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Returning hate for hate multiplies hate, .
adding deeper darkness to a .night already '
devoid of stars. Darkness cannot drive out
darkness; only love can do that.l

- Dr. Martin Luther King Jr.

One cannot turn on a television or read a newspaper without
hearing or reading about another terrorist attack, mid-east war
or street murder. Violent situations such as these do not occur
on a daily basis to the average American citizen. Yet, wanton
violence surrounds us. Americans, as people whe participate in
the world, need to consider violence. This is important because
we need to decide how to react to violent situations, whether we
ourselves are attacked, or whether we read about such an attack
in a newspaper.

Every day, potentially violent situations arise, and they
force people to choose a course of action. The options they have
to choose from are infinite, yet may generally be categorized
into several areas. A person may respond to a situation
aggressively, defensively or passively. Webster's Ninth

Collegiate Dictionary defines the word "aggression" as "A

forceful act or procedure (as in an unprovoked attack) esp. when
intended to dominate or master."? The word "defense" is def;ned
as "Protection from or resistance against assault."3

One problem which relates very specifically to the problem
of violence is language. In particular, when peacemaking is

discussed, the word "pacifism" has become one of the most
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misunderstood aﬁd misused words in the discussion. It has come *
to mean so many different thiﬁgs to s& many different pebple that
it is impossible to reach a clear definition. It-should be |
understood, though, that the comments quoted in this study which
specifically refer to pacifism or Christian pacifism do so within
the confines of peacemaking as it will be defined 'and used in
this discussion.

The choice between violent or non-violent response is a
specifically religious issue for several reasons. People placed
in potentially violent situations make their choices about how to
act on the basis of ethical and moral criteria. They must have a
standard for action from which they can draw options. Church |
bodies are organizations that attempt to establish and evaluate
standards of this type. Religious bodies tend to take stands on
issues of violence and non-violence. The stands those groups
take, the reasons they take them and the effectiveness of these
positions are all worthy of study.

There are a few observations which should be made to clarify
the method of this study. It will focus upon two of the
traditional treatments of this very broad question: Just war and
peacemaking. This paper will look at typical representatives of
these tﬁo traditions. If certain other traditions, denomihations
or approaches to the problem of violence are not being examined,
it is because they do not apply té the areas under scrutiny, or
because they are merely repeating material already discussed.

First, this examination will look at the role that the



churches have chosen to take in the iésue.' The churches have ‘.
generally followed what haé_céme to bé called the "just-war"
tradition, which has been upheld by such mainline groups as the
U.8. Catholic Bishops Conference and the Lutheran Church in
America. Most of the groups that choose to advocate the just war
theory do so with the knowing that it "...needs td be understood
not as justifying war per se but as giving criteria by which to
evaluate the justice or injustice of a particulaf war, ir4 It is
Important to remember that the just war theory does not attempt
to justify war. Instead, it attempts to bring war under the
control of justice, so that if the theory were consistently
adhered to, the véry concept of war itself would be eliminated.
Both the strength and the weakness of the just war tradition liés
in the criteria used to determine the validity of a violent
confrontation. Its strength is the ability to apply the criteria
to a given situation and reach a decision. Its weakness is the
inability to create a standard in interpreting the criteria and
in the inability to enforce the decision once it has been made
and in the high costs of violent' action.

Then this study will examine the position of those who
advocate a "peacemaking" approach. This view is held by many of
the smaller Christian denominations such as the Mennonites and
the Quakers, although many of the larger groups, such as the
Lutheran World Federation, are beginning to take the position of
the peacemaking churches. Those who advocate this position are

generally noted for their refusal to take part in war, and for
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their non-violent way of life. The problem with a discussion of’
this traditiﬁn is the diversiiy found-within it. There is a
broad spectrum of lifestyles encompassed under the term
"peacemaker.¥ The Mennonites have been the most willing to
separate completely from society and to avoid participation in
any kind of governmental activities, while the Quakers have been
willing to go to the point of assuming political office.

Specific themes that occur within the peacemaking tradition
include obedience, discipleship, stewardship and the imitation of
Christ. The non-violent way of life is regarded both as a
strategy for change and as a witness to thé way of Christ and the
Kingdom of God. The biblical justification for the peacemaking
approach comes most strongly from the Sermon on the Mount,'Which
is interpreted as an ethical absolute describing the lifestyle
closest to what God desires.

The peacemaking position can be broken down into two general
areas. Those who claim to be fully pacifist renounce all
-coercion, even if non-violent. There are those, on the other
hand, who live by what might be termed as active non-violence, or
non-violent resistance. Martin Luther King and Mohandas K.
Gandhi (though not a Christian) are best known historically for
assuming this ideal. There are also those who will allow a
physical resistance only to the point of the restraint of someone
who might commit a violent act. Of these two areas, this study
will examine almost exclusively those who pursue non-violent

resistance. The other peacemaking positions are interesting



areas of study, but have not had the historicél influence that -
the non-violent resistance movement hés had.

The third section of the paper will be a casé study of a
current socio-political crisis. The situation in the nation of.
South Africa provides an excellent oppbrtunity to compare both
the just war and non-violent peacemaking positions to a current
situation that is approaching crisis. There are many different
forces within South Africa calling for action ranging from
violence to non-resistance to end the system of apartheid. The
fact that the people of South Africa are being forced to choose
how to respond makes for an interesting look at the values of
both the just war and peacemaking positions.

Finally, all of the data will be examined and analyzed in
hope of answering the question "What is the best possible
response to a violent situation?" Through a solid examination of
the relevant information, an answer to this question will be
defended.

There is a third major tradition historically found within
the church that should be mentioned. The "Crusade" attitude,
being the spread of Christianity through aggressive means, is not
being studied because it does not play a role in contemporary
mainline Christianity. Historically, it was quite important to
the development and theclogy of the church, and there are still
those who believe in its validity. These are primarily
individuals and groﬁps outside of the mainline tradition. One

example would be Jerry Falwell and the'Moral Majority, who
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support active military opposition to communist nations, who théy
see as béing an instrument-of’evil. ﬁowever, with the

exception of the ﬁissionary movement of the late nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries, the crusade attitude towards war and
peace within the traditional church does not fit into the scope
of this discussion.

| This examination will not attempt to draw absolutes as
conclusions. How one responds to violence is a very sﬁbjective
issue. I£ will, however, attempt to compare two traditions that
deserves consideration. The question that must be answered is
whether_either tradition can provide a way of insuring peace in a
future when the possibility of war and deétruction remains so

great.



I. The Just War Tradition ; . ‘

-

In the contemporary context; the just war tradition has
sparked a large amoﬁnt of controversy among both religious and
political bodies. Simply defined, the just war tradition
considers war as an evil that may at times be jusyified as being
less evil than the execution of some threat which it wards off,
or the continuation of some system it changes. The concept and
term "just war" were first coined by Aristotle. He believed in
justified violence to enslave those whom he thought were destined
by nature to be enslaved. However, the just war tradition has
changed much since its inception. The Christian version of the
just war tradition is rooted primarily in the beliefs of
Augustine; one of the early church leaders. .Augustine's just war
concept arose out of the idea that the church and the state both
aim at peace, which places the two in agfeement. War is merely a
police measure against evildoers who themselves benefit by the
punishment which the war inflicts. Augustine believed that the
defense of the sﬁate could be equated with the defense of the
church; Therefore Christians who obeyed the call of the emperor
to fight in defense of the_Christian empire against the barbarian
invaders were obeying the command of God.® For Augustine, the
important thing was that a war or conflict must be waged within
the spirit of love. Christian love as such is not incompatiblé
with killing, when the killing‘is done with the best interests of
the enemy in mind. In what Augustine envisioned as a partnership

of the church and the empire, the role of the church was to



provide the leadership so that the military functions of the .
empire could be infused with Christian love. The ethical
implications and justifications are explained by the pacifist
philosopher, David Hoekema:
The just war tradition, rooted in the ethical
theories of Plato and Cicero and formulated
within the Christian tradition by Augustine,
Aguinas and the protestant reformers, defends
military force as a last resort against grave
injustice. According to this view, when the'
innocent are threatened by an unjust aggressor
and all other remedies have failed, Jesus' demand
for sacrificial love may require us to use lethal
force.

Augustine's just war theory could be categorized then, into
four areas: 1) War must be just in its object and intent, which
should be to restore peace and vindicate justice; 2) War must be
just in its disposition, which is Christian love; 3) War must be
just in its conduct, i.e. "There should be no wanton violence,
profanation of temples, looting, massacre or conflagration.
Vengeance, atrocities and reprisals are excluded."” 4) War may
be waged on)ly under the authority of the ruler.

The orxdinary Christian, who could not hope to be separated
from the world, could participate in just wars. Members of the
clergy, monks and nuns were obligated, however, to strive for a
condition as close to perfection and the ideals of Christ as
possible, and were not allowed to participate in violence. The
life of Jesus Christ represented the highest standard of what the

people of the church could become. Because it was an unreachable

standard for the typical person, action beneath that standard



became justified. _

By the middle ages even these sténdards began to fall. With
the influence of the nationalistic groups within the church and
the conversion of Emperor Constantinople to Christianity, the era
of aggressive religious action began. The church/state carried
their message across the continent, violently destroying anything
that would get in its way, hence bringing to an end anything just
about war. v

The just war tradition has again come into prominence in
approximately the last two hundred years. During that time
period, the concept of a justifiable defense has arisen in
situations sﬁch as the American revolution, the civil war, the
first and second world wars and the Korean and Vietnam conflicts.
It is interesting to note that while the doctrine of just war is
much the same today as it was during the time of Augustine, the
teaching of that theory has assumed a slight change. While it
was never stated before, now the goal of the just war is cleariy
seen as insqring peace. Hypothetically, if all of the nations
were to abide by the just war tradition, war itself would be
eliminated. If all nations were to fight only defensive wars, it
would be unnecessary to fight, as there would be no aggressive
action to defend against. But since it is not realistic to
assume that there will never be military aggression, the just war
theory continues to allow for a defensive response to aggression.

The American Catholic Bishops Conference in their pastoral

letter The Challenge of Peace: God's Promise, Our Response, have
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outlined seven criteria for what might be considered a just war:-

a. Just cause:  War is permissable only to
confront a real and certain danger. i.e., to
protect innocent life, to preserve conditions
necessary for decent human existence, and to
secure basic human rights...

b. Competent authority: ...war must be declared
by those with responsibility for public order, not
by private groups or individuals...

c. Comparative justice: ...Do the rights and .
values involved justify killing? For whatever the

means used, war, by definition, involves violence,

destruction, suffering and death.

d. Right intention: ...means pursuit of peace

and reconciliation, including avoiding

unnecessarily destructive acts...

e. Last resort: For resort to war and to be

justified, all peaceful alternatives must have

been exhausted... '

f. Probability of success: This is a difficult

criterion to apply, but its purpose is to prevent

irrational resort to force or hopeless resistance

when the outcome of either will clearly be

disproportionate or futile...

g. Proportionality: ...the damage to be

inflicted and the costs incurred by war must be

proportionate to the good expected by taking up

arms.8

There have been many prominent theologians throughout history

who have argued for the legitimacy of just war. Martin Luther
and Reinhold Niebuhr have had a significant effect upon how the
just war tradition is used by the contemporary churches. Luther,
who instigated many of the actions taken in the reformation
agreed for the most part with Augustine. He believed in the

legitimacy of war as a police action taken by the state. While
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Augustine had developed four codes of behavior, Luther
acknowledged three of these. Augﬁstine took into account the
roles of the magistrate, the minister, the monk and the citizen.
Luther deleted the monk from this list.

There is a certain correspondence here to the

two aspects of God's character. For God oper-

ates in history with his left hand which is the

coercive state and a right hand which is the

persuasive church...the magistrate is the instru-

ment of (God's) wrath...the role of the minister '

is strictly spiritual...he may employ no weapons

other than the Word...the soldier (has) a legitimate

calling ordained of God.®
The categories break down as the magistrate meeting the physical
needs of the body of believers, the minister meeting all that
concerns mind and spirit and the soldier representing the
government, whether in time of peace or war.10

Luther presented a unique version of the just war tradition
because he still allowed for individual choice. He stated: "If
a prince desired us to go to war, and his cause was clearly
unrighteous; we should neither follow nor help such a
'prince,..“ll So then, while a war could be just, if an
individual soldier feels that the war is unjust, or against God's
will, that soldier would not be obligated to fight.
Reinhold Niebuhr revived some of Luther's major themes in his

1933 book Moral Man and Immoral Society, with one important
exception. Where Luther drew the Augustinian distinction between

true Christians being able to live purely and without violence

and normal Christians participating in violence, Niebuhr drew a
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separate distinction. He saw the difference as being between the
way Christians act as individuals, and as members of large
groups.l2 In both cases conflict could never be overcome. Thus,
some restraint or defensive conflict would always be necessary.
The issue becomes "how much conflict?" Niebuhr drew an
important distinction between non-resistance and non-cooperation,
which he held to be the same as non-violent resistance.

...that even violence is justified if it v

proceeds from perfect moral goodwill. But

he is equally insistent that non-violence

is usually the better method of expressing

goodwill. He is probably right on both

counts. The advantage of non-violence as a

method of expressing moral goodwill lies in

the fact, that it protects the agent against

the resentment and ill-will to the contending

party in the resentments which violent conflict

always creates.
Niebuhr asserts that violence can be made morally justifiable.
This would follow from his assumption that there will always be
conflict, so there will always be a need for restraint. Still,
Niebuhr asks the question, "If power is needed to destroy power,
how is the new power made ethical?"l4

The churches within the mainline American tradition have

taken strong stands on the issue of just war. These churches
include the Roman Catholic, Lutheran, Episcopal, United
Methodist, American Baptist and United Presbyterian. The
strongest statements come from the American Catholic Bishop's
Conference and the Lutheran Church in America. It is important

to note that all of these churches distinguish strongly between

nuclear and non-nuclear conflict. The LCA goes so far as to
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state that "We declare without equivocation that nuclear war,
with ite catastrophic devastation of the earth, is contrary to
the good and gracious will of God for the creaticn."ls The
pastoral letter of the American Catholic Bishops is equally
condemning of nuclear conflict, but does justify the use of
violence when the violence meets the seven criteria of a just
conflict. The Bishops also recognize the important role that the
just war concept can play in the prevention of war. "...just war )
teaching has evolved, however, as an effort to prevent war; only
if war cannot be rationally avoided does the teaching then seek
to reduce and restrict its horrors."l® This statement, written
in 1983, set a precedent in that it publicly acknowledged and
justified a policy for the first time in a mainline American
church that had been in functional operation for years. One year
later, the Lutheran Church in America, being much more concise
than its Catholic counterpart, said that

While the weak must still be defended with

power backed by might, and while nations may

unhappily be forced to respond to aggression

by limited military means, yet the normal use

of force must be its political use through

military non-use.

The just war tradition has had a long history within the
church and in essence has changed very little since the time of
Augustine. The challenge lies in discovering whether the
tradition can still operate successfully today given the nature

of modern warfare.



II. The Peacemaking Tradition

Peacemaking or paacebuilding,'is most-clearly defined,
ironically enoﬁgh, by the Lutheran Church in America.-
Peacemaking "Aims at the establishment of the conditions of
justice among people which, in turn, minimize hostility and the
likelihood of violent conflict...for the Christian, peacemaking
is the love of enemies and the reconciliation of the
estranged."18 4

One of the key elements of peacemaking is non-violence.
There are two main forms of non-violence: Non-resistance and non-
violent resistance. Of the two, it is the latter that more fully
represents the virtues of peacemaking. Non-resistance cannot, by
this definition, count as peacemaking because pure non-resistance
becomes the passive acceptance of a violent fate. Peacemaking,
on the other hand, calls for people to take an active role in the
resolution of violence. This reinforces the validity of non-
violent resistance. The American Friends Service Committee of
the Quakers state that "Non-violent action refers to methods of
protest, resistance and intervention without physical violence in
which members of the non-violent group do or refuse to do certain
things."19

There is little doubt that the position of the peacemakers
has been heavily influenced by the New Testament. They usually
see Jesus as the long-awaited messiah, who brings the promised
age of peace, the Kingdom of God into the world. Jesus rejected

the role of violence and war as a means of resolving conflict.
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The Géspels portray him'as.repeatedly calling upon those who hear
him to forgive one another, not just once, but as often as
wronged. (Matt. 6:14-15 and 18:21~22; Mark 11:25; Luke 6:37 and
17:3*41 The clearest call of Jesus Christ for those who follow

him is found in the words of the Sermon on the Mount:

*

You have heard that it was said "An eye for an
eye and a tooth for a tooth." But I say to you,
do not resist one who is evil. But if anyone
strikes you on the right cheek, turn to him the
other also; and if anyone would sue you and take
your coat, let him have your cloak as well; and
if anyone forces you to go one mile, go with him
two miles. Give to him who begs from you, and do
not refuse him who would borrow from you.

You have heard it said, "You shall love your
neighbor and hate your enemy." But I say to you,
love your enemies and pray for those who persecute
you, so that you may be the sons of your Father
who is in heaven; For he makes his sun rise on the

; evil and on the good, and sends rain on the just

‘ and the unjust. For if you love those who love

’ you, what reward have you? Do not even the tax
collectors do the same? And if you salute only
your brethren, what more are you doing than
others? Do not even the Gentiles do the same?
You, therefore, must be perfect, as your heavenly
Father is perfect.  (Matt. 5:38-48, RSV)

Peacemakers see this section of the gospels as both a call and a
mandat?. They feel that all Christians are called to ke
peacemékers, and are given a moral guide of how to act by both
the wo%ds and the actions of Jesus. David Hoekema argues that
"Folloﬁers of Jesus, Christian pacifists say, must follow both
his exémple and his teachings: They must show love for all in
their actions and seek healing and reconciliation in every
situat.jion."20 The meésage, life, death and resurrection of

Jesus Christ, then brought to all creation the restoration of

15
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unity and harmony that the prophets had longed for, and made
possible once again the reconciliation of God and the world.

The origins of the non-violent position from a Christian
perépeqtive can be traced back to the origins of the church
itself. The conflict was strong even then, and arose from
comparisons of 0ld Testament writings, showing God as a mighty
warrior to the teachings of Christ, portraying a loving and
merciful God. There is an interesting difference in the way
violence is portrayed in the two testaments. While battle in the -
0ld Testament is shown to be nation against nation or person
against person, The New Testament portrays violence as occurring
almost exclusively against evil. The fight was not between
people, but against the broader concept of evil as it was in
humans. The 0l1d Testament passages were difficult for the early
church leaders to reconcile with Christ's radically different
commands. They used two methods of resolving these problems.21
The first was chronological. Wars belonged to an earlier
history, and with the advent of the Christ came a new era of
peace. The other means of dismissing the problem was to considef
the 0ld Testament stories of war as allégorical examples of God
working in the world. |

The pacifist position reached its peak in the time period
prior to the early 4th century. Historian Roland Bainton noted
that until that time, there was not a single Christian writing
supporting participation in warfare.22 In addition, Paul Ramsey,

a contemporary just war ethicist admits that "For almost two



centuries of the history of the early church, Christians were
universally pacifist.n23

The strong pacifist influence in the church began to diminish
until Constantine declared Christianity the official religion of
the empire in 313. As the church and the state became less
distinct from each other, Christians began serving in the afmy.
By the early 5th century, non-Christians were forbidden from
military service. Starting during this time period, two
important events occurred: pacifism redeveloped as a reactionary -
movement to the destruction of the crusades, and Augustine
developed his just war theory. Since that time, both conceptsk
have coexisted, though the just war tradition has been dominant.

Within the peacemaking movement of the last two hundred
vears, the Quakers have been very prominent. As mentioned above,
Quakers are not separationists and prefer to effect change by
working within the existing system of government. Their strong
stand against the use of violence is representative of what has
come to be called the "peace churches." The Quakers advocate not
just a change in personal philosophy at an individual level, but
a change in strategy at a national level. They believe that it
is possible to replace a military system of govérnment with a
system of civil defense based on non-violence. They make the
strong affirmation that "We propose that the United States recast
its entire defense effort and rely upon civilian defense based on
non-violent action and thereby do its part in the creation of a

world community in which war will no longer have a place."24 1In



this system, the churches would serve as a moral and spiritual
resource. They state that:

...civilian defense would find in religion

resources for realizing love and justice through

non-violence. There are indeed tremendous

spiritual resources which the churches can

release if they preach, teach and practice non-

violence as a source of power for the nations,

following the example of Jeremiah, of Isaiah, of

St. Francis, and of Gandhi.?5

In the last century, the person most cleosely associated with
non-violent resistance has been Martin Luther King Jr. ZXKing,
during his civil rights struggle, used the principles of non-
violence to affect legislative change and to establish civil
-rights for blacks primarily in the South. At the same time, King
came to believe in the wvalue of non-violence on a global scale.
His statements and speeches show clearly his belief that non-
violence was paramount to the pursuit of peace. "Non-violence is
the answer to the crucial peolitical and moral guestion of our
time - the need for man to overcome oppression and violence
without resorting to violence and oppression..."2© King was a
peacemaker. The objective he strove for was not merely the
abstinence of violence, but the achievement of peace through the
abstention from violence.
The theclogy of- peacemaking has been described by John Howard

Yoder. Yoder, a pacifist theologian from the Mennonite church

believes that the way to peace is not an easy path, but yet one

that Christians are obligated to take. He writes that Jesus

18



19

...asks them (Christians) to be different,

to be visibly different...like a light,

...like a city on a hill. Their differentness,
he says, is to be in the way their righteousness
fulfills the law and goes beyond the law...
beyond not killing to not hating...beyond
limiting vengeance to renouncing vengeance...
beyond loving the neighbor to loving the enemy.
He does not ask first, "can you run a govern-
ment that way?" He asks first, "What is God
like?" and calls his disciples to be like
that. The God who loves his enemies is the
original peacemaker.

Yoder represents on a general level the perspective of the peace
churches. Thelr perspective of Christ is that of both teacher
and examplei Christ taught with words such as the Sermon onrthe
Mount, but he also lived as an example. Through his sacrifice of
self, Christ became a peacemaker. He made possible the
reconciliation between God and humans. Even as Christ was a
peacemaker, his disciples are also called to teach and live the
way of peace. As Yoder describes it, it is a dangerous call, for
those who chose to follow Jesus in that way "Should not follow
him unless they were ready to suffer, as he was going to
suffer.n28 Yet following the path of peace is in itself a form
of power as demonstrated by both Gandhi and King. Yoder goes on
to describe that both of these two leaders

. ..demonstrated the power of truth made effective

through active non-cooperation with evil. It

is costly, though hardly more costly than war.

to recognize the sacredness of the adversary's

life and dignity, to refuse to meet him on

his own terms, is at once a moral victory and
the beginning of a tactical advantage.Z2?

Both the peacemaking and just war traditions begin with the
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presumption that peace is the standard. The just war tradition
outlines the criteria that if met, would allow people to perform
limited acts of violence. Yoder speaks for the peacemakers who
believe that even if the criteria are valid, which they méy not
be, there is no situation that can satisfy the criteria to
justify violence. Peacemakers feel that the problem with the
just war tradition is that those who believe in it have
consciously or unconsciously shifted the burden of proof to the
side of peace. Violence has become the norm, and those espousing -
non-violence are left having to prove the validity of their

position. This is contrary to the teachings of Christ.



IIT. The Case of South Africa

South Africa is a nation approaching a crisis. With a
government many consider oppressive, and a resistance movement
many consider militant, 'violence is always a possibility. This
is why the South African situation can provide a good case study
for the just war and peacemaking traditions.

The South African government faces strong resistance from
both external and internal forces. Externally, they have had to
live under the condemnation of other nations for their
continuation of the doctrine of apartheid, which literally
translates from the language of Afrikaans as "separateness." The
nation was forced out of the British Commohwealth in 1961, and
has been under a U.N. Security Council arms embargo since 1963.
It has been excluded from participating in the plenary sessions
of the United Nations since 19274 and has four times faced trade
sanctions from both the Commonwealth conferences and the U.N.,
causing South African currency to lose its value by more than
half of its foreign exchange rate in 1985.30 The government of
Prime Minister Botha has been.severely criticized both for its
pelicies of racist separation and for its political and military
occupation of Namibia.

Internally, the South African government faces a military
threat on two fronts. The Southwest African People's

Organization (SWAPO) and their military wing, the People's
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Liberation Army of Namibia (PLAN), are working from bases within
Namibia to end the South African governmental rule both in
Namibia and South Africa. The main effort of SWAPO is to end an
illegal and unjust rule by a foreign government. They state in
The Combatant, their news and information publication, that
...many more people, away from newspapers and
" public eyes, are still suffering appalling
violence from the racist South African
Defence Force. People are being killed,
abused, raped and assaulted everyday. Overt
and covert terror and political repression

are rife, eating away at the society and
destroying its fabric.31 ‘

SWAPO goes on to pledge that

As long as the racist regime of Botha

continues with its illegal occupation of

Namibia, the combatants of the People's

Liberation Army of Namibia (PLAN) vow to

intensify the armed liberation struggle to

compel the racist regime to withdraw its

colonial forces from Namibia and surrender

power to the Namibian people.32

The other major front of opposition is found in the form of

the African National Congress, headquartered in Zambia. The
ANC's military organization, "Spear of the Nation," has been
steadily increasing its operations within South Africa itself in
the last two vears. They are responsible for the mining of major
roads within South Africa, the assassination of governmental
leaders and rioting in Black townships outside of white cities.

The ANC is the more active of the two groups in terms of actual

military response within the South African borders.
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John Keegan, a journalist serving in Pretoria, writes that
"South Africa thus exists in a state of near war, external and
internal. But it is a war that South Africa is not losing. Nor
is it likely to lose in the foreseeable future. Afrikaaners are
determined to resist, and they carry most of the country's white
English speaking people ‘with them."33 sSouth Africa is an almost
completely self sufficient nation. Their only major import is
0il, which if cut off, could be partially replaced with their
abundant supply of coal. After the 1963 weapons embargo, South
Africa set up the Armaments Development and Production
Corporation. {ARMSCOR) This company has reached a level of
production which now allows it to meet all of the needs of the
South African Defence Force. (SADF) Conseguently, South Africa
is capable of surviving regardless of the external economic or
political pressures which are placed upon it.

David Duncan describes and compares the Afrikaaners attitudes
to the idea of the "Laager." The Laager was the defense method
of the early Dutch settlers. They would circle their ox wagons
in order to protect themselves when confronted by hostile
natives.

This formation has long defined the attitudes
of the Afrikaaner people toward adversaries.
They have always been few in numbers and have
had to fight against incredible odds to
preserve their way of life. They have
learned to be tough and resourceful...I
shudder to think what would happen if
Afrikaaners reacted to full sanctions by

forming a late 20th century equivalent of the
laager.34
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The church structure within both South Africa and Namibia
provide the perfect setting for the development and support of a
resistance movement. There is a distinction which needs to be
drawn regarding what can be called "the church" within South
Africa. There are two churches in South Africa; The Black and
the White. The White church is, for all practical purposes,
identical with the state. It serves as an extension of the -
government for the enacting and enforcement of the policies of
apartheid. This examination will deal only briefly with the
White church, concehtrating upon the resistance churches and
their response to the violence within their nations.

A group of 150 leading theologians not associated with the

state church gathered together to write a statement entitled

Challenge to the Church: The Kairos Document. The Kairos

theologians outline the position of the Black, or resistance
churches within South Africa and Namibia. Their statement,
published by the British Council of Churches, outlines the
position of the resistance movement from a religious perspective.
The theologians delineate between thfeé theological positions
within the conflict: State Theology, Church Theology and
Prophetic Theology.

State Theology is identified as the theology of the White
Church and the Afrikaaners government. This theology attempts to
make legitimate a complete and blind obedience to the state. To
justify this approach, the state church draws heavily from

Romans 13:1-7:

24



25

Every subject must obey the government author-
ities, for no authority exists apart from God;
The existing authorities have been constituted by
God. Hence anyone who resists authority is
opposing the divine order, and the opposition will
bring judgement on themselves. Magistrates are no
terror to an honest man, though they are to a bad
- man. If you would avoid being alarmed at the
government authorities, lead an honest life and
you will be commended for it; The magistrate is
God's servant for the infliction of divine
vengeance upon evildoers. You must be obedient,
therefore, not only to avoid the divine vengeance
but as a matter of conscience, for the same reason
as you pay taxes - since Magistrates are God's
officers, bout upon the maintenance of order and
authority. Pay them all their respective dues,
tributes to one, taxes to another, respect to this
man, honor to that..." (RSV)

The Kairos document observes that "The South African state
recognizes no authority beyond itself and therefore it will not
allow anyone to gquestion what it has chosen."3% If a parallel
were to be drawn, State Theology would be closest to the
historical attitude of the Crusade in terms of its position on
justifiable violence. The state has a certain theological
perspective and is determined that Black and White South Africans
will live according to the beliefs of the government. Much like
the crusades of old, the government is willing to enforce its
views upon its people, using viclence if necessaﬁy.

The authors of The Kairos Document attempt to show how the

state has made communism their concrete symbol of evil and the
SADF a representation of God's army in the defeat of the evil.
The God of the state is seen as historically on the side of the

White settlers. It is not uncommon for the Whites to identify
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themselves as the chosen people of God while the Blacks, on the
-other hand, are merely the‘dispéssessed of the land. Pérhaps The
Kairos Document's strongest iﬁdictment of State Theology is found
‘when it states that "From a theological point of view the
opposite of the God of the Bible is the defil,_Satan. The god of
the South African State 'is not mereiy an idol or false God, it is
the devil disguised as Almighty God.— the AntiChrist.":’_’6

The authoré of the Kairos docuﬁent'also.offer a strong
cfitique of the Peacemaking tradition. Theilr belief is that the
biggest problem with this theolbgy is its emphasis on
reconciliation. Reconciliation has been emphasized too much as
an absolute principle that is applicable in all cases of
conflict. Reconciliation does not take into account the
individual aspects of a particular conflict. It assumes that in
conflict, both sides must always make concessions until they
reach a common ground. This is unjust as long as there are
conflicts that are purely and simply issues of good against evil.
It is unjust to assume that good should be willing to concede
even a small amount to evil. The Kairos theologians state that
"No reconcilliation is possible in South Africa without
justice."37 This is not to say that Peacemakingris unconcerned
with justice, but the justice it seeks is the justice of reform.
A justice of reforﬁ is the same as reconciliation and is hollow.

The Kairos Document attacks the concept of non-vioclence with

as much vehemence as it does reconciliation. The problem with

non-violence, though, is primarily one of language. The term



"yiolence" is used to describe both what is done by the state and
what is done by the resistance on an equal level. The problemn,
they believe, is that these really are two types of violence. The
violence of the state is aggressive and unjust, while the

violence of the resistance is defensive and just.

%

Is it legitimate, especially in our circum-

stances, to use the same word "violence" in a

blanket condemnation to cover the ruthless

and repressive activities of the state and

the desperate attempts of the people to

defend themselves?..Would it be legitimate to

describe both the physical force used by a

rapist and a physical force used by a woman

trying to resist the rapist as violence?38

The South African theologians have embraced the third option,

that of the prophetic theology. Prophetic theology is actually a
variation on the just war concept. The main difference is that
the Kairos theologians deny the validity of two of the seven
criteria for just war, those being "right intention" and
"probability of success" as they were reinterpreted by the
American Catholic Bishops Conference. Prophetic theology need
not meet all seven criteria to justify violence, as adherence to
those criteria can prevent the necessary violent action and
perpetuate the injustices. This theory sees the South African
conflict as much more than merely a racial war. "The conflict is
between two irreconcilable causes or interests in which type one
is just and the other unjust."3?2 Prophetic Theology draws some

of its justification from a rather questionable translation of

the book of Psalms, which states that "God, who does right, is

27



always on the side of the oppressed." (Ps. 103:6) A government
based upon tyranny is unjust and as time progresses, will only

become more brutal and tyrannical, until finally it becomes a

reign of terror. The Kairos Document states that "A regime that
has made itself the enemy of the pecple has thereby also made
itself the enemy of God.. People are made in the image and
likeness of God, and whatever we do to the least of them we do to
God. 40 |
The Kairos leaders view the South Afridan regime as having

reached the state of being totally unjust and as warranting
direct action to be removed. Their justification is simple:

We must also remember that the most loving

thing we can do for both the oppressed and

for our enemies who are oppressors is to

eliminate the oppression. Remove the tyrants

from power and establish a just government

for the common good of all the people.41
This statement clearly is a call for resistance to the South
African government that does not exclude violent action. The
entire Prophetic Theology is filled with the rhetoric of the just
war tradition. It can only be assumed from this statement,
signed by over 150 South African religious leaders, that the
church in the embattled nation of South Africa has rejected both
the state (crusade) and the church (peacemaking) theoclogies and
is prepared to participate in a just war against the Afrikaaners.

In light of the fact that the Black churches have embraced

the concept of prophetic theology and just war, the question then

becomes: "Can the action taken by the military resistance within
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South Africa really be called a just response?" There are
several possible methods with which this comparison may be made.
The most widely accepted of these would be the reinterpretation
made by the American Catholic Bishops Conference.

'Wiﬁhin the context of the South African crisis, there can be
little doubt that five of the seven criteria of a just war are
met. Certainly the actions and attitudes of the Botha regime can
constitute a just cause (criteria A) for radical action. While
it is not a government that is declaring the need for vioclent
action within the resistance, the struggle has been declared
through a legitimate form of authority. (Criteria B) Over the
years the struggle has proceeded, it has become institution-
alized. The prominent role of the church and organizations such
as the ANC and SWAPO, which represent over 85% of the black
population, has given these organizations the authority to
declare the resistance as a "just liberation struggle."

The issue of comparative justice (Criteria C) is a difficult one
to apply. Do the rights and values involved jﬁstify killing?
From the perspective of the black Scuth Africans, they do. As
the churches have made clear, it is justifiable to perform
violence when that violence will do good for both the Blacks and
the Whites. The struggle will involve destruction and death, but
given the nature of the situation, this is seen as reasonable if
done in proportion to the horrors of the oppression.

It is also reasonable to assume that all of the possible

means of finding a peaceful alternative (Criteria E) have been
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exhausted, both in and outside of the country.42 Lastly, as
already mentioned, members of the resistance movement have argued
that their struggle will be prpportionally just. (criteria G)

The resistance is not seeking a form of revenge, but merely an

| end to the terror of apartheid. The fight is not to be a
holocaust, but a war of attrition designed to make the government
see the cost of apartheid.

There are serious doubts as to whether or not the violent
struggle in South Africa can meet the last two criteria set by
ﬁhe American Catholic Bishops. The first of these is the
criterion of right intention. (Criteria D) This entails the
active pursuit of peace and reconciliation, including avoiding
unnecessarily violent acts. This criterion is not only
impossible to meet, but is flatly condemned by the church leaders
in South Africa in The Kairos Document. Here, they deny the
validity of the concept of reconciliation. Yet the American
Catholic Bishops have stated that without a commitment to
reconciliation, there can be no just war. This is not a problem
of language, both church bodies are using the same general
definition for the word "reconciliation.™ The problem comes from
a difference in values. To put it simply, the séuth African
Black Church does not accept the validity of the concept of
reconciliation. This problem is not unique to the criteria
presented by the Catholic Church. It is true that other
organizations have established different criteria, but all of

them in some way or another acknowledge the need for



reconciliation to achieve peace. Herein lies one of the
philosophical differences between just war and prophetic
theology. It must be remembered that though the Kairos
theologians choose to reject reconciliation, the validity of
reconciliation is not necessarily in jeopardy, as will be argued
later.

The second major problem with this criterion is the way it
defines "unnecessarily destructive acts." The Catholic's
definition implies the protection of the innocent, an idea
important to any just war. The violent response to an unjust
situation can itself only be just if it is limited to action
against the oppressor. If a violent response cannot be entered
into without risking the lives of the uninvolved, then that
response cannot meet the criteria set by the Catholic Bishops.
The problem with the South African situation is that the type of
warfare engaged in by the resistance, including bombings, riots
and guerilla action is not the type that is easily targeted
against the enemy, but is the type that causes terror among the
pecple and is designed to weaken their morale. Freguently in
South Africa, the innocent, be they White or Black, are
slaughtered in this strategy.

The last criterion is that of the probability of success.
(Criterion F) It is also the easiest to label as unreachable in
South Africa. As David Duncan reported, the government is well
prepared for a long term struggle. In a nation capable of

providing for all of its own needs, including weapons, the
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prospect of a quick military victory for the resistance is bleak.
As US News and World Report stated, "[The government of] South
Africa is not losing, nor is it likely to lose_in the foreseeable
future."43 vet in the Pace of insurmeiiibakis odds, the South
African Black church is sanctioning the use of violence to bring
an end to oppression.

It is obvious that the prophetic theology does not meet the
qualifications of a just war, indeed it makes no pretense to.
The next gquestion that must be asked, though, is whether the
prophetic theology can stand on its own as a justification for
viclent response to government oppression. There are two
specific problems ﬁhat diséualify prophetic theology as a
legitimate option. The first problem is that the prophetic
theologians discount the validity of reconciliation too guickly
on the basis that reconciliation itself is unjust. This is true
only if it is understood as always meaning a matter of
compromise. This is a fallacy. Reconciliation as understood by
peacemakers is the making just of the unjust. This might mean an
equal division of responsibility in conflict resolution, or it
might mean that one side is totally unjust and needs to be
eliminated. While the Black church has interpreied
reconciliation as being unjust, peacemakers interpret it as a
search for justice. This is an important distinction.

The second major area of conflict is the issue of method.
The Kairos Document defines non-violence as being an acceptance

of the oppressor's violence, and violence as having one of two
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aspects: Good or bad. There are problems with both of these
ideas. First, non-violence, as the Prophetic Theologians define
it, is really total pacifism. That is not what the peacemaking
approach and Church Theology call for. Instead, peacemaking sees
the use of non-violence as being necessarily active. Gandhi and
King both established precedents where active non-resistance
served as effective tools in the pursuit of peace. It would be
foolish to assume that the same techniques would necessarily work
in South Africa, but there are ways as yet untried to combat
apartheid peacefully.

An example of a possible strategy would be using the economic
power of the Blacks, who provide the major labor force for an
industrial nation. If they could become organized, they could
bring the industrial and economic gains of the government to a
swift halt. It is likely that there would be governmental
reprisals and perhaps violence, but as John Yoder described it,
the way to peace is often a way of suffering. As Christ
suffered, sometimes people must.

Secondly, the Kairos theologians would draw a distinction
between good and bad violence. This is a misconception. It
would be more appropriate to identify violence, ﬁhich is bad
according to New Testament teachings, and active resistance,
which is good, if done in the spirit of non-violence.

The Black Scuth African church has attempted to justify a
violent response to violent repression. If peace through non-

violence is truly to be the standard, as the just war tradition
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claims, then the South African resistance needs to examine the
standard criteria for justified violence. If those criteria
cannot be met, as is the case, they need tb maintain their

standard of peace.



IV. Analysis

There are many similarities and differences between the just
war and peacemaking traditions. Unfortunately, it is not within
the scope of this examination to explore them all. To adegquately
understand the commonalities behind the two theories, it must be
realized that both traditions share a common goal: To achieve
justice. Nonetheless, strong conflict between the two concepts
continues. Ultimately, the tension between the two is not one of -
goals and objects, but of method. The problem lies in the
deciding of how that justice is attainable. Indeed, David
Hoekema states that

Pacifism and just war theory reach different
conclusions only in a narrow range of cases:
Both positions insist that Christians must
strive always for healing and reconciliation
and must act out of love for all, and both
traditions unequivocally condemn the reasons
whether nationalism, territorial or economic
gain, revenge or glory for which all wars
have been fought. Yet the differences that
exist are both theologically and politically
significant. Just war defenders argue that
if all means short of violence have failed
and organized violence promises to be a
limited and effective means of reestablishing
justice, Christians may participate in war.
Pacifists insist that to resort to warfare,
even for a moral end, is to adopt a means
inconsistent with a Christian's calling.%%

Here then lies the crux of the conflict: That those who believe
in the just war are willing to take the final step into the realm

of violent action, while the peacemakers see that step as being

as unjust as the original violent action which demanded response.
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This is, as Hoekema pointed out, no insignificant difference, and
not one that is will be easily resolved. Still, it can be shown
that if both traditions are evaluated on the basis of their

- functional and moral aspects, peacemaking will provide the least
amount‘of danger, while attaining the highest moral good
possible. .

There is another area which both concepts share. If an
individual or group must choose between justified violence or
peacemaking when facing a violent situation, it is a decision
that will alﬁost certainly bring down upon them a high cost.

- Both just war and peacemaking are dangerous and can result in
serious physical injury or death to the person or people making
the choice. Yet, the choice must often be made. It is important
then, to choose the course of action which will provide for the
greatest moral good, while hopefully having the lowest total cost
in lives and property.

It is also important to distinguish between the long and the
short term results of such a decision. The just war advocate
claims an advantage in both the long and the short term. This
may be true in the short term, where violent action is guaranteed
to elicit at least a result and a response. The‘non—violent
techniques of the peacemaking strategy, on the other hand, are
much more likely to bring vioclience down on those who resist. This
was shown clearly in the_actions taken against the Black non-
violent civil rights demonstrators in the early 1960's. Thus the

short term advantage may be seen as favoring the just war
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tradition. In the long term, however, the results are different;
Peacemaking provides the better method of reaching the goal of
justice.

It is a given that if one makes use of justified violence
against another, that other must have expressed at least a
willingness to make use of violence. (If not, there can be no
justification.) Since both parties have expressed a willingness
to use violence, the odds are strong that the violence will
continue until there has been some resolution to the problem.
Given ﬁhe nature of contemporary warfare, a long term violent
situation will almost assuredly escalate into either a long and
drawn out "guerilla"™ war of attrition, or a nuclear
confrontation. Both of these opticons are not only dangerous, but
in themselves violate the criteria for a just war. A long term
guerilla war does not have a significant chance for success, and
a nuclear conflict not only violates under any circumstances the
criterion of proportionality, but as the American éatholic
Bishops stated, "We do not perceive any situation in which the
deliberate initiation of nuclear war, on however restricted a
scale, can be morally justified."45

This argument is made clear in recent historf. Since 1945,
there has not been a conflict which has not turned to the use of
guerilla tactics in the carrying out of its strategy. The
Korean, Vietnamese, Afghan, Middle East, Lebanese and terrorist
wars are just a few of the examples that can be shown. Our

nuclear history is equally indicting. On several occasions, the
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world has stood on the brink of a nuclear disaster while military
strategists have debated over the effectiveness of using these
weapons. In both the short and the iong term, the just war : i
tradition is a dangerous one and one which would most assuredly |
have a high cost.

As already stated, peacemaking may indeed have a higher cost ;
on the short term. History shows though, that it can be very I
successful over a longer period of time. The two strongest
éxamples are, of course, those of Gandhi and King. By adopting a -
stance of peacemaking, they effected a strong change both -
socially and legislatively while under'strong oppression. These
rare two examples of situations where peacemaking has proven
effective in the long term. Any comparable victory from the just
war position pales next to a victory of peacemaking in the number
of lives lost to accomplish their goals.

There is another comparison that is made even more important
than thelfunctional aspects of the two traditions: Which of the
two most closely coincides with the vision of morality from a
Christian perspective. While this is a highly subjective
concern, there is one general observation which may be made in
comparing the twe. The issue at hand is not onevof moral
"rights" and "wrongs." Rather it is a matter of deciding which
of the two traditions provides a solution that can be more
-effective and more in accordance with Christian teachings.

Reinhold Niebuhr described it when he said:
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The technique of non-violence will not

eliminate all these perils, but it will

reduce them. It will, if persisted in with

the same patience and discipline attained by

Mr. Gandhi and his followers, achieve a

degree of justice which neither gure moral

suasion nor violence could gain.?2%
This is an important consideration since justice is the claimed
goal of bbth traditions. If, as shown historically, peacemaking
can provide victory, then peacemaking can reach a higher level of
justice. Whether just war can ever reach that level is
questionable. There may be a functional advantage to the just war
doctrine in the short term. In the long term however, there is
no question that the peacemaking tradition provides the least
physical damage with the greater moral justice.

From a religious perspective, it can be shown that
peacemaking provides a justice that just war cannot. The first
and most obvious consideration is the very nature of God:

Concern for peace, whether Jewish or

Christian, is part of the purpose of God for

all eternity. God is by nature a reconciler,

a maker of shalom. For us to participate in

the peacemaking purposes of that kind of God

is not just morality. It is not just

politics. It is worship, doxology, praise.%?
There are certainly Biblical writings which would seem to justify
the use of violence against the enemy. However, the meaning and
purpose of these entries is clouded, or radically changed by the
teachings of Christ. An example would be the well known verse:

"An eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth." This seems to be

very straightforward until Jesus adds "But I say to you..." and
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admonishes those who would seek revenge.

While many of these teachings of violence are called.into
qﬁestion, there seems little that can be ehallenged about the
commanq to "Love your enemies,-biess those who.curse you, and
pray for those who persecute you;.." (Matt. 5:44) 1In the
beatitudes, Jesus has.sét forth not just a set of rules to be
followed, butra new way of life for his disciples and aﬁ
eschatological promise for the coming of the Kingdom. If the
claim that Jesus teaches through word and deed, and that
Christians must show love in all actions and seek.healing and
reconciliation is to be taken seriously, then Christians should
be prepared to act upon that claim.

John Howard Yoder notes that the peacemaking work of the
believer, whether it be in conflict or in suffering is a
continuation of the work of Christ. The willingness to love the
enemy to the point of giving up one's own life is paramount to
the very concept of peacemaking.4® The justification Yoder uses
is from the book of 1 John 3:12-16 which states that Christians
“...ought not be like Cain who cut his brother's throaﬁ...He.has
taught us to love in that he gave up his life for us. We, too,
ought to give up our lives for our brothers." -

Yoder goes on to write of the sense of responsibility to
insure peace through love, which is a part of being a Christian: |

If T am a child of a Father who loves
both good and evil children, if I am a
witness for a God who loves his enemies, then

when I love my enemy I am proclaiming that
love. I am not just obeying it; I am
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communicating it. And I cannot communicate
it in any other way.
The enemy whom I love, the person

coercing me with whom I go a second mile,

experiences through me the call to accept

grace, because my action makes God's

forgiveness real. No other way could do

that.

If I lovingly go the second mile, or turn

the other cheek to someone who struck me, T

am speaking God's forgiving love in the form

of the situation by standing before him

defenseless.4? :
Summarily, the cdncept of peacemaking and the non-violent
approach to situations that goes with it, i1s very much in line
with the teachings of Christ. Time and time again, the Biblical
writings that form much of the basis for the doctrine of the
church bring across the message that the Christian is called to
bring peace to others. It is not a peace that is achieved
through violence, but a peace that is achieved through love and
sacrifice exclusively. There is no way in which a doctrine that
justifies vioclence can meet that moral dictum. As David Hoekema
stated, the just war tradition "...gives insufficient weight to
the central Christian calling to be agents of healing and
reconciliation."50

Both the just war and the peacemaking traditions share a

goal: To achieve justice. Realistically, however, justice as it
is seen through the loving vision of Christ cannot entail a
standard which will allow violence. Even Reinhold Niebuhr, who
eventually embraced the doctrine of just war, wrote that

"Violence may tend to perpetuate injustice, even when its aim is

justice,"®1
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By looking again at the situation in South Africa, it is
possible to see how by both the standards of functionality and
morality, peacemaking is the way to achieve the justice that is é
so desperately sought.

As far as functionality, justified violence even under the
guise of prophetic theology cannot work in South Africa. As John
Keegan stated so succinctly in the US News and World Report,52
the South African government is not likely to bow under either
the pressures of internal military action §r external political
and.economic sanctions. Much more likely, they would assume the
position of the laager. The Afrikaaners are easily in a position )
to sit and wait out any attempts to force social change in the |
nation from within or without. Since any military force from
within would be ineffective against the SADF, and military force
from the outside unjust,®3 and since economic pressures from
foreign nations would be without results, there must be another
form of action which can be taken. That option should be the
combination of economic, political and direct non-violent action
that is encompassed under the term "peacemaking."

White South Africa is totally dependent upon Black labor as
the basis for their entire economy. If the Blacks could unite
and face the government with a single internal non-violent threat
to the nation's well being, Prime Minister Botha might be more
inclined to seek reconciliation, opening the doérs to justice.

The mechanism for this pressure is already developing; Labor

unions are growing and gaining popular support. A recent issue



of the Weekly Mail, a resistance newspaper, reported that

"strikes at three Black township supermarkets this week herald a
new era in labour relations."5% This is actually quite
significant, considering that just a few years ago, any
unionizing of Blacks would have been put down by force.

The mechanism for sotcial action in South Africa may be in
place, but the mechanism for organization and communication is
lacking. Under a peacemaking strategy the Black church, being
the only structural institution that embraces the entire nation
geographically, yet which is not under the direct control of the
government would fit ideally into this role in the pursuit of
justice. This is not possible though, until they give up their
justification of violence against the government.

Whatever option the church chooses to follow, it is clear
that a new strategy is in order. The violent struggle has been
in place for a long time and shows no significant gains. The
Black church must realize that it is up to themselves to issue a
new call for action, a call for peace.

The religious and moral issues surrounding the South African
crisis do not differ greatly from those general arguments which
surround the just war/peacemaking conflict alreaay discussed.
Even if the effectiveness of the peacemaking ethic is
questionable compared to justified violence, peacemaking is not
made any less workable on a moral level. These arguments
certainly do not invalidate Christ's call to peace and

reconciliation in the New Testament. That call forms a prime
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facie presumption that non-violence is to be the standard. The
Black church has not been able to show specifically why that
standard of non-violent peace, shown clearly in both the gospel
and apostolic writings, can be violated. In a recent interview,
Toivo Ya Toivo, one of the leaders of SWAPO was asked to compare
the doctrine of non-violence developed by Martin Luther King Jr.,
to the South African and Namibian situation. Ya Toivo responded
that he admired King and appreciated the ethic of non-violence.
"King" however, "Never tried it in South Africa."?5 To negate
peacemaking on the grounds that it simply would not work is a
premature assumption. This especially in light of the fact that
the just war theory currently being followed has a marginal
chance of success at best. Ya Toivo assumes, as do the Kairos
theologians, that peacemaking refers only to passive non-
violence. They do not consider the political, social and
economic ramifications of peacemaking.

At this point, the question becomes "can the standard of
peace ever be viclated?" For many years, it was possible to
judge situations of violence by the criteria of just war.
Currently, the problem is that while the nature of warfare has
changed, the criteria remain the same. In a post-nuclear era,
the seven criteria used to judge whether conflict can be just do
not apply. Given the possibility of long-term guerilla conflict
or nuclear war as a result of violent conflict, the risks are

simply too high. Hoekema has written that
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...when the possible consequences of war
include the destruction of humankind and the
permanent defacement of the entire natural
and human world, we do not Xnow how to
balance benefits against such costs. The
just war tradition cannot guide _us in
thinking about such a prospect.

There can be no rational justification for wviolence if it
were to result in this type of destruction. The current nature
of war makes that destruction a frightening possibility.

Perhaps yet another system separate from the crusades, just
war or peacemaking needs to be developed that would be able to
effectively answer all of the criticisms of its predecessors.
Until that time, however, it is necessary to evaluate both the
just war and peacemaking positions and decide which of the two is
less costly and serves Jjustice more.

Jewish tradition identifies the coming of the Messiah, and
the advent of God's Kingdom with the ushering in of a final age
of peace, the new age of Shalom. Shalom incorporates the ideas
of harmony, wholeness, security, well-being, abundance, national
prosperity and good relationships between people and nations.
The Jewish prophets were looking for a messianic period when
shalom would be the rule not just for Israel, but for all
nations. The vision of this time is shown in Isaiah:

And they shall beat their swords into plowshares,
and their spears into pruning hooks:;
nation shall not 1lift up sword against nation,

neither shall they learn war any more.
(Isaiah 2:4)

For Christians, the Messiah has come. Yet they still await
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the coming of the age of shalom. The churches need to realize
that the responsibility for peace throughout the world lies with
the inhabitants. Justice is not an eschatological concept that
lies beyond reach, but a distinct possibility if people only take
seriously the quest for peace. Christian teachings specifically
teach against the use ofrviolence, yet in places such as South
Africa, the church continues to sanction violence as justified.
over the course of the last two thousand years, justified
violence has worked for many of those who use it. Within the
last forty yvears, however, the stakes have changed. Now those
who advocate violence find themselves taking, though not
necessarily accepting, responsibility for the entire globe.
Admittedly, peacemaking is a dangerous concept. Even more
dangerous though is justified violence, with all of the potential
costs involved. Both just war and peacemakiﬁg seek justice.
According to the teachings of Christ, though, it is peacemaking
which will more closely allow followers to "...Do justice, love

kindness and to walk humbly with your God." (Micah 6:8b RSV)
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