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I. Introduction: War


A. The Cause: 

1. Pleasures/lusts. James 4:1 states “What causes fights and quarrels among you? Don't 
they come from your desires that battle within you?”The source of all wars and quarrels 
ultimately is the pleasures or lusts that are in us.

2.  It is out of men’s hearts that evil comes. Mark. 7:21ff states: “For from within, out of men's hearts, come evil thoughts, sexual immorality, theft, murder, adultery, greed, malice, deceit, lewdness, envy, slander, arrogance and folly. All these evils come from inside”

3.  The issue is the hearts of men.


B. History:




1. First 300 years of the Church: almost unanimously pacifist
.
a. Hippolytus (170-236 AD) condemned voluntary military service by Christians

b. Tertullian and Lactantius “condemned military service outright”
.

2. From the fourth century AD on (after the Roman Empire embraced Christianity) with 
Augustine (354-430) and others since that time, the concept of a “just war” became predominant.  Augustine and successive Christian thinkers developed criteria for “just” and “unjust” wars
. 

3. Today: 
a. The “just war” supporters represent “the dominant majority within Christianity, including the Roman Catholic, Eastern Orthodox, and Protestant expressions of faith”.

b. The pacifist supporters through the course of church history included “Franciscans, Hussites, Waldensians, Anabaptists, Quakers, Brethren, . . .  the original Pentecostals”
 and other primitivists, including Alexander Campbell.
 
c. Three main views on war exist today:
(1) Those advocating “Nonviolent Pacificism”
(2) Those advocating the “Just War Theory”





(3) Those advocating “The Just Peace Theory”

II. The Biblical Issues: 

A. How does one reconcile the God ordained OT Wars with the NT teaching on nonviolence 
(defined as non-injury of people) and loving one’s enemies?


1. In the OT God commanded the Israelites to make war (Deut. 20; Joshua 3:1ff, God even fought for Israel in the battle, 10:14; I Sam. 15). In the NT men who fought in wars were commended for their faith (Heb. 11:32-34)



2. Jesus taught to turn the other cheek (Mt. 5:38-42) and to 

love one’s enemies (Mt. 5:43-48). Paul taught that we should repay no one with 
evil but to overcome evil with good (Rom. 12:17, 21). Peter taught that we should 
follow Jesus and suffer in his footsteps (I Pet. 2:21)



3. Hermeneutical issues: 

a. Literalism or Hyperbole: 
(1) Are the Mt. 5 passages intended to be absolute or hyperbolical (like his statements cutting off one’s hand and gouging out one’s eye (Mat. 5:29-30) and on “hating” one’s parents (Luke 14:26) 

(2) National vs. Individual ethics: Can there a difference in morality between acting in an individual realm (to which Jesus’, Peter’s, and Paul’s statements apply) and acting as part of an entity, possibly being used by God to bring justice upon others (Note: this seems to be one of the reasons behind the OT wars in Gen. 15:16; Deut. 9:4-5; Josh. 11:20). Cannot that be done today? 
(3) Davis asserts that the pacifists tend to confuse “private and public duties” and states, “As a private individual, considering only my own interests and standing before God, I may choose to literally turn the other cheek in the face of unjust aggression. When I stand in a relation of guardianship to third parties, as a civil magistrate, a parent, or a husband . . . then the responsibilities of Christian love have a different application. Because of my love for those under my care, and out of concern for their lives and welfare, I must resist unjust aggression against them. Love of my neighbor does not mean standing idly by when my wife is being brutally raped; it means using whatever force is necessary to protect her life and safety. My divine obligation to provide for the needs of my own family (I Tim. 5:8) certainly includes, as an irreducible minimum, protecting them from deadly assault.”

B. How does one balance the twin Biblical concepts of God’s justice and God’s love.

1. Did Jesus and Paul teach only non-resistance and total pacifism?

a. He seems to have challenge the injustice of being 

struck by one of the high priest’s officers when he said  

"If I said something wrong," Jesus replied, "testify as to what is wrong. But if I spoke the truth, why did you  strike me?” Jn. 18:23




b. Paul also did not seem to turn the cheek as he too 

challenged an unjust action (Acts 23:1-4)




Davis asserts, “The actions of Jesus Christ himself and of 

the great apostle to the Gentiles clearly indicate that the sayings on turning the other cheek are meant to promote an attitude of non-revenge, rather than the posture of a ‘doormat’  for abuse in such situations.”

2. The ethical implications of the cross. Davis asserts that pacifist tradition tends to assert the “ethical inferences drawn from the death of Jesus (nonresistance in the face of injustice)” . . . but “give insufficient weight to the connection in the New Testament between the cross and the resurrection”
. Davis explains that “the death of Christ on the cross is one aspect of the coming kingdom. The Father’s act of raising him from the dead and inaugurating the kingdom of justice is a second and equally significant aspect of the Paschal event.  God’s active vindication of justice in the resurrection is the divine balancing of the passive suffering of injustice on the cross”.

III. The Three Views on War


A. Nonviolent Passivism.

a. We must be faithful to the nonviolent way of Jesus as exemplified in this teaching, his life, and his death on the cross.



b. Passivism is not pacifism. Pacifism means to “make peace” where as passivism is to do 

nothing. The Pacifist is to do something to transform the situation into peace. They point 


out Martin Luther King Jr., Gandhi, and others.

c. God is Sovereign. As a result, being faithful to Jesus in our actions of nonviolent pacifism will result in justice.


B. Just War Theory

a. A war can be legitimate only if it is based on nonviolence and justice together. 
(1) The “Just War” theory must be “grounded in a strong presumption against the use of violence, a presumption established for the Christian by the non-resistant example of Jesus and for the rational non-Christian by prudent concern for order and mutual security. This presumption against resort to violence may be overcome only by the necessity to vindicate justice and to protect the innocent against unjust aggressors”.

(2) The Christian, therefore, according to Davis, can only “participate in a war for the sake of the preservation of justice”.



b. Just War advocates put forth eight rules for a Just War
:

(1) Just Cause: “The causes that can override the presumption against killing are Stopping the massacre of large numbers of people and stopping the systematic and long-term violation of human rights of life, liberty, and community”

(2) Just Authority: “Constitutional processes must be followed, so the people who will pay with their lives and resources will be represented in the decision”

(3) Last Resort:  “All means of negotiation, conflict resolution and prevention must be exhausted before resorting to war.”

(4) Just intention: “The only legitimate intention is to secure a just peace for all 


involved. Neither revenge nor conquest nor economic gain nor ideological 


supremacy are justified”




(5) Probability of Success: “It is wrong to enter into a war that will kill many 
people, depriving them of the right to life, liberty and community, in order to achieve a more important goal, if we will quite surely lose and not achieve that goal, and all those people will die in vain.”

(6) Proportionality of Cost: “Proportionality requires that the total good achieved by a victory will . . . outweigh the total evil and suffering that the war will cause. No one should prescribe a cure that is worse that the disease”

(7) Clear Announcement: “The government that is about to make war must announce its intention to make war and the conditions for avoiding it. Stipulating the conditions for avoiding war enables the other side to know what it would take to avoid or stop the war.”

(8) The War Must be Fought by Just Means: This “forbids direct, intentional attacks on nonmilitary persons”, torture, and terrorism. 


C. Just Peacemaking Theory

1. This theory states that “it is not enough to debate whether it is right or wrong to make war; we need to focus on effective ways to prevent terrorism and war”
.

2. This theory cannot stand on its own. If peacemaking fails one is forced into making a decision to support either the Just War Theory or Nonviolent Pacifism.



3. This theory has 10 elements




(a) Support nonviolent direct action like Gandhi and Martin Luther King, Jr.

(b) Take independent initiatives to reduce threat. “Independent initiatives are designed to decrease the threat and distrust that undermine support for negotiated solutions”




(c) Use cooperative conflict resolution. When there is anger between two people, 



have them drop everything and to go the other to make peace (Mt. 5:23ff).

(d) Acknowledge responsibility for conflict and injustice seek repentance and forgiveness




(e) Promote democracy, human rights, and religious liberty




(f) Foster just and sustainable economic development


(g) Work with emerging cooperative forces in the international system. These would include international travel, migration, church missions, communication, international businesses, etc.

(h) Strengthen international organizations to solve problems of trade, debt, interest rates, pollution, terrorism, etc.




(i) Reduce offensive weapons and weapons trade




(j) Encourage grassroots peacemaking groups and voluntary associations

IV. Conclusion


A. All three views have some merit

B. We need to be good Bereans, use sound hermeneutical principles, and come to our own conclusions


C. We must seek to balance love and justice. 

D. If we take the Just War Theory, we need to determine if the war is really “just” by the criteria listed above or other criteria you discover.

E. If we take the Nonviolent Pacifism position, we need to determine how we would respond to promote justice to the innocent who are oppressed by others and how we meet the needs of our 

family in oppressive situations

F. If we take the Just Peacemaking Theory, we must determine what we will do if that peacemaking effort fails

G. We need to allow for liberty in a person’s conscience (Romans 14) and trust that if we disagree on this topic that God will make it clear in the future (Phil. 3:15)
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