which most 
women organizations in Benue do not have. This greatly limits the potentials of women 
organizations in conflict resolution. 

Secondly, in Benue state and Nigeria in general, people still believe and look up to 
government for the resolution of public problems and conflict. As a matter of fact, Ikelegbe (2003) 
observed that groups and communities in Benue state have more confidence in the ability of the 
state to resolve conflict. The implication here is that, even when women organizations have made 
concerted efforts to reach out to groups involved in conflict, people still believe that they do not 
possess the requisite influence, resources, integrity, and credibility to intervene and resolve 
conflict (Ikelegbe, 2003).

Thirdly, both the local, state and federal government in Nigeria have given women 
organizations and groups outside the realm of the state a marginal role in conflict resolution. There 
is poor partnership between government and other institutions outside the scope of the state in 
conflict resolution. In some cases, the state view other organizations and women groups with 
suspicion. Infact, Odeh (2012) observed that state officials view other groups outside the purview 
of the state as competitors of power and influence in the public sphere rather than partners in peace 
process. This also serves as a major setback for women organizations working in the area of 
conflict resolution.

Fourthly, most women organizations that are involved in conflict resolution lack 
experience, exposure and skills in negotiation, advocacy, and lobbying techniques (Agbalajobi, 
2002). Women have always been kept secluded from the political arena and sphere of 
decision-making; therefore, in many situations they are unable to participate. 

Lastly, women organizations in Benue state are also faced with the challenge of 
marginalization and stigmatization by powerful government and other non-governmental 
organizations (Munuve, nd). Besides, they also suffer from physical harassment from local men 
and security forces which is especially likely to happen in post conflict situations where gender 
tensions are usually high.

Conclusion and Recommendations

Based on the foregoing, the following recommendations have been made to improve the 
involvement of women organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state.

First, there must be change of attitudes among the people regarding the role of women and 
women organizations in Benue state and Nigeria in general. Women groups should be given 
greater role in all segments of the society. This can be achieved by sensitizing members of the 
public through printed and electronic media on the need to give women more political space to 
participate in decision making process.

Secondly, government at all levels in Nigeria need to partner with women organizations 

and other groups to resolve conflict. The state alone cannot resolve conflict in Nigeria. It is the 
submission of this paper that one-sector-approach would be inadequate to resolve conflicts in 
Nigeria. Therefore, the government needs to engage a broad-based coalition of actors, and women 
organizations need a seat on the table if any meaningful progress is to be made. This is because, 
according to the Dutch Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment, Conflict Resolution Unit 
states that partnering with women groups in conflict resolution fosters a wider popular mandate for 
peace, making it more sustainable.

Thirdly, women organizations in Benue state working in the area of conflict resolution 
needs to be strengthened in terms of training, skills and methods of operation and functioning 
(James, 2003). Most of these organizations are not well trained and properly equipped to resolve 
conflict. 

Lastly, women organizations in Benue state need to develop alternative ways of raising 
funds to implement their programs. Most of these organizations depend heavily on foreign 
donations and this is not adequate.
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Lawyers (FIDA), Women’s Right Advancement and Protection Alternative (WRAPA), and 
Catholic Women Organisations (CWO) have all played key roles in conflict resolution in Nigeria. 
Despite the significant role women organizations have played in conflict resolution in Benue state, 
their contributions have been neglected. There are two reasons for this. First, due to cultural and 
religious reasons, women are treated as second class citizens and therefore not given a seat at the 
table of conflict resolution process. Second, most people in Nigeria tend to believe that the issue of 
conflict resolution belongs to the realm of government and the business sector only. As a result of 
this, a comprehensive understanding of the role of women organizations in peacebuilding and 
conflict resolution has continued to be a major gap in the available literature particularly in the 
context of developing countries such as Nigeria. It is because of this gap in knowledge that this paper 
seeks to examine the contributions of women organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state.

Conceptual Clarification

In this paper, concepts such as women organizations and conflict resolution will be 
explained to sanitize the reader to their meaning and usage in this work.

Women organizations:  refer to all voluntary organizations led and managed by women 
that promote women’s welfare and gender equality (Kumar, n.d.). Examples of these organizations 
in Benue state include Women in Nigeria (WIN), International Federation of Female Lawyers 
(FIDA), Women’s Right Advancement and Protection Alternative (WRAPA), Catholic Women 
Organisations (CWO), Association of Market Women, Mzough U Kase, among others.

Conflict Resolution: is a range of processes aimed at alleviating or eliminating sources of 
conflict (Pisagih, Degri, Ajemasu & Muhammed, 2015). Miller and King (2003) define conflict 
resolution as “a variety of approaches aimed at terminating conflicts through the constructive 
solving of problems, distinct from management or transformation of conflicts.” In their view, 
Miall, Ramsbotham and Woodhouse (1999), the essence of conflict resolution is to identify the 
root causes of conflict, address and resolve them, and behaviour is no longer violent, nor are 
attitudes hostile any longer, while the structure of the conflict has been changed. Mitchel and 
Banks (1998) refer to conflict resolution as: 

i. An outcome in which the issue in an existing conflict are satisfactorily dealt with 
through a solution that is mutually acceptable to the parties, self-sustaining in the 
long run and productive of a new, positive relationship between parties that were 
previously hostile adversaries; and 

ii.  Any process or procedure by which such an outcome is achieved. 

Whatever the definition offered, the purpose of conflict resolution is to ensure that conflict is 
resolved for peaceful co-existence between individuals, groups, communities, and nations. 

Methodology

The study adopted descriptive research design. Secondary sources of data were obtained 

from the organizational records of women organizations involved in conflict resolution for a 
period of five years (2011-2016). In addition, other secondary sources of data such as newspapers, 
magazines, government records were also used. There are many registered and unregistered 
women organizations in Benue state. As a result of this, the study used purposive sampling 
technique to select only registered women organizations that were involved in conflict resolution 
in Benue state. The rational for studying women organizations involved in conflict resolutions is 
because, these organizations have made significant contributions to peace and conflict resolution, 
but their contributions have not been well documented and acknowledged.

Theoretical Framework

In this paper, liberal feminist theory has been employed to explain the role of women 
organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state. Liberal feminism is premised on the idea that 
gender inequality in society is a product of patriarchal and sexist patterning of division of labor 
(Idyorough, 2005). Based on the assumptions of liberal feminism, gender is socially constructed 
and is manifest in the division of labor where domestic work that is devalued and not remunerated 
is assigned to women while work outside the home is highly remunerated and is assigned to men. 
This whole phenomenon is perpetuated through patriarchal ideology (Idyorough, 2005).

The theory explains the lack of recognition for the role of women organizations in conflict 
resolution to our cultural beliefs and attitudes. The theory argues that the society believes that it is 
the men who are supposed to be involved in outdoor activities such as conflict resolution while 
women are supposed to be involved in menial jobs such as childcare and housekeeping. 
Consequently, even though women organizations have played important roles in conflict 
resolution, their roles have not been recognized simply because they are women organizations. 
Perhaps if these organizations were formed by men, their roles would have been acknowledged. 
This paper therefore states that, for the women organizations to be deeply involved in conflict 
resolution and their contributions to be appreciated, there has to be a change in our cultural beliefs 
and attitudes.

The Role of Women Organizations in Conflict Resolution in Benue State

The contributions of women organizations to conflict resolution cannot be over 
emphasized. According to Scheper (2002), the responses of local women’s groups in dealing with 
conflict, rehabilitation and peace appear to be remarkably similar around the world too. The 
women NGOs are mostly active in trauma counselling, micro-credit, voter education, gender 
awareness, law reform and political advocacy. They draw the attention of authorities to civilian 
security, e.g. through security sector reforms and greater participation of women in police forces, 
judiciary and in peace committees (Scheper, 2002). 
  In West Africa, Alaga (2010) states that women have played significant roles in situations 
relating to peace and war for centuries, primarily as traditional peace-makers, as priestesses who 
confer with gods to determine whether it was right to go to war or not, as praise singers for men 
during battles as a boost to ensure their victory, or as custodians of culture. In each culture there 
are stories of women who have played some leadership roles as peace envoys or harbingers of 
peace in their communities (Alaga, 2010).

Attitudes of Judaism, Christianity, and 
Islam: Toward Nuclear Weapons

Abstract

In reviewing Jewish, Christian, and Islamic perspectives on nuclear weapons we find that there is 
a broad consensus that the use of nuclear weapons would be morally wrong because of the harm 
to large numbers of non-combatants and the environment. However, a small minority believes that 
limited nuclear war might be acceptable as a final measure for national defense, and some in the 
faith community believe that nuclear war would be acceptable as an eschatological event prior to 
the final Day of Judgment and commencement of a messianic age. Among the three faiths there 
has been some acceptance of deployment of nuclear weapons as a measure of deterrence for 
self-defense in order to dissuade other nations from nuclear or conventional attack. However, a 
growing number reject nuclear deterrence because of the immorality of in effect holding civilian 
population hostage. Within the faith community there is widespread support for negotiation of 
arms control agreements and for unilateral actions to reduce nuclear arsenals. 
Keywords: Judaism, Christianity, Islam, nuclear weapons, disarmament

Introduction

Since the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima on Augusts 6, 1945 representatives of 
Judaism, Christianity, and Islam have spoken out on the possession and use of nuclear weapons. 
Among them there is a broad consensus that nuclear weapons should never be used because of 
harm to God’s creation: massive loss of human lives and disastrous destruction of the 
environment. Although some believe that it is acceptable for a nation to possess nuclear weapons 
as a deterrent against nuclear attack or an overwhelming conventional attack from another nation, 
many insist that it is time to go beyond deterrence and seek the global elimination of nuclear 
weapons.  

Jewish Perspective

 In 1962 when the nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union was 
accelerating, Rabbi Maurice Lamm (1962) of the Floral Park Jewish Center in New York made 
distinction between obligatory wars and optional wars. He concluded that as a matter of 
self-defense it was obligatory to oppose the quest of the Soviet Union to gain world domination 
with Communism. That was because Communism violates the basic moral principles of Judaism 
and Israel would cease to exist as a nation if the Soviet Union ruled the world. Therefore, the 
expansionist Soviet Union must be opposed with nuclear weapons even if it resulted in a nuclear 
war that destroyed life on earth. Thus, it would be preferable to be dead than red.
 In a rejoinder Rabbi Immanuel Jakobovits of the Fifth Avenue Synagogue, who later 
became the Chief Rabbi of Great Britain, took up the issue of self-defense. He noted in 1962 that 
the Torah and teaching of rabbis allow slaying an attacker to save one’s own life (Exodus 22.1 
[22.2 in RSVP]; Rashi on BT Sanhedrin 72a). But the defender would not be entitled to forestall 
the attack at the cost of both lives, such as by blowing up the house. He commented, “In view of 
this vital limitation of the law of self-defense, it would appear that a defensive war likely to 
endanger the survival of the attacking and the defending nations alike, if not the entire human race, 
can never be justified” (Sapertstein, pp. 7-8).
 Neither rabbi, of course, wanted the world to face that choice of red or dead. Rabbi Lamm 
favored nuclear deterrence which so far had prevented nuclear war. He wrote, “Constant 
negotiation between the atomic powers must continue in order to probe new possibilities of 
peacefully settling the differences between East and West” (Lamm, 1962, p. 177).  
 Twenty years later when the nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet 
Union intensified again, the Commission on Social Action of Reformed Judaism took up this issue 
in a report Preventing the Nuclear Holocaust: A Jewish Response edited by Rabbi David 
Saperstein (1983). The report reviews the five regulations of war, drawn from the halacha (Jewish 
law): force not an end in itself, opportunity for the opponent to choose peace, concern for lives of 
non-combatants, waged so as not to destroy God’s creation, before ever battle reading the rules and 
regulations of war (Saperstein, 1983, pp. 8-13). As applied to an optional war, the report 
concludes:

Clearly the speed with which nuclear war could happen, the distance over which it is 

fought and the virtual absence of opportunity to use human judgements to regulate the war 
once the missiles are launched mitigate against the ability of any nation to fight a “humane” 
nuclear war. From this brief view of the halachic stipulations on war, it is evident that 
nuclear war would violate almost every rule and regulation and would thereby be 
impermissible. (Saperstein, 1983, p.13)

 The report then cites a number of rabbis to show that the weight of the Jewish tradition is 
clearly arrayed against the use of nuclear weapons (Saperstein, 1983, pp. 19-31). But what about 
the current nuclear build-up and stockpiling? Under what circumstances is possession of nuclear 
weapons per se, permissible or prohibited? In answering the report draws upon the halachic 
concept of geder (fence) that some things are prohibited not because they are evil in and of 
themselves but because they might lead to evil things. Rabbi Saul Berman applied this reasoning 
to stockpiling nuclear weapons which “will likely lead to consequences which will violate Jewish 
law” (Saperstein, p. 36). As Rabbi Jakobovits wrote in his 1962 article, “Once the recourse to 
atomic warfare, even in self defense (retaliation), is eliminated, the threat of resorting to it when 
attacked (deterrent) would naturally have to be abandoned. A threat is effective, and can be 
justified, only as the possibility to carry it out exists” (Saperstein, p. 36). 

This being the case, Preventing the Nuclear Holocaust devotes considerable attention to 
ways of ending the nuclear arms race, such as freeze on production and deployment of nuclear 
weapons and other methods of nuclear arms control and reduction.
 This issue was taken up again in 1991 in a book entitled Confronting Omnicide: Jewish 
Reflections on Weapons of Mass Destruction, edited by Daniel Landes (1991). Fifteen essays offer 
diverse points of view but have a common concern that God’s creation would be at risk in nuclear 
war. Pinchas Peli from Ben Gurion University, Be’er Sheva, Israel writes:

As to the universal threat of destruction of the world through the weapons of mass 
destruction, the view of Torah is crystal clear: The world created by God was meant for 
life; it was given over to Man to rule, to preserve and cultivate, and not to destroy and 
mutilate. (Landes, 1991, pp. 72-73)

Translating this into practice, he continues:

One is not allowed to willingly destroy any created being. This prohibition is known in the 
Halakhah as bal tash’hit – Do not destroy. The rabbis, of course, derive this prohibition 
from Scripture: “When thou shalt besiege a city a long time, in making war against it to 
take it, thou shalt not destroy the trees thereof by wielding an axe against them: for thou 
mayest eat of them, and thou shalt not cut them down.” (Deuteronomy 20:10)

 In another essay Professor David Novak picks up this theme and cites rabbinic tradition 
over the centuries in support of the prohibition of wanton destruction. He concludes: “The evil of 
nuclear war, which cannot be justified by any of the usual criteria of temporary destruction for the 
sake of ultimate victory, is to be emphasized continually.” He adds, “It seems that bilateral, not 
unilateral disarmament is what is required” (Landes, 1991, p. 115). 
 In an essay on “Nuclear Deterrence and Nuclear War” Professor Walter S. Wurzburger 

believes that “the actual use of nuclear weapons must be ruled out, for it is inconceivable to 
sanction the very extinction of the human race.” But one-sided renunciation of their use “would 
rule out any possibility of defense or deterrence against adversaries who threaten nuclear 
aggression.” Therefore, “we have no choice but to continue to rely on the threat of nuclear 
retaliation to deter nuclear aggression.” But that choice is fraught with moral problems and must 
be considered a lesser evil. It would be better to gain universal acceptance of a “no first use 
pledge” (Landes, 1991, pp. 224-233). 
 Although the much of the background for discussion about nuclear weapons is the nuclear 
arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union with their enormous arsenals, Israel’s 
possession of nuclear weapons also enters into the picture. In his book Israel and the Bomb, Avner 
Cohen describes Israel’s approach as nuclear opacity – “a situation in which a state’s nuclear 
capability has not been acknowledged, but is recognized in a way that influences other nation’s 
perceptions and actions” (Cohen, 1998, p. 2). In his second book The Worst-Kept Secret, he uses 
the Hebrew term amimut with connotation of both opacity and ambiguity to describe this approach 
(Cohen 2010, xxxii). Although the Israeli government has never officially admitted that it has 
nuclear weapons, enough information has become available to estimate that Israel possesses 
approximately 80 nuclear weapons (Federation of American Scientists, 2017).  
 Because of amimut the Israeli government has never publicly articulated its rationale for 
acquiring nuclear weapons. In fact, there is a prohibition against public discussion of nuclear 
issues, a ban “rigidly enforce by Israeli military censorship (the Censora), which bans any 
reference to Israeli’s nuclear weapons in the Israeli media” (Cohen, 2010, p. xxix). However, one 
can project that the policy emphasizes deterrence as a matter of self-defense to prevent an 
existential threat to Israel. Some Jewish writers consider this legitimate in the present political 
situation. Others raise a note of caution that actual use would be disastrous. 

Christian Perspective

Protestant

After the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima, Japan, on August 6, 1945, the Federal 
Council of the Churches of Christ in America asked a commission of theologians to formulate a 
response. In February 1946 the commission issued a report entitled Atomic Warfare and Christian 
Faith that began with an act of contrition:

As American Christians, we are deeply penitent for the irresponsible use already made of 
the atomic bomb. We have agreed that, whatever be one’s judgment of the ethics of war in 
principle, the surprise bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki are morally indefensible. 
They repeated in a ghastly form the indiscriminate slaughter of non-combatants that has 
become familiar during World War II. They were released without specific warning, under 
conditions which virtually assured the deaths of 100,000 civilians. (Lunger, 1988, p. 303)

The theologians urged that all manufacture of atomic bombs be stopped, pending the development 
of international controls and called upon the United States “to affirm publicly, with suitable 

guarantees, that it will under no circumstances be the first to use atomic weapons in any possible 
future war” (Lunger, 1988, p. 305). 

Four years later another commission of theologians appointed by the Federal Council of 
Churches in report on The Christian Conscience and Weapons of Mass Destruction came to the 
opposite conclusion. They noted: “Today, two great dangers threaten mankind, the danger that 
totalitarian tyranny may be extended over the world and the danger of global war” (Lunger, 1988, 
p. 317). The tyranny they feared was Soviet Communism which by 1950 had taken control of 
Eastern Europe and was moving aggressively in other parts of the world. What became known as 
the Cold War was underway. The report therefore insisted:

For as long as the existing situation holds, for the United States to abandon its atomic 
weapons or to give the impression that they would not be used, would leave the 
non-communist world with totally inadequate defense. For Christians to advocate such a 
policy would be to share responsibility for the worldwide tyranny that might result. 
(Lunger, 1988, p. 321)

The Commission found it difficult to draw an absolute line between types of weapons. “If, as we 
have felt bound to acknowledge, certain key industrial targets are inescapably involved in modern 
war, we find no moral distinction between destroying them with tons of T.N.T. or by fire as 
compared with an atomic bomb…Christian conscience guides us to restraint from destruction not 
essential to our total objective” (Landes, 1988, pp. 320-321). 
 In 1950 the Federal Council of Churches was reorganized as the National Council of the 
Churches of Christ in the USA (NCC). In years that followed the NCC put aside conditional 
acceptance of nuclear weapons in some circumstances and became a staunch advocate of their 
elimination. This history is narrated in a resolution, “Nuclear Disarmament: The Time is Now”, 
adopted by NCC General Assembly in 2009, that stated:

Jesus Christ, the Good Shepherd, declared that He had come to bring ‘abundant life" to 
humanity. Nuclear weapons, which have the capacity to destroy entire cities and nations, 
and, indeed, all life on earth, represent the diametric opposite to this. In fact, the only thing 
that they are capable of producing is "abundant death.’ The time has arrived to eliminate all 
of them, before they eliminate all of us. Be it therefore resolved that the National Council 
of the Churches of Christ in the U.S.A. hereby recommits itself to the total worldwide 
eradication of nuclear weapons. (National Council of Churches, 2009)

Over the years the National Association of Evangelicals (NAE) in the U.S. has also 
expressed its concern about nuclear weapons. Recognizing that within the membership are those 
who are committed to peace through strength and those who renounce the use of force as a matter 
of conscience, NAE has nevertheless favored arms control agreements to scale back the nuclear 
arms race. In “Nuclear Weapons 2011,” NAE laid out a course that included re-examining the 
moral and ethical basis for the doctrine of nuclear deterrence, maintaining the taboo against 
nuclear use, achieving verified mutual reductions in current nuclear stockpiles, and continuing 
dialogue on the effects of possession and threatened use of nuclear weapons (National Association 
of Evangelicals, 2011).

Elsewhere in NATO countries the Conference of European Churches and its Church and 
Society Commission have been active on nuclear disarmament issues, favoring a world free of 
nuclear weapons and specifically advocating the removal of tactical nuclear weapons from Europe 
(Conference of European Churches. 2013). 

In the United Kingdom many denominations support nuclear disarmament, expressed 
specifically in opposition to building a new trident submarine. Although the Church of England 
has tended to defer to the government on continuation of minimal nuclear deterrence, Dr. Rowan 
Williams, 104th Archbishop of Canterbury, speaking in Nagasaki, Japan in September 2009, said 
of nuclear weapons: 

They are necessarily indiscriminate; that is, they will always kill the innocent. They 
destroy the living environment; they have long-term effects on every aspect of the material 
and organic world…To work for a world free from nuclear arms is to work for the sake of 
that moral and human dignity.�(Williams, 2009)

In 1976 the Canadian Council of Churches established Project Plowshares as its vehicle to 
build peace and prevent war, and promote the peaceful resolution of political conflict. Developing 
support for the elimination of nuclear weapons has been a major focus (Project Plourshares, 2017). 

On the world stage the Ninth Assembly of World Council of Churches (WCC) in 2006 
recalled its long-standing opposition to nuclear weapons. 

From its birth as a fellowship of Christian churches the WCC has condemned nuclear 
weapons for their "widespread and indiscriminate destruction" and as "sin against God" in 
modern warfare (First WCC Assembly, 1948), recognized early that the only sure defense 
against nuclear weapons is prohibition, elimination and verification (Second Assembly) 
and, inter alia, called citizens to “press their governments to ensure national security 
without resorting to the use of weapons of mass destruction" (Fifth Assembly, 1975).

 The Second Assembly in 1954 called for “The prohibition of all weapons of mass 
destruction; including atomic and hydrogen bombs, with provision for international inspection and 
control, such as would safeguard the security of all nations, together with the drastic reduction of 
other armaments” (Visser 't Hooft, 1955, p. 146). The Ninth Assembly in 2006 adopted a “Minute 
on Elimination of Nuclear Arms”, noting that “Existing WCC policy urges all states to meet their 
treaty obligations to reduce and then destroy nuclear arsenals with adequate verification” and that 
“Churches must prevail upon governments until they recognize the incontrovertible immorality of 
nuclear weapons” (World Council of Churches, 2006). The Tenth Assembly in November 2013 
recommended that governments “Negotiate and establish a ban on the production, deployment, 
transfer and use of nuclear weapons in accordance with international humanitarian law” (World 
Council of Churches, 2013).

Among Protestant denominations, the United Methodist Council of Bishops in 1986 took 
up the nuclear weapons in a foundation document, In Defense of Creation: The Nuclear Crisis and 
a Just Peace (United Methodist Council of Bishops, 1986). They chose the title because God’s 
creation “is under attack…[from] the darkening shadows of threatening nuclear winter… [It is] “a 

crisis that threatens to assault not only the whole human family but planet earth itself” (United 
Methodist Council of Bishops, 1986, p. 92). Given this situation, the bishops in a pastoral letter 
stated:

Therefore, we say a clear and unconditional No to nuclear war and any use of nuclear 
weapons. We conclude that nuclear deterrence is a position that cannot receive the 
church’s blessing (United Methodist Council of Bishops, p.92). 

For moving toward a nuclear-free world they recommended four measures: (1) comprehensive test 
ban to inaugurate a nuclear freeze; (2) consolidated of existing treaties and phased reductions; (3) 
bans on space weapons; and (4) no-first-use agreement (United Methodist Council of Bishop, 
1986, pp. 74-78).

  The 1988 United Methodist General Conference, the official governing body, endorsed In 
Defense of Creation (United Methodist Church, 1988) and in following quadrennial meetings 
supported concrete steps toward a world free of nuclear weapons. A 2004 resolution described the 
doctrine of nuclear deterrence as “morally corrupt and spiritually bankrupt” because “nuclear 
weapons hold innocent people hostage for political and military purposes” (United Methodist 
Church, 2004, p. 889).
 In the last thirty years all of the “mainline” Protestant churches and the historic peace 
churches in the United States have taken strong stands against the use of nuclear weapons and have 
supported policies leading to the elimination. 

Orthodox

 Orthodox Churches from many nations are members of the World Council of Churches and 
in that sense support WCC policies on nuclear weapons. They also speak for themselves in their 
own countries. In the United States branches of the Orthodox Church – Russian, Greek, and others 
- have joined interfaith initiatives for the elimination of nuclear weapons. In Russia, Patriarch 
Kirill, head of the Russian Orthodox Church, speaking in 2007 in Sarov, the center of Russia’s 
nuclear weapons industry, indicated that Russia required nuclear arms to enable it to remain a 
sovereign state during the Cold War. That is because of the deterrent value of nuclear weapons. 
Nevertheless, he said, the Church favors a world without nuclear weapons (Kirill, 2007). 

Roman Catholic  

 In the Roman Catholic Church, popes have spoken against the use of nuclear weapons 
since the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima. Pope Pius XII (pope from 1939 to 1958) in his 
1954 Easter message demanded “the effective proscription and banishment of atomic…warfare,” 
calling the arms race a “costly relationship of mutual terror” (Pius XII, 1954). 

 Pope John XXXIII (1958-1963) in his1963 papal encyclical Pacem in Terris called for the 
cessation of the arms race, noting:

The stock-piles of armaments which have been built up in various countries must be 
reduced all round and simultaneously by the parties concerned. Nuclear weapons must be 
banned. A general agreement must be reached on a suitable disarmament program, with an 
effective system of mutual control. (John XXIII, 1963)

 Gaudium et Spes (“Joy and Hope”), a pastoral constitution coming out of the Second 
Vatican Council and promulgated by Pope Paul VI (1963-78) in 1965, stated:

Any act of war aimed indiscriminately at the destruction of entire cities of extensive areas 
along with their population is a crime against God and man himself. It merits unequivocal 
and unhesitating condemnation. (Paul VI, 1965)

However, the document noted that some “scientific weapons” are amassed for retaliation and 
therefore serve as a “deterrent to possible enemy attack.” But this “is not a safe way to preserve 
a steady peace, nor is the so-called balance resulting from this race a sure and authentic peace.” 
A better way is to “labor to put an end at last to the arms race, and to make a true beginning of 
disarmament, not unilaterally indeed, but proceeding at an equal pace according to agreement, 
and backed up by true and workable safeguards” (Paul VI, 1965). 

 When Pope John Paul II (1978-2005) spoke in the Hiroshima Peace Memorial Hall in 
February 1981 he called on heads of state and of government and those who hold political and 
economic power to pledge ourselves “that war will never be tolerated or sought as a means of 
resolving differences; let us promise our fellow human beings that we will work untiringly for 
disarmament and the banishing of all nuclear weapons” (John Paul II, 1981).

 Speaking to the United Nations General Assembly in June 1982, Pope John Paul II stated:

The teaching of the Catholic Church in this area has been clear and consistent. It has 
deplored the arms race, called nonetheless for mutual progressive and verifiable reduction 
of armaments as well as greater safeguards against possible misuse of these weapons. It has 
done so while urging that the independence, freedom and legitimate security of each and 
every nation be respected. In current conditions "deterrence" based on balance, certainly 
not as an end in itself but as step on the way toward a progressive disarmament, may still 
be judged morally acceptable. Nonetheless in order to ensure peace, it is indispensable not 
to be satisfied with this minimum which is always susceptible to the real danger of 
explosion. (John Paul II, 1982)

Pope Benedict XVI (2005-2013) in a message on World Day of Peace 2006 indicated:

In a nuclear war there would be no victors, only victims. The truth of peace requires that 
all - whether those governments which openly or secretly possess nuclear arms, or those 
planning to acquire them �- agree to change their course by clear and firm decisions, and 
strive for a progressive and concerted nuclear disarmament. (Benedict XVI, 2006) 

At the 2010 Review Conference of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty Msgr Celestino Migliore 
delivered a message from Benedict XVI encouraging “initiatives that seek progressive 
disarmament and the creation of zones free of nuclear weapons, with a view to their complete 
elimination from the planet" (Migliore, 2010).
 With this decades-long support for nuclear disarmament the Holy See has become 
impatient with the lack of progress toward this objective. This was shown in an address by 
Archbishop Francis Chullikat, the permanent observer of the Holy See to the United Nations, in 
Kansas City, Missouri in 2011. He said:

The Holy See has never countenanced nuclear deterrence as a permanent measure, nor does 
it today when it is evident that nuclear deterrence drives the development of ever newer 
nuclear arms, thus preventing genuine nuclear disarmament…. Nuclear deterrence 
prevents genuine nuclear disarmament. It maintains an unacceptable hegemony over 
non-nuclear development for the poorest half of the world's population. It is a fundamental 
obstacle to achieving a new age of global security. (Chullikat, 2011)

He noted that the Catholic Church had embraced a 1996 decision of the International Court of 
Justice calling for “negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and 
effective international control." He reiterated the Holy See’s support “for transparent, verifiable, 
global and irreversible nuclear disarmament and for addressing seriously the issues of nuclear 
strategic arms, the tactical ones and their means of delivery (Chullikat, 2011). 

 Pope Francis in 2015 address to the United Nations General Assembly stated: 

There is urgent need to work for a world free of nuclear weapons, in full application of the 
non-proliferation Treaty, in letter and spirit, with the goal of a complete prohibition of 
these weapons. (Francis, 2015)

 In the United States in the early 1980s, the National Conference of Catholic Bishops 
undertook an in-depth study of war and peace with special attention to nuclear weapons. Working 
from the moral principles of the just-war tradition, they indicated: 

• Every nation has a right and duty to defend itself against unjust aggression.
• Offensive war of any kind is morally unjustifiable.
• The intentional killing of innocent civilians or non-combatants is always wrong.
• Even defensive response to unjust attack can cause destruction which violates the 

principle of proportionality, going far beyond the limits of legitimate defense. 
(National Conference of Catholic Bishops, 1983, p. iii) 

Applying these principles to nuclear weapons, the U.S. Catholic bishops spoke against initiation 
of nuclear war and against any use of nuclear weapons to destroy population centers or other 
predominantly civilian targets even in retaliatory action. They opposed initiation of nuclear war 
and expressed skepticism of even a limited nuclear war. Following the leadership of Pope John 
Paul II, they accepted “a strictly conditional moral acceptance of deterrence” but not adequate as 
a long-term basis for peace (National Conference of Catholic Bishops, 1983, pp v-vi).

 Over the years the U.S. Catholic bishops have retained their strong interest in nuclear 
disarmament. In 2010, Cardinal Francis George, then President of the U.S. Conference of Catholic 
Bishops, wrote: 

The horribly destructive capacity of nuclear arms makes them disproportionate and 
indiscriminate weapons that endanger human life and dignity like no other armaments. 
Their use as a weapon of war is rejected in Church teaching based on just war norms. 
Although we cannot anticipate every step on the path humanity must walk, we can point 
with moral clarity to a destination that moves beyond deterrence to a world free of the 
nuclear threat. (George, 2010)

For this to happen “the Church urges that nuclear deterrence be replaced with concrete measures 
of disarmament based on dialogue and multilateral negotiations” (George, 2010). 

Islamic Perspective

“A Common Word,” a report addressed by Muslim scholars to Christian leaders, notes that 
Christians and Muslims together make up more than 55 percent of the world’s population. They 
then observe:

If Muslims and Christians are not at peace, the world cannot be at peace. With the terrible 
weaponry of the modern world; with Muslims and Christians intertwined everywhere as 
never before, no side can unilaterally win a conflict between more than half of the world’s 
inhabitants. Thus, our common future is at stake. The very survival of the world itself is at 
stake. (A Common Word, 2007, pp. 72-73) 

 Jamal Badawi and Muzammil H. Siddiqi in an essay published by the Muslim-Christian 
Initiative on the Nuclear Weapons Danger offered six powerful reasons for Muslims to oppose the 
production, deployment, and use of nuclear weapons.

(1) They represent a serious threat to peace, while peace is a central theme of                       
 Islam.
(2)  They are brutal and merciless, and thus violate the Qur’anic description of the Prophet 

Muhammad (peace be upon him) as “mercy to all the worlds.”
(3)  They are contrary to Islam’s promotion of human fellowship.
(4)  Nuclear weapons do not fall with the scope of legitimate self-defense… Not only do they 

not discriminate between combatants and noncombatants, but the great majority of victims 
are likely to be noncombatants… Repelling aggression is permissible in Islam, but only 
with the minimum cost of life and property. Nuclear weapons cause destruction of the 
environment that lasts for hundreds, if not thousands, of years.

(5)  Nuclear weapons research and production waste a huge amount of resources.
(6)  While the argument for nuclear deterrence is not un-Islamic in principle, and while such 

deterrence apparently did work during the Cold War, there is no guarantee that it will work 

in the future. Nor is there any guarantee that nuclear weapons will not fall into the hands of 
non-state actors. (Badawi and Siggiqi, 2005, pp. 26-27)

 The authors continue:

Considering all of these points, we must conclude that it is harâm (forbidden) to 
deploy nuclear weapons. The sharî’ah of Allah could never approve such weapons. 
According to the principles of Islamic law, there should instead be a universal ban 
on their development and possession. No criteria exist that allow some states to 
maintain nuclear weapons while others are denied of them. (Badawi and Siggiqi, 
2005, p. 27)

 
 In applying such beliefs, Iran Supreme Leader, Ali Khamenei, on a number of occasions 
has said that possession and use of nuclear weapons are contrary to Islamic law. In 2005, Iran 
communicated to the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) that Ayatollah Khamenei had 
issued a fatwa [religious edict] that “the production, stockpiling and use of nuclear weapons are 
forbidden under Islamic law and that the Islamic Republic of Iran shall never acquire these 
weapons” (International Atomic Energy Agency (2005, p. 121).  In a letter to the 2010 Review 
Conference of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, Khamenei wrote: "We consider the use of 
such weapons as haram (religiously forbidden) and believe that it is everyone's duty to make 
efforts to secure humanity against this great disaster."  In an address on August 30, 2012 at the 16th 
Non-Aligned Summit in Tehran, he stated:

The Islamic Republic of Iran considers the use of nuclear, chemical and similar weapons 
as a great and unforgivable sin. We proposed the idea of ‘Middle East free of nuclear 
weapons’ and we are committed to it. This does not mean forgoing our right to peaceful use 
of nuclear power and production of nuclear fuel. On the basis of international laws, 
peaceful use of nuclear energy is a right of every country…. Our motto is: “Nuclear energy 
for all and nuclear weapons for none.” (Khamenei, 2012)

 Some analysts observe that Ayatollah Khamenei sometimes speaks of production, 
stockpiling, and use of nuclear weapons and sometimes only use. They speculate that this implies 
that Iran might want to produce nuclear weapons as a deterrent, but there have been no public 
statements using deterrence language. Such clarification might occur during ongoing negotiations 
about Iran’s nuclear capability.

Summary

 In reviewing Jewish, Christian, and Islamic perspectives on nuclear weapons, we find 
many common features.  
 There is a broad consensus that use of nuclear weapons would be morally wrong because 
of the harm to large numbers of non-combatants and the environment. Widespread use would be 
disastrous for humankind and the planet Earth. A small minority believes that limited nuclear war 
might be acceptable as a final measure for national defense, but most maintain that nuclear weap-

ons are so powerful and indiscriminate that even limited use would be wrong. Although not part of 
our previous discussion, there are also some in the faith community who believe that nuclear war 
would be acceptable as an eschatological event prior to the final day of judgment and commence-
ment of a messianic era.
 Among the three faiths there has been some acceptance of development, production, and 
deployment of nuclear weapons as a measure of deterrence for self-defense in order to dissuade 
other nations from nuclear or conventional attack. However, a growing number reject nuclear 
deterrence because of the immorality of in effect holding civilian population hostage. Some deter-
rence adherents believe if deterrence fails and a nation is attacked, nuclear weapons should not be 
used in retaliation. 
 There is widespread support for negotiation of arms control agreements and for unilateral 
actions to reduce nuclear arsenals.  
 Although not discussed in previous sections, many voices in the faith community observe 
that the nuclear arms race is a waste of resources and that funds could be better spent for measures 
that improve human and community welfare.
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Abstract

This paper examined the strategic role women and women organizations play in the resolution of 
conflicts in Benue state especially in the last five years (2011-2016), with the persistence of the 
pastoralist / farmers clashes. Benue state has the unfortunate lot of attacks and women have been 
at the receiving end as majority of them are engaged in agricultural production that sustains the 
economy and the population. Government has responded in addressing these conflicts, but we 
must reckon with the great role women under several organizations have sought to interface 
government in preventing these conflicts and also offering relief materials to the displaced 
populations. The paper surveyed some of these women organizations and the strategies they have 
adopted in reducing the conflicts. Using liberal feminist theory as a framework of analysis, the 
paper showed how socio-cultural factors are constraining the women organization’s effort at 
resolving conflicts. The study demonstrated how the non-confrontational approach adopted by 
women has continued to douse out the conflicts and helped to ameliorate the conditions of women, 
children and men affected by the conflicts. It is hoped that stronger collaboration of these women 
groups and government through legislative provisions will seriously address these conflicts and 
their negative consequences on the people.

Keywords: women, women organizations, conflict resolution

Introduction

Violent conflicts ranging from communal, ethnic, religious, and political have become a 
recurrent decimal in Nigeria. The situation has become extremely worrisome since the return to 
democratic rule in 1999 (Imobighe, 2003). In Benue state, the story is not different! Communal, 
inter-ethnic, political, and more recently, herdsmen and farmers conflict have led to loss of lives 
and property, increased poverty, and massive displacement of people. Generally, conflict affects 
all members of the society but in most cases, it is women that suffer the most. During periods of 
conflicts, women suffer from sexual abuse, psychological pains and carry the burden of caring for 
children and the aged. In a study conducted in 200l by USAID cited in Scheper (2002) which 
analyzed the impact of deadly intrastate conflict on women and women organizations from 
Rwanda, Cambodia, Guatemala, El Salvador, Georgia, and Bosnia and Herzegovina showed that 
there are five major impacts of intrastate conflict on women and gender relations:

a.    Violence against civilians, of which 95% is female
b.    Internal displacement, of which 90% is women and children
c.    Redefinition of female identities in the society, both as victims and as perpetrators
d.    Increased poverty and starvation, as a result of targeted destruction of civilian   

 property and
e.    Communal violence leading to lasting bitterness, anger and hatred. 

The research concluded by observing that in all six countries, the most traumatizing factor 
for women in conflict is the lack of physical security, both during the conflict and the post conflict 
demobilization of the militia. It keeps women confined in their homes, not being able to move 
around freely. Rape was used as a regular tool of warfare and torture in all six case countries 
(Scheper, 2002). Moreover, many women saw themselves forced to engage in prostitution in the 
post conflict era, as the only available means of income. Family structures were damaged through 
death and trauma, resulting in women becoming heads of households and an increased incidence 
of domestic violence.
  Despite the fact that women suffer the most during the period of conflicts, formal conflict 
resolution mechanisms exclude women in the decision-making process. Falch (2010) underscored 
the above view by stating that women are often excluded from formal peace negotiations and are 
marginally involved in political decision-making process. However, since the passing of the 
United Nations Resolution 1325 in 2000 which advocates for the equal representation of women 
in key decision bodies, greater political space was opened for women groups to play significant 
roles in conflict resolution globally (Falch, 2010). While extolling the role of women organizations 
in the formal mechanism of conflict resolution, Falch (2010) acknowledged that, even though the 
role of women has not been appreciated, women have continued to play significant roles in 
community peacebuilding and have made valuable contributions to peace during and after conflict.

In Nigeria and Benue state in particular, since the return to democratic rule in 1999, there 
has been a proliferation in the number of women organizations that have been playing significant 
roles in conflict resolutions. For instance, women groups such as Women in Nigeria (WIN), 
Country Women Association of Nigeria (COWAN), Women, Law and Development Centre 
(WLDC), Community Women and Development (COWAD), International Federation of Female 

In Nigeria, there are well documented accounts of the exploits of Nigerian women and 
women organizations in conflict resolution. According to Idris and Habu (2012), women 
organizations in Nigeria have played significant roles in conflict resolution. For instance, Pisagih, 
Degri, Ajemasu and Muhammad (2015) observed that the role of women organizations in conflict 
resolution in Nigeria can be traced as far back as to the Aba women riot of 1929, the Egba women 
movement of the early 1920s to the 1950s, the Ogharefe women uprising of 1984. These are 
circumstances where women organizations in Nigeria organised and exercised their collective 
power to resolve conflict and build peace.

In Benue state, women organizations have also played significant roles in conflict 
resolution. Their role has been demonstrated particularly in the conflict between herdsmen and 
farmers in Benue state between 2011 to 2016 which led to loss of lives and property and left a lot 
of people in refugee camps, towns and  other settlements including Agaigbe, Naka, Atukpu, 
Tse-Iorbogo and other missionary centers outside the conflict areas, including Mission Station 
Ajigba of the NKST Church and other Christian centers like the Catholic Church premises in 
Agaigbe and the voluntary organization in the Local Government Areas (Women Environmental 
Programme, 2012). In a similar view, the herdsmen have dared not to go near the boundaries of 
Gwer-west Local Government Area. They were also displaced from where they had found pasture. 

During this conflict, Women Environmental Programme (2012) organized a multi-stake 
holder meeting that brought together the Benue state government, Miyetti-Allah Cattle Breeders 
Association, traditional rulers in Benue state, Christian Association of Nigeria (CAN) - Benue 
state chapter, Ja’amatu Nasiru Islam (JNI), Benue state and Civil Society Organizations. The 
forum provided a platform for farmers and herdsmen to come together to discuss how to resolve 
their differences and to educate both parties on other topical issues in the society like population 
increase and desertification which has increased the migration of herdsmen into the Benue 
trough/valley thereby exacerbating the conflict between the two groups.  

In a similar vein, women organizations such as Catholic Women Organisations (CWO) in 
Benue state have at different times reached out to different groups for deliberation, negotiation, 
compromises, and agreements on conflict resolution (Ikelegbe, 2003). Apart from helping to 
resolve conflict in Benue state, the organization has been able to provide a neutral ground where 
parties involved in conflict can come together to build bridges of trust, understanding and 
confidence (Ikelegbe,2003). They have also participated in providing relief materials to victims of 
conflict. For instance, during the herdsmen and farmer’s conflict in the state from 2011 to 2015 for 
which many citizens of the state particularly women were living in refugee camps across the state, 
the CWO donated relief materials such as food items, clothing, and free medical treatment to the 
victims of the conflict.

Other women organizations such as market women association have at different times in 
the course of the farmers-herdsmen conflict in Benue state used different strategies such as street 
protest and closing of shops in the market places to draw the attention of local, state and Federal 
government for peace to return to the state.

Challenges faced by Women Organizations in Conflict Resolution in Benue State

There are different factors limiting the role of women organizations in conflict resolution. 

One of the major problems facing women organization in Benue state is lack of funds to 
implement conflict resolution programs (Ahule & Ugba, 2014; Abari, 2014; Akuadna, 2014). 
Most of these organizations do not have adequate funds to organize workshops and seminars to 
educate members of the public on the need to live in peace. Besides, creating a platform where 
stakeholders involved in conflict can come to the negotiation table also requires funds which most 
women organizations in Benue do not have. This greatly limits the potentials of women 
organizations in conflict resolution. 

Secondly, in Benue state and Nigeria in general, people still believe and look up to 
government for the resolution of public problems and conflict. As a matter of fact, Ikelegbe (2003) 
observed that groups and communities in Benue state have more confidence in the ability of the 
state to resolve conflict. The implication here is that, even when women organizations have made 
concerted efforts to reach out to groups involved in conflict, people still believe that they do not 
possess the requisite influence, resources, integrity, and credibility to intervene and resolve 
conflict (Ikelegbe, 2003).

Thirdly, both the local, state and federal government in Nigeria have given women 
organizations and groups outside the realm of the state a marginal role in conflict resolution. There 
is poor partnership between government and other institutions outside the scope of the state in 
conflict resolution. In some cases, the state view other organizations and women groups with 
suspicion. Infact, Odeh (2012) observed that state officials view other groups outside the purview 
of the state as competitors of power and influence in the public sphere rather than partners in peace 
process. This also serves as a major setback for women organizations working in the area of 
conflict resolution.

Fourthly, most women organizations that are involved in conflict resolution lack 
experience, exposure and skills in negotiation, advocacy, and lobbying techniques (Agbalajobi, 
2002). Women have always been kept secluded from the political arena and sphere of 
decision-making; therefore, in many situations they are unable to participate. 

Lastly, women organizations in Benue state are also faced with the challenge of 
marginalization and stigmatization by powerful government and other non-governmental 
organizations (Munuve, nd). Besides, they also suffer from physical harassment from local men 
and security forces which is especially likely to happen in post conflict situations where gender 
tensions are usually high.

Conclusion and Recommendations

Based on the foregoing, the following recommendations have been made to improve the 
involvement of women organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state.

First, there must be change of attitudes among the people regarding the role of women and 
women organizations in Benue state and Nigeria in general. Women groups should be given 
greater role in all segments of the society. This can be achieved by sensitizing members of the 
public through printed and electronic media on the need to give women more political space to 
participate in decision making process.

Secondly, government at all levels in Nigeria need to partner with women organizations 

and other groups to resolve conflict. The state alone cannot resolve conflict in Nigeria. It is the 
submission of this paper that one-sector-approach would be inadequate to resolve conflicts in 
Nigeria. Therefore, the government needs to engage a broad-based coalition of actors, and women 
organizations need a seat on the table if any meaningful progress is to be made. This is because, 
according to the Dutch Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment, Conflict Resolution Unit 
states that partnering with women groups in conflict resolution fosters a wider popular mandate for 
peace, making it more sustainable.

Thirdly, women organizations in Benue state working in the area of conflict resolution 
needs to be strengthened in terms of training, skills and methods of operation and functioning 
(James, 2003). Most of these organizations are not well trained and properly equipped to resolve 
conflict. 

Lastly, women organizations in Benue state need to develop alternative ways of raising 
funds to implement their programs. Most of these organizations depend heavily on foreign 
donations and this is not adequate.
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Lawyers (FIDA), Women’s Right Advancement and Protection Alternative (WRAPA), and 
Catholic Women Organisations (CWO) have all played key roles in conflict resolution in Nigeria. 
Despite the significant role women organizations have played in conflict resolution in Benue state, 
their contributions have been neglected. There are two reasons for this. First, due to cultural and 
religious reasons, women are treated as second class citizens and therefore not given a seat at the 
table of conflict resolution process. Second, most people in Nigeria tend to believe that the issue of 
conflict resolution belongs to the realm of government and the business sector only. As a result of 
this, a comprehensive understanding of the role of women organizations in peacebuilding and 
conflict resolution has continued to be a major gap in the available literature particularly in the 
context of developing countries such as Nigeria. It is because of this gap in knowledge that this paper 
seeks to examine the contributions of women organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state.

Conceptual Clarification

In this paper, concepts such as women organizations and conflict resolution will be 
explained to sanitize the reader to their meaning and usage in this work.

Women organizations:  refer to all voluntary organizations led and managed by women 
that promote women’s welfare and gender equality (Kumar, n.d.). Examples of these organizations 
in Benue state include Women in Nigeria (WIN), International Federation of Female Lawyers 
(FIDA), Women’s Right Advancement and Protection Alternative (WRAPA), Catholic Women 
Organisations (CWO), Association of Market Women, Mzough U Kase, among others.

Conflict Resolution: is a range of processes aimed at alleviating or eliminating sources of 
conflict (Pisagih, Degri, Ajemasu & Muhammed, 2015). Miller and King (2003) define conflict 
resolution as “a variety of approaches aimed at terminating conflicts through the constructive 
solving of problems, distinct from management or transformation of conflicts.” In their view, 
Miall, Ramsbotham and Woodhouse (1999), the essence of conflict resolution is to identify the 
root causes of conflict, address and resolve them, and behaviour is no longer violent, nor are 
attitudes hostile any longer, while the structure of the conflict has been changed. Mitchel and 
Banks (1998) refer to conflict resolution as: 

i. An outcome in which the issue in an existing conflict are satisfactorily dealt with 
through a solution that is mutually acceptable to the parties, self-sustaining in the 
long run and productive of a new, positive relationship between parties that were 
previously hostile adversaries; and 

ii.  Any process or procedure by which such an outcome is achieved. 

Whatever the definition offered, the purpose of conflict resolution is to ensure that conflict is 
resolved for peaceful co-existence between individuals, groups, communities, and nations. 

Methodology

The study adopted descriptive research design. Secondary sources of data were obtained 

from the organizational records of women organizations involved in conflict resolution for a 
period of five years (2011-2016). In addition, other secondary sources of data such as newspapers, 
magazines, government records were also used. There are many registered and unregistered 
women organizations in Benue state. As a result of this, the study used purposive sampling 
technique to select only registered women organizations that were involved in conflict resolution 
in Benue state. The rational for studying women organizations involved in conflict resolutions is 
because, these organizations have made significant contributions to peace and conflict resolution, 
but their contributions have not been well documented and acknowledged.

Theoretical Framework

In this paper, liberal feminist theory has been employed to explain the role of women 
organizations in conflict resolution in Benue state. Liberal feminism is premised on the idea that 
gender inequality in society is a product of patriarchal and sexist patterning of division of labor 
(Idyorough, 2005). Based on the assumptions of liberal feminism, gender is socially constructed 
and is manifest in the division of labor where domestic work that is devalued and not remunerated 
is assigned to women while work outside the home is highly remunerated and is assigned to men. 
This whole phenomenon is perpetuated through patriarchal ideology (Idyorough, 2005).

The theory explains the lack of recognition for the role of women organizations in conflict 
resolution to our cultural beliefs and attitudes. The theory argues that the society believes that it is 
the men who are supposed to be involved in outdoor activities such as conflict resolution while 
women are supposed to be involved in menial jobs such as childcare and housekeeping. 
Consequently, even though women organizations have played important roles in conflict 
resolution, their roles have not been recognized simply because they are women organizations. 
Perhaps if these organizations were formed by men, their roles would have been acknowledged. 
This paper therefore states that, for the women organizations to be deeply involved in conflict 
resolution and their contributions to be appreciated, there has to be a change in our cultural beliefs 
and attitudes.

The Role of Women Organizations in Conflict Resolution in Benue State

The contributions of women organizations to conflict resolution cannot be over 
emphasized. According to Scheper (2002), the responses of local women’s groups in dealing with 
conflict, rehabilitation and peace appear to be remarkably similar around the world too. The 
women NGOs are mostly active in trauma counselling, micro-credit, voter education, gender 
awareness, law reform and political advocacy. They draw the attention of authorities to civilian 
security, e.g. through security sector reforms and greater participation of women in police forces, 
judiciary and in peace committees (Scheper, 2002). 
  In West Africa, Alaga (2010) states that women have played significant roles in situations 
relating to peace and war for centuries, primarily as traditional peace-makers, as priestesses who 
confer with gods to determine whether it was right to go to war or not, as praise singers for men 
during battles as a boost to ensure their victory, or as custodians of culture. In each culture there 
are stories of women who have played some leadership roles as peace envoys or harbingers of 
peace in their communities (Alaga, 2010).
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Abstract

In reviewing Jewish, Christian, and Islamic perspectives on nuclear weapons we find that there is 
a broad consensus that the use of nuclear weapons would be morally wrong because of the harm 
to large numbers of non-combatants and the environment. However, a small minority believes that 
limited nuclear war might be acceptable as a final measure for national defense, and some in the 
faith community believe that nuclear war would be acceptable as an eschatological event prior to 
the final Day of Judgment and commencement of a messianic age. Among the three faiths there 
has been some acceptance of deployment of nuclear weapons as a measure of deterrence for 
self-defense in order to dissuade other nations from nuclear or conventional attack. However, a 
growing number reject nuclear deterrence because of the immorality of in effect holding civilian 
population hostage. Within the faith community there is widespread support for negotiation of 
arms control agreements and for unilateral actions to reduce nuclear arsenals. 
Keywords: Judaism, Christianity, Islam, nuclear weapons, disarmament

Introduction

Since the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima on Augusts 6, 1945 representatives of 
Judaism, Christianity, and Islam have spoken out on the possession and use of nuclear weapons. 
Among them there is a broad consensus that nuclear weapons should never be used because of 
harm to God’s creation: massive loss of human lives and disastrous destruction of the 
environment. Although some believe that it is acceptable for a nation to possess nuclear weapons 
as a deterrent against nuclear attack or an overwhelming conventional attack from another nation, 
many insist that it is time to go beyond deterrence and seek the global elimination of nuclear 
weapons.  

Jewish Perspective

 In 1962 when the nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union was 
accelerating, Rabbi Maurice Lamm (1962) of the Floral Park Jewish Center in New York made 
distinction between obligatory wars and optional wars. He concluded that as a matter of 
self-defense it was obligatory to oppose the quest of the Soviet Union to gain world domination 
with Communism. That was because Communism violates the basic moral principles of Judaism 
and Israel would cease to exist as a nation if the Soviet Union ruled the world. Therefore, the 
expansionist Soviet Union must be opposed with nuclear weapons even if it resulted in a nuclear 
war that destroyed life on earth. Thus, it would be preferable to be dead than red.
 In a rejoinder Rabbi Immanuel Jakobovits of the Fifth Avenue Synagogue, who later 
became the Chief Rabbi of Great Britain, took up the issue of self-defense. He noted in 1962 that 
the Torah and teaching of rabbis allow slaying an attacker to save one’s own life (Exodus 22.1 
[22.2 in RSVP]; Rashi on BT Sanhedrin 72a). But the defender would not be entitled to forestall 
the attack at the cost of both lives, such as by blowing up the house. He commented, “In view of 
this vital limitation of the law of self-defense, it would appear that a defensive war likely to 
endanger the survival of the attacking and the defending nations alike, if not the entire human race, 
can never be justified” (Sapertstein, pp. 7-8).
 Neither rabbi, of course, wanted the world to face that choice of red or dead. Rabbi Lamm 
favored nuclear deterrence which so far had prevented nuclear war. He wrote, “Constant 
negotiation between the atomic powers must continue in order to probe new possibilities of 
peacefully settling the differences between East and West” (Lamm, 1962, p. 177).  
 Twenty years later when the nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet 
Union intensified again, the Commission on Social Action of Reformed Judaism took up this issue 
in a report Preventing the Nuclear Holocaust: A Jewish Response edited by Rabbi David 
Saperstein (1983). The report reviews the five regulations of war, drawn from the halacha (Jewish 
law): force not an end in itself, opportunity for the opponent to choose peace, concern for lives of 
non-combatants, waged so as not to destroy God’s creation, before ever battle reading the rules and 
regulations of war (Saperstein, 1983, pp. 8-13). As applied to an optional war, the report 
concludes:

Clearly the speed with which nuclear war could happen, the distance over which it is 

fought and the virtual absence of opportunity to use human judgements to regulate the war 
once the missiles are launched mitigate against the ability of any nation to fight a “humane” 
nuclear war. From this brief view of the halachic stipulations on war, it is evident that 
nuclear war would violate almost every rule and regulation and would thereby be 
impermissible. (Saperstein, 1983, p.13)

 The report then cites a number of rabbis to show that the weight of the Jewish tradition is 
clearly arrayed against the use of nuclear weapons (Saperstein, 1983, pp. 19-31). But what about 
the current nuclear build-up and stockpiling? Under what circumstances is possession of nuclear 
weapons per se, permissible or prohibited? In answering the report draws upon the halachic 
concept of geder (fence) that some things are prohibited not because they are evil in and of 
themselves but because they might lead to evil things. Rabbi Saul Berman applied this reasoning 
to stockpiling nuclear weapons which “will likely lead to consequences which will violate Jewish 
law” (Saperstein, p. 36). As Rabbi Jakobovits wrote in his 1962 article, “Once the recourse to 
atomic warfare, even in self defense (retaliation), is eliminated, the threat of resorting to it when 
attacked (deterrent) would naturally have to be abandoned. A threat is effective, and can be 
justified, only as the possibility to carry it out exists” (Saperstein, p. 36). 

This being the case, Preventing the Nuclear Holocaust devotes considerable attention to 
ways of ending the nuclear arms race, such as freeze on production and deployment of nuclear 
weapons and other methods of nuclear arms control and reduction.
 This issue was taken up again in 1991 in a book entitled Confronting Omnicide: Jewish 
Reflections on Weapons of Mass Destruction, edited by Daniel Landes (1991). Fifteen essays offer 
diverse points of view but have a common concern that God’s creation would be at risk in nuclear 
war. Pinchas Peli from Ben Gurion University, Be’er Sheva, Israel writes:

As to the universal threat of destruction of the world through the weapons of mass 
destruction, the view of Torah is crystal clear: The world created by God was meant for 
life; it was given over to Man to rule, to preserve and cultivate, and not to destroy and 
mutilate. (Landes, 1991, pp. 72-73)

Translating this into practice, he continues:

One is not allowed to willingly destroy any created being. This prohibition is known in the 
Halakhah as bal tash’hit – Do not destroy. The rabbis, of course, derive this prohibition 
from Scripture: “When thou shalt besiege a city a long time, in making war against it to 
take it, thou shalt not destroy the trees thereof by wielding an axe against them: for thou 
mayest eat of them, and thou shalt not cut them down.” (Deuteronomy 20:10)

 In another essay Professor David Novak picks up this theme and cites rabbinic tradition 
over the centuries in support of the prohibition of wanton destruction. He concludes: “The evil of 
nuclear war, which cannot be justified by any of the usual criteria of temporary destruction for the 
sake of ultimate victory, is to be emphasized continually.” He adds, “It seems that bilateral, not 
unilateral disarmament is what is required” (Landes, 1991, p. 115). 
 In an essay on “Nuclear Deterrence and Nuclear War” Professor Walter S. Wurzburger 

believes that “the actual use of nuclear weapons must be ruled out, for it is inconceivable to 
sanction the very extinction of the human race.” But one-sided renunciation of their use “would 
rule out any possibility of defense or deterrence against adversaries who threaten nuclear 
aggression.” Therefore, “we have no choice but to continue to rely on the threat of nuclear 
retaliation to deter nuclear aggression.” But that choice is fraught with moral problems and must 
be considered a lesser evil. It would be better to gain universal acceptance of a “no first use 
pledge” (Landes, 1991, pp. 224-233). 
 Although the much of the background for discussion about nuclear weapons is the nuclear 
arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union with their enormous arsenals, Israel’s 
possession of nuclear weapons also enters into the picture. In his book Israel and the Bomb, Avner 
Cohen describes Israel’s approach as nuclear opacity – “a situation in which a state’s nuclear 
capability has not been acknowledged, but is recognized in a way that influences other nation’s 
perceptions and actions” (Cohen, 1998, p. 2). In his second book The Worst-Kept Secret, he uses 
the Hebrew term amimut with connotation of both opacity and ambiguity to describe this approach 
(Cohen 2010, xxxii). Although the Israeli government has never officially admitted that it has 
nuclear weapons, enough information has become available to estimate that Israel possesses 
approximately 80 nuclear weapons (Federation of American Scientists, 2017).  
 Because of amimut the Israeli government has never publicly articulated its rationale for 
acquiring nuclear weapons. In fact, there is a prohibition against public discussion of nuclear 
issues, a ban “rigidly enforce by Israeli military censorship (the Censora), which bans any 
reference to Israeli’s nuclear weapons in the Israeli media” (Cohen, 2010, p. xxix). However, one 
can project that the policy emphasizes deterrence as a matter of self-defense to prevent an 
existential threat to Israel. Some Jewish writers consider this legitimate in the present political 
situation. Others raise a note of caution that actual use would be disastrous. 

Christian Perspective

Protestant

After the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima, Japan, on August 6, 1945, the Federal 
Council of the Churches of Christ in America asked a commission of theologians to formulate a 
response. In February 1946 the commission issued a report entitled Atomic Warfare and Christian 
Faith that began with an act of contrition:

As American Christians, we are deeply penitent for the irresponsible use already made of 
the atomic bomb. We have agreed that, whatever be one’s judgment of the ethics of war in 
principle, the surprise bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki are morally indefensible. 
They repeated in a ghastly form the indiscriminate slaughter of non-combatants that has 
become familiar during World War II. They were released without specific warning, under 
conditions which virtually assured the deaths of 100,000 civilians. (Lunger, 1988, p. 303)

The theologians urged that all manufacture of atomic bombs be stopped, pending the development 
of international controls and called upon the United States “to affirm publicly, with suitable 

guarantees, that it will under no circumstances be the first to use atomic weapons in any possible 
future war” (Lunger, 1988, p. 305). 

Four years later another commission of theologians appointed by the Federal Council of 
Churches in report on The Christian Conscience and Weapons of Mass Destruction came to the 
opposite conclusion. They noted: “Today, two great dangers threaten mankind, the danger that 
totalitarian tyranny may be extended over the world and the danger of global war” (Lunger, 1988, 
p. 317). The tyranny they feared was Soviet Communism which by 1950 had taken control of 
Eastern Europe and was moving aggressively in other parts of the world. What became known as 
the Cold War was underway. The report therefore insisted:

For as long as the existing situation holds, for the United States to abandon its atomic 
weapons or to give the impression that they would not be used, would leave the 
non-communist world with totally inadequate defense. For Christians to advocate such a 
policy would be to share responsibility for the worldwide tyranny that might result. 
(Lunger, 1988, p. 321)

The Commission found it difficult to draw an absolute line between types of weapons. “If, as we 
have felt bound to acknowledge, certain key industrial targets are inescapably involved in modern 
war, we find no moral distinction between destroying them with tons of T.N.T. or by fire as 
compared with an atomic bomb…Christian conscience guides us to restraint from destruction not 
essential to our total objective” (Landes, 1988, pp. 320-321). 
 In 1950 the Federal Council of Churches was reorganized as the National Council of the 
Churches of Christ in the USA (NCC). In years that followed the NCC put aside conditional 
acceptance of nuclear weapons in some circumstances and became a staunch advocate of their 
elimination. This history is narrated in a resolution, “Nuclear Disarmament: The Time is Now”, 
adopted by NCC General Assembly in 2009, that stated:

Jesus Christ, the Good Shepherd, declared that He had come to bring ‘abundant life" to 
humanity. Nuclear weapons, which have the capacity to destroy entire cities and nations, 
and, indeed, all life on earth, represent the diametric opposite to this. In fact, the only thing 
that they are capable of producing is "abundant death.’ The time has arrived to eliminate all 
of them, before they eliminate all of us. Be it therefore resolved that the National Council 
of the Churches of Christ in the U.S.A. hereby recommits itself to the total worldwide 
eradication of nuclear weapons. (National Council of Churches, 2009)

Over the years the National Association of Evangelicals (NAE) in the U.S. has also 
expressed its concern about nuclear weapons. Recognizing that within the membership are those 
who are committed to peace through strength and those who renounce the use of force as a matter 
of conscience, NAE has nevertheless favored arms control agreements to scale back the nuclear 
arms race. In “Nuclear Weapons 2011,” NAE laid out a course that included re-examining the 
moral and ethical basis for the doctrine of nuclear deterrence, maintaining the taboo against 
nuclear use, achieving verified mutual reductions in current nuclear stockpiles, and continuing 
dialogue on the effects of possession and threatened use of nuclear weapons (National Association 
of Evangelicals, 2011).

Elsewhere in NATO countries the Conference of European Churches and its Church and 
Society Commission have been active on nuclear disarmament issues, favoring a world free of 
nuclear weapons and specifically advocating the removal of tactical nuclear weapons from Europe 
(Conference of European Churches. 2013). 

In the United Kingdom many denominations support nuclear disarmament, expressed 
specifically in opposition to building a new trident submarine. Although the Church of England 
has tended to defer to the government on continuation of minimal nuclear deterrence, Dr. Rowan 
Williams, 104th Archbishop of Canterbury, speaking in Nagasaki, Japan in September 2009, said 
of nuclear weapons: 

They are necessarily indiscriminate; that is, they will always kill the innocent. They 
destroy the living environment; they have long-term effects on every aspect of the material 
and organic world…To work for a world free from nuclear arms is to work for the sake of 
that moral and human dignity.�(Williams, 2009)

In 1976 the Canadian Council of Churches established Project Plowshares as its vehicle to 
build peace and prevent war, and promote the peaceful resolution of political conflict. Developing 
support for the elimination of nuclear weapons has been a major focus (Project Plourshares, 2017). 

On the world stage the Ninth Assembly of World Council of Churches (WCC) in 2006 
recalled its long-standing opposition to nuclear weapons. 

From its birth as a fellowship of Christian churches the WCC has condemned nuclear 
weapons for their "widespread and indiscriminate destruction" and as "sin against God" in 
modern warfare (First WCC Assembly, 1948), recognized early that the only sure defense 
against nuclear weapons is prohibition, elimination and verification (Second Assembly) 
and, inter alia, called citizens to “press their governments to ensure national security 
without resorting to the use of weapons of mass destruction" (Fifth Assembly, 1975).

 The Second Assembly in 1954 called for “The prohibition of all weapons of mass 
destruction; including atomic and hydrogen bombs, with provision for international inspection and 
control, such as would safeguard the security of all nations, together with the drastic reduction of 
other armaments” (Visser 't Hooft, 1955, p. 146). The Ninth Assembly in 2006 adopted a “Minute 
on Elimination of Nuclear Arms”, noting that “Existing WCC policy urges all states to meet their 
treaty obligations to reduce and then destroy nuclear arsenals with adequate verification” and that 
“Churches must prevail upon governments until they recognize the incontrovertible immorality of 
nuclear weapons” (World Council of Churches, 2006). The Tenth Assembly in November 2013 
recommended that governments “Negotiate and establish a ban on the production, deployment, 
transfer and use of nuclear weapons in accordance with international humanitarian law” (World 
Council of Churches, 2013).

Among Protestant denominations, the United Methodist Council of Bishops in 1986 took 
up the nuclear weapons in a foundation document, In Defense of Creation: The Nuclear Crisis and 
a Just Peace (United Methodist Council of Bishops, 1986). They chose the title because God’s 
creation “is under attack…[from] the darkening shadows of threatening nuclear winter… [It is] “a 

crisis that threatens to assault not only the whole human family but planet earth itself” (United 
Methodist Council of Bishops, 1986, p. 92). Given this situation, the bishops in a pastoral letter 
stated:

Therefore, we say a clear and unconditional No to nuclear war and any use of nuclear 
weapons. We conclude that nuclear deterrence is a position that cannot receive the 
church’s blessing (United Methodist Council of Bishops, p.92). 

For moving toward a nuclear-free world they recommended four measures: (1) comprehensive test 
ban to inaugurate a nuclear freeze; (2) consolidated of existing treaties and phased reductions; (3) 
bans on space weapons; and (4) no-first-use agreement (United Methodist Council of Bishop, 
1986, pp. 74-78).

  The 1988 United Methodist General Conference, the official governing body, endorsed In 
Defense of Creation (United Methodist Church, 1988) and in following quadrennial meetings 
supported concrete steps toward a world free of nuclear weapons. A 2004 resolution described the 
doctrine of nuclear deterrence as “morally corrupt and spiritually bankrupt” because “nuclear 
weapons hold innocent people hostage for political and military purposes” (United Methodist 
Church, 2004, p. 889).
 In the last thirty years all of the “mainline” Protestant churches and the historic peace 
churches in the United States have taken strong stands against the use of nuclear weapons and have 
supported policies leading to the elimination. 

Orthodox

 Orthodox Churches from many nations are members of the World Council of Churches and 
in that sense support WCC policies on nuclear weapons. They also speak for themselves in their 
own countries. In the United States branches of the Orthodox Church – Russian, Greek, and others 
- have joined interfaith initiatives for the elimination of nuclear weapons. In Russia, Patriarch 
Kirill, head of the Russian Orthodox Church, speaking in 2007 in Sarov, the center of Russia’s 
nuclear weapons industry, indicated that Russia required nuclear arms to enable it to remain a 
sovereign state during the Cold War. That is because of the deterrent value of nuclear weapons. 
Nevertheless, he said, the Church favors a world without nuclear weapons (Kirill, 2007). 

Roman Catholic  

 In the Roman Catholic Church, popes have spoken against the use of nuclear weapons 
since the first atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima. Pope Pius XII (pope from 1939 to 1958) in his 
1954 Easter message demanded “the effective proscription and banishment of atomic…warfare,” 
calling the arms race a “costly relationship of mutual terror” (Pius XII, 1954). 

 Pope John XXXIII (1958-1963) in his1963 papal encyclical Pacem in Terris called for the 
cessation of the arms race, noting:

The stock-piles of armaments which have been built up in various countries must be 
reduced all round and simultaneously by the parties concerned. Nuclear weapons must be 
banned. A general agreement must be reached on a suitable disarmament program, with an 
effective system of mutual control. (John XXIII, 1963)

 Gaudium et Spes (“Joy and Hope”), a pastoral constitution coming out of the Second 
Vatican Council and promulgated by Pope Paul VI (1963-78) in 1965, stated:

Any act of war aimed indiscriminately at the destruction of entire cities of extensive areas 
along with their population is a crime against God and man himself. It merits unequivocal 
and unhesitating condemnation. (Paul VI, 1965)

However, the document noted that some “scientific weapons” are amassed for retaliation and 
therefore serve as a “deterrent to possible enemy attack.” But this “is not a safe way to preserve 
a steady peace, nor is the so-called balance resulting from this race a sure and authentic peace.” 
A better way is to “labor to put an end at last to the arms race, and to make a true beginning of 
disarmament, not unilaterally indeed, but proceeding at an equal pace according to agreement, 
and backed up by true and workable safeguards” (Paul VI, 1965). 

 When Pope John Paul II (1978-2005) spoke in the Hiroshima Peace Memorial Hall in 
February 1981 he called on heads of state and of government and those who hold political and 
economic power to pledge ourselves “that war will never be tolerated or sought as a means of 
resolving differences; let us promise our fellow human beings that we will work untiringly for 
disarmament and the banishing of all nuclear weapons” (John Paul II, 1981).

 Speaking to the United Nations General Assembly in June 1982, Pope John Paul II stated:

The teaching of the Catholic Church in this area has been clear and consistent. It has 
deplored the arms race, called nonetheless for mutual progressive and verifiable reduction 
of armaments as well as greater safeguards against possible misuse of these weapons. It has 
done so while urging that the independence, freedom and legitimate security of each and 
every nation be respected. In current conditions "deterrence" based on balance, certainly 
not as an end in itself but as step on the way toward a progressive disarmament, may still 
be judged morally acceptable. Nonetheless in order to ensure peace, it is indispensable not 
to be satisfied with this minimum which is always susceptible to the real danger of 
explosion. (John Paul II, 1982)

Pope Benedict XVI (2005-2013) in a message on World Day of Peace 2006 indicated:

In a nuclear war there would be no victors, only victims. The truth of peace requires that 
all - whether those governments which openly or secretly possess nuclear arms, or those 
planning to acquire them �- agree to change their course by clear and firm decisions, and 
strive for a progressive and concerted nuclear disarmament. (Benedict XVI, 2006) 

At the 2010 Review Conference of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty Msgr Celestino Migliore 
delivered a message from Benedict XVI encouraging “initiatives that seek progressive 
disarmament and the creation of zones free of nuclear weapons, with a view to their complete 
elimination from the planet" (Migliore, 2010).
 With this decades-long support for nuclear disarmament the Holy See has become 
impatient with the lack of progress toward this objective. This was shown in an address by 
Archbishop Francis Chullikat, the permanent observer of the Holy See to the United Nations, in 
Kansas City, Missouri in 2011. He said:

The Holy See has never countenanced nuclear deterrence as a permanent measure, nor does 
it today when it is evident that nuclear deterrence drives the development of ever newer 
nuclear arms, thus preventing genuine nuclear disarmament…. Nuclear deterrence 
prevents genuine nuclear disarmament. It maintains an unacceptable hegemony over 
non-nuclear development for the poorest half of the world's population. It is a fundamental 
obstacle to achieving a new age of global security. (Chullikat, 2011)

He noted that the Catholic Church had embraced a 1996 decision of the International Court of 
Justice calling for “negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and 
effective international control." He reiterated the Holy See’s support “for transparent, verifiable, 
global and irreversible nuclear disarmament and for addressing seriously the issues of nuclear 
strategic arms, the tactical ones and their means of delivery (Chullikat, 2011). 

 Pope Francis in 2015 address to the United Nations General Assembly stated: 

There is urgent need to work for a world free of nuclear weapons, in full application of the 
non-proliferation Treaty, in letter and spirit, with the goal of a complete prohibition of 
these weapons. (Francis, 2015)

 In the United States in the early 1980s, the National Conference of Catholic Bishops 
undertook an in-depth study of war and peace with special attention to nuclear weapons. Working 
from the moral principles of the just-war tradition, they indicated: 

• Every nation has a right and duty to defend itself against unjust aggression.
• Offensive war of any kind is morally unjustifiable.
• The intentional killing of innocent civilians or non-combatants is always wrong.
• Even defensive response to unjust attack can cause destruction which violates the 

principle of proportionality, going far beyond the limits of legitimate defense. 
(National Conference of Catholic Bishops, 1983, p. iii) 

Applying these principles to nuclear weapons, the U.S. Catholic bishops spoke against initiation 
of nuclear war and against any use of nuclear weapons to destroy population centers or other 
predominantly civilian targets even in retaliatory action. They opposed initiation of nuclear war 
and expressed skepticism of even a limited nuclear war. Following the leadership of Pope John 
Paul II, they accepted “a strictly conditional moral acceptance of deterrence” but not adequate as 
a long-term basis for peace (National Conference of Catholic Bishops, 1983, pp v-vi).

 Over the years the U.S. Catholic bishops have retained their strong interest in nuclear 
disarmament. In 2010, Cardinal Francis George, then President of the U.S. Conference of Catholic 
Bishops, wrote: 

The horribly destructive capacity of nuclear arms makes them disproportionate and 
indiscriminate weapons that endanger human life and dignity like no other armaments. 
Their use as a weapon of war is rejected in Church teaching based on just war norms. 
Although we cannot anticipate every step on the path humanity must walk, we can point 
with moral clarity to a destination that moves beyond deterrence to a world free of the 
nuclear threat. (George, 2010)

For this to happen “the Church urges that nuclear deterrence be replaced with concrete measures 
of disarmament based on dialogue and multilateral negotiations” (George, 2010). 

Islamic Perspective

“A Common Word,” a report addressed by Muslim scholars to Christian leaders, notes that 
Christians and Muslims together make up more than 55 percent of the world’s population. They 
then observe:

If Muslims and Christians are not at peace, the world cannot be at peace. With the terrible 
weaponry of the modern world; with Muslims and Christians intertwined everywhere as 
never before, no side can unilaterally win a conflict between more than half of the world’s 
inhabitants. Thus, our common future is at stake. The very survival of the world itself is at 
stake. (A Common Word, 2007, pp. 72-73) 

 Jamal Badawi and Muzammil H. Siddiqi in an essay published by the Muslim-Christian 
Initiative on the Nuclear Weapons Danger offered six powerful reasons for Muslims to oppose the 
production, deployment, and use of nuclear weapons.

(1) They represent a serious threat to peace, while peace is a central theme of                       
 Islam.
(2)  They are brutal and merciless, and thus violate the Qur’anic description of the Prophet 

Muhammad (peace be upon him) as “mercy to all the worlds.”
(3)  They are contrary to Islam’s promotion of human fellowship.
(4)  Nuclear weapons do not fall with the scope of legitimate self-defense… Not only do they 

not discriminate between combatants and noncombatants, but the great majority of victims 
are likely to be noncombatants… Repelling aggression is permissible in Islam, but only 
with the minimum cost of life and property. Nuclear weapons cause destruction of the 
environment that lasts for hundreds, if not thousands, of years.

(5)  Nuclear weapons research and production waste a huge amount of resources.
(6)  While the argument for nuclear deterrence is not un-Islamic in principle, and while such 

deterrence apparently did work during the Cold War, there is no guarantee that it will work 

in the future. Nor is there any guarantee that nuclear weapons will not fall into the hands of 
non-state actors. (Badawi and Siggiqi, 2005, pp. 26-27)

 The authors continue:

Considering all of these points, we must conclude that it is harâm (forbidden) to 
deploy nuclear weapons. The sharî’ah of Allah could never approve such weapons. 
According to the principles of Islamic law, there should instead be a universal ban 
on their development and possession. No criteria exist that allow some states to 
maintain nuclear weapons while others are denied of them. (Badawi and Siggiqi, 
2005, p. 27)

 
 In applying such beliefs, Iran Supreme Leader, Ali Khamenei, on a number of occasions 
has said that possession and use of nuclear weapons are contrary to Islamic law. In 2005, Iran 
communicated to the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) that Ayatollah Khamenei had 
issued a fatwa [religious edict] that “the production, stockpiling and use of nuclear weapons are 
forbidden under Islamic law and that the Islamic Republic of Iran shall never acquire these 
weapons” (International Atomic Energy Agency (2005, p. 121).  In a letter to the 2010 Review 
Conference of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, Khamenei wrote: "We consider the use of 
such weapons as haram (religiously forbidden) and believe that it is everyone's duty to make 
efforts to secure humanity against this great disaster."  In an address on August 30, 2012 at the 16th 
Non-Aligned Summit in Tehran, he stated:

The Islamic Republic of Iran considers the use of nuclear, chemical and similar weapons 
as a great and unforgivable sin. We proposed the idea of ‘Middle East free of nuclear 
weapons’ and we are committed to it. This does not mean forgoing our right to peaceful use 
of nuclear power and production of nuclear fuel. On the basis of international laws, 
peaceful use of nuclear energy is a right of every country…. Our motto is: “Nuclear energy 
for all and nuclear weapons for none.” (Khamenei, 2012)

 Some analysts observe that Ayatollah Khamenei sometimes speaks of production, 
stockpiling, and use of nuclear weapons and sometimes only use. They speculate that this implies 
that Iran might want to produce nuclear weapons as a deterrent, but there have been no public 
statements using deterrence language. Such clarification might occur during ongoing negotiations 
about Iran’s nuclear capability.

Summary

 In reviewing Jewish, Christian, and Islamic perspectives on nuclear weapons, we find 
many common features.  
 There is a broad consensus that use of nuclear weapons would be morally wrong because 
of the harm to large numbers of non-combatants and the environment. Widespread use would be 
disastrous for humankind and the planet Earth. A small minority believes that limited nuclear war 
might be acceptable as a final measure for national defense, but most maintain that nuclear weap-

ons are so powerful and indiscriminate that even limited use would be wrong. Although not part of 
our previous discussion, there are also some in the faith community who believe that nuclear war 
would be acceptable as an eschatological event prior to the final day of judgment and commence-
ment of a messianic era.
 Among the three faiths there has been some acceptance of development, production, and 
deployment of nuclear weapons as a measure of deterrence for self-defense in order to dissuade 
other nations from nuclear or conventional attack. However, a growing number reject nuclear 
deterrence because of the immorality of in effect holding civilian population hostage. Some deter-
rence adherents believe if deterrence fails and a nation is attacked, nuclear weapons should not be 
used in retaliation. 
 There is widespread support for negotiation of arms control agreements and for unilateral 
actions to reduce nuclear arsenals.  
 Although not discussed in previous sections, many voices in the faith community observe 
that the nuclear arms race is a waste of resources and that funds could be better spent for measures 
that improve human and community welfare.
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