The Peace of God is an exposition of the Catholic peace tradition,
The ‘just war theory’ is clearly and concisely explained. Pacifism is
shown to be not simply a 20th-century phenomenon, but one that
can trace its roots to the New Testament and the writings of the
Fathers of the Early Church.
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FOREWORD

The Australian Catholic Social Justice Council has pleasure in presenting
The Peace of God as No. 23 in its series of Occasional Papers.

Over the centuries and in our own time, the views of Christians on
questions related to peace and war have not been unanimous. In searching
for the truth on which proper judgements are to be founded, we should
give due attention to traditional Church teaching, while respectfully
acknowledging the legitimacy of viewpoints at variance with our own.
Although some readers’ perspectives on certain issues raised in the paper
may differ from Dr Rule’s, they will recognise that his reflections are
based on solid and honest research, including a study of scriptural and
patristic sources. .

The popes and other Church leaders of the 20th century have given a
strong lead in their denunciations of war and in their frequent calls for Fhe
peaceful resolution to conflicts between and within nations. In its section
on ‘Safeguarding Peace’ (nos. 2302-2317, pp. 554-7), the Catechism of the
Catholic Church recapitulates the Church’s teaching in this area, on the
one hand reaffirming the right to self-defence, and on the other defending
the rights of conscientious objectors.

It is opportune for the ACSJC to publish this paper in 1995, a year that
marks the 50th anniversary of the end of the Second World War and of the
creation of the United Nations. During this year we will pray for all those
who lost their lives in that terrible war, and in a special way for the victims
of the Holocaust and for other slaughtered non-combatants. While
remembering with gratitude the sacrifices made by those who served in
our armed forces, we will look in a spirit of reconciliation and friendship
towards the nations that were once our country’s enemies.

The observance of Hiroshima Day on 6 August will be an appropriate
occasion to recall that it was a Church leader in our own country, Arch-
bishop Daniel Mannix of Melbourne, who, foreshadowing the teaching of
the Second Vatican Council (Gaudium et Spes, 80, par. 3), was one of the
world’s most outspoken critics of the aerial bombing of populated areas
and in particular of the use of what he described as the ‘indefensible and
immoral’ atomic bomb. May the present generation of Australians, giving
due consideration to discussion papers such as this, be no less diligent in
contributing to public discussion about the morality of warfare and the

essential task of peacemaking.
+ KA ow\mwva

Most Rev. Kevin Manning
Chairman, ACSJC
Bishop of Armidale

14 February 1995

And the peace of God, which surpasses all understanding, will gnard
your hearts and your minds in Christ Jesus.
Philippians 4:7

INTRODUCTION

Everyone wants peace. We all want peace in our lives, in our homes,
within and betwcen nations. It is at the heart of the teachings of all
religions, not the least of Christianity. There are, of course, different
kinds and degrees of peace. There is the mere absence of war or
violence. There is the peacefulness of happy homes and workplaces.
And there is a still decper spiritual peace: St Paul’s ‘peace of God
which surpasses all understanding’. In this paper we will explorc some
of the varietics of peace, the riches of the Catholic tradition on peace,
the prospects and problems for peace in the world today, and
developing peacefulness in our lives.

[t 1s now nearly ten years since the publication of Work for a Just
Peace, prepared by the Catholic Commission for Justice and Peace
and approved “for discussion and reflection’ by a more than two-
thirds majority of the Australian Catholic bishops. The world
situation since then has changed dramatically. The threat of global
nuclear catastrophe has been greatly reduced, although far from
removed. The nature, but unfortunately not the extent, of inter-
national conflict has changed. Issues of domestic violence, racial and
social tensions, and environmental and cconomic threats to peace have
cmerged into public consciousness. After ten years, the National
Conference of Catholic Bishops of the United States recently
reassessed their influential peace challenge to American Catholics
(The Challenge of Peace),' and the 50th anniversary of the end of
World War II seems a good time for us to think again about the
challenges to peace facing Australian Catholics in the mid-1990s.

Most of us remember the joy and astonishment with which we
watched the dismantling of the Soviet Empire on our TV screens. It
then seemed that we had not only witnessed the end of the Cold War,
but the beginning of a new era of world peace. That brilliant dawn has
given way to a very gloomy day. So-called minor conflicts have
multiplied and grown in ntensity. For every resolution of civil
conflict—as in South Africa—several new ones have broken out.
Assassinations, hijackings and bombings seem to have become the
normal way of resolving clashes between ethnic or ideological
opponents. And, as many of the world’s most severe conflicts involve
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religious differences, it appears religion is one of the major causes of
division and violence in the world.

Does religion, then, have anything to contribute to resolving the
crisis of peace facing us? More particularly for Australian Christians,
does the Christian tradition and the present reality of Christian living
and influence offer any hope? On a recent visit to Australia, Johann
Galtung, the great inspirer of modern peace studies and conflict
resolution commented that religion was both one of the major causes
of violence and the only hope for securing a lasting peace. We have
already noted how religious divisions—between Catholics and Pro-
testants in Northern Ireland, Christians and Muslims in Bosnia, Sunni
and Shiah Muslims in the Middle East, Buddhists and Hindus in Sr1
Lanka—have exacerbated, if not often been the fundamental cause of,
conflict, and a common Catholicism failed to prevent mass murder on
an unimaginable scale in Rwanda. But can there be a lasting peace, a
change of heart, a new basis for unity, and perhaps most importantly,
a continuing impulse to peacemaking, without religious motivation?
The lifelong persistence required for making and keeping peace seems
to demand a deep and ultimate world view, that 1s, a ‘religion” in the
broad sense.

“The Peace of God’ was a term used in the Middle Ages for
attempts by the Church to create and enforce truces, for a period of
time or at certain times of the year, between warring armies. The
weapons the Church then had at its disposal—excommunication,
interdict, denial of legitimacy—are no longer powerful in our modern
world. But the Church, in the form of pope, bishops and other
pastors, can sometimes play a role in preventing or mitigating conflict.

More important, though, is the role that Christian peacemakers
may play—both as individuals and in association with both Christians
and non-Christians—in working for peace. They must begin with
themselves. Peacefulness is not easily acquired. Inner stillness, the
taming of the angry or violent response to the violence of others
without loss of the thirst and passion for justice, requires constant
effort. The home, itself often a battleground marked by physical and
mental violence, can also be a training ground for peace. In Christian
education, peace and justice or, better still, peace through justice and
justice through peace, should be presented as central Christian
preoccupations—not as optional extras. And activities aimed at
establishing and prolonging domestic, national and international
peace need to be seen as part of the Church’s normal mission, as the

gospel in everyday life.

6

THE CATHOLIC PEACE TRADITION?
In the New Testament and early Church

Even a superficial reading of the Gospels reveals that peace is a
constant theme in the presentation of the message of Jesus, from the
sermon on the mount to turning the other cheek. The greeting of the
risen Lord to his disciples is ‘Peace be with you’ (John 20:21). But if
we look to the New Testament for explicit instructions or models for
Christian behaviour in regard to war and violence, we will look in
vain. Jesus tells Peter to put away his sword “for all who take the
sword will perish by the sword” (Matthew 26:52), but he praises the
centurion—not only a soldier, but an officer of the army of occu-
pation—as a man of faith (Matthew 8:5-13). In this case, as in that of
Cornelius, the centurion baptised by Peter (Acts 10), there is no
mention of the soldiers being instructed to give up their profession.

Nor does the New Testament explicitly repudiate the Old
Testament idea of a holy war against the enemies of God. The Letter
to the Hebrews gloats over bloody victories over the enemies of God
(11:32-4). The Book of Revelation is full of military metaphors and
invokes powerful images of the final battle between good and evil
(12:17; 20:7-9). Much of this, however, is clearly metaphorical. Paul,
in particular, uses war as a model of the spiritual struggle, and in the
most sustained passage on this theme (Ephesians 6:10-17) he insists
that we must buckle on our spiritual armour in order ‘to spread the
gospel of peace’. Unfortunately, throughout later Christian history,
some Christians have misinterpreted the message, and confused
spiritual conflict with physical violence.

The early Christians, however, had no such confusion. They
believed that the Good News brought by Jesus the Christ called them
to a new life which had no place for the war and violence of the wider
society to which they belonged. The question of their attitude to
military service is less clear; for many it did not arise. Jewish Christ-
lans, as Jews, were not eligible, let alone required, to serve in the
Roman army. The early Christians thought that the Second Coming
of Christ was imminent and questions of worldly vocation were
irrelevant. But as that prospect was spiritualised and projected into the
indefinite future, the problem of whether Christians might serve in
the army became a practical and serious one.

At the end of the first Christian century, the ‘First Letter of
Clement’ saw the Church itself as a kind of army with officers and
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ordinary soldiers bound together by discipline and common purpose.’
But that was a Roman speaking, for whom the Empire and its all
conquering army were facts of life. Half a century later the Palestinian
Christian, Justin Martyr, sees the army and military service as part of
the old order which Christ came to supplant:

welve men, ignorant and unskilled in speaking as they were, went
Tout from Jerusalem to the world, and with the help of God
announced to every race of men that they had been sent by Christ to
teach the word of God to everyone, and we who formerly killed one
another not only refuse to make war on our enemies but in order to
avoid lying to our interrogators or deceiving them, we freely go to our
deaths confessing Christ.*

As Christianity spread, the issues of military service, and of serving
in public offices which required sentencing people to death or im-
prisoning or perhaps torturing them, became urgent. In the carly third
century, Tertullian thought that no Christian could be associated with

the shedding of blood:

ow will [a Christian] serve in the army even during peacetime

without the sword that Jesus Christ has taken away? Even if
soldiers came to John and got advice on how they ought to act, even if
the centurion became a believer, the Lord, by taking away Peter's
sword, disarmed every soldier thereafter. We are not allowed to wear
any uniform that symbolises a sinful act.®

And if a man, already a soldier, should become a Christian, he must
immediately leave the service. The reasons given by Tertullian in ‘On
the Crown™ are extended beyond Jesus’ prohibition of bloodshed to
the danger of idolatry for a Roman soldier who must sacrifice to the
Roman gods, swear an oath incompatible with his baptismal oath, and
wear pagan insignia. It is these and similar arguments that have fed the
Christian peace tradition ever since. Armies not only kill but often
embody values of unquestioning obedience and worship of the ‘false
gods’ of nation and state.

An obvious problem for Christians who took this line was the
charge of disloyalty to the state. Origen, in his reply to the philo-
sopher Celsus who had made this charge amongst others, claimed that
Christians served the Emperor by prayer. If the cause is just, God will
aid the imperial armies.” But he is very clear that Christians might not
fight even for a good cause. And he invokes Isaiah’s famous image
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(Isaiah 2:4) taken up by many modern Christian and Jewish peace
activists:

To those who ask about our origin and our founder we reply that we
have come in response to Jesus' commands to beat into
ploughshares the rational swords of conflict and arrogance and to
change into pruning hooks those spears that we used to fight with. For
we no longer take up the sword against any nation, nor do we iearn the
art of war any more. Instead of following the traditions that made us
‘strangers to the covenant’ (Ephesians 2:12), we have become sons of
peace through Jesus our founder.®

When the Empire became formally Christian under Constantine in
313, the old objections to military service on the basis of its associa-
tion with idolatry, lapsed. In the process, the basic grounds—the beljef
that Jesus prohibited the sword—were lost sight of. The army was
now our army not their army. The very next year the Council of Arles
excommunicated anyone who deserted from the army. But subsc-
quent councils show traces of the older attitudes: clergy must never
fight, and soldiers who left the army for religious reasons but were
induced to return to the service, may not be admitted to full com-
munion for ten years after their lapse.” Also, after the shedding of
blood, a soldier ‘should stay away from the mysteries at least until he
has been purified through tears and lamentation’.

Nevertheless, in the fourth century the Church moved to 4 position
of permitting—if not yet positively approving—killing in war. Saint
Basil writes that even a soldier could be a saint,” and St Athanasius
sharply distinguishes killing in battle from murder,”? a distinction
with serious consequences for later Christian theology. The great St
Ambrose, Bishop of Milan at the end of the fourth century, who
himself had been a Roman magistrate, recommends that magistrates
should exercise mercy so far as possible, but does not condemn
physical punishment of wrongdoers.”

It was St Augustine (354—430), Ambrose’s disciple, the greatest of
the Latin Fathers and the major influence on all subsequent Catholic
theology, who first formulated the most influential of all Christian
theories on war and authorised violence: the so-called ‘just war’ doc-
trine. His age was not unlike our own: a time of continuous warfare,
invasions, destruction of cities, a threat—which was fast becoming a
reality—to the very existence of civilisation as it had developed for a
thousand years.




Augustine regretted the necessity for violence, but it scemed to him
necessary—as a last resort—for the survival of society. Human 511.1fu1—
ness being what it was, he reasoned, war and coercion were somctimes
necessary evils. Peace must be what we aim for, but sometimes peace

may be preserved only by violence:

urely it is not in vain that we have institutions as the power of the
Sking, the death penalty of the judge, the hooks of the executioner,
the weapons of the soldier, the stringency of the overlord and even the
strictness of the good father. All these things have their own method,
reason, motive and benefit. When they are feared, evil men are held in
check, and the good enjoy greater peace among the wicked."

Augustine saw the great danger that war might become an end in
itself and that the Christian virtue of peace might be subverted by the
hatred generated by war.” Writing to a general he insists:

eace should be your aim; war should be a matter of necessity so
Pthat God might free you from necessity and preserve you in peace.
One does not pursue peace in order to wage war; he wages war to
achieve peace. And so, even in the act of waging war be careful to
maintain a peaceful disposition so that by defeating your foes you can
bring them the benefits of peace.”

However he does not tell us how to preserve a peaceful disposition
while waging war, and this scems to many a serious defect in the
Augustinian theory. If we wish to be realistic about. war and human
nature, as well as acknowledging the prevalence of violence, we must
also acknowledge the effects of violence on our humanity. .
Augustine has little to say, too, on the conditions for a just war,
although he seems to have accepted the views of t.he great Roman
lawyer and statesman, Cicero, that for a war to be just it must have
just goals, be fought with honour and for the safe.ty of the state.” He
certainly insists that ‘it is the other side’s wrongdoing that compels the
wise man to wage just wars™ which would preclude wars of conquest
rather than defence. ' '
One very important point often forgotten about Augustine’s ‘just
war’ theory is that he does not abandon nonviolenc.e as an absolute
personal goal. Just war must be for the public good, in dcfe_nc.e of the
commonweal. If it is personal self-defence that is at stake, it is better
to allow oneself to be killed than to kill.” Just war and pacifism
coexisted 1in the thought of St Augustine as they have in Catholic

thought to the present day.
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In the Middle Ages

In medieval Christendom, ‘ust war’ approaches to war and peace
were developed by theologians alongside frequent reassertions of
Christian pacifism. However a new, or rather a revival of an older, idea
appeared: that of the ‘holy war’, the God-inspired war against God’s
encmies, with special spiritual rewards promised for the participants.
The major form this took was the crusade.

The crusades grew out of an even carlier effort to defend Christian
Europe against non-Christian barbarians and Muslims, both regarded
as enemies of God. By the tenth century, in Eastern Europe this had
become a justification for wars of aggression against non-Christians.
At the Council of Clermont in 1095, Pope Urban II took a decisive
step in proclaiming a holy war under the sign of the cross; a crusade
to liberate the Holy Sepulchure of Jesus from Islam.

The history of the crusades is a sad and bloody one. Despitc some
initial successes they were a failure in their main aim of creating and
maintaining a Christian kingdom in the Holy Land. There were some
particularly unsavoury episodes, such as the Fourth Crusade, which
was diverted by European commercial interests from Palestine to an
attack on the Christian Eastern Empire. The crusades became an
occasion for venting racial and religious hatred—against Muslims and
Jews, and Slavs and Greeks. The end result was an increase in violence
and tension in Europe itselt, as well as the development of an aggres-
sive attitude to the rest of the world which affected later European
colonialism and imperial expansion. Indeed it may not be goling too
far to say that the European conquest of Aboriginal Australia was one
long-term result of the crusades.

Perhaps most serious of all, the crusades lent a new respectability
and Christian support to war and violence. Old Testament images
were invoked, Jesus was depicted as a war leader and king, and priests
and monks were enlisted as chaplains. There were even established
religious orders whose sole purpose was to fight for Christ with
sword and spear: the Templars, Knights Hospitaller, Teutonic
Knights, and so on.

One unforeseen side effect of the crusades was an increase in intra-
European wars as crusaders with no profession other than warmaking
returned from the East. The Church attempted to place limits on war
through ‘the truce of God’ and ‘the peace of God”: forbidding war at
certain times and places; banning new weapons such as the crossbow;
imposing strict and long penances for killing in war; and suspending
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clerics from office for participating in battles. All such decrees were
ignored by many, but at least what influence the Church had was now
directed to peacemaking rather than warmaking.

Theologians began to develop further the ‘just war’ theory not, as
is often claimed, to justify war, but to limit and possibly outlaw war
by spelling out the conditions for justice both in going to and fighting
wars. In his Summa Theologica, St Thomas Aquinas produced the
most influential statement of these conditions, one that is still the basis

of modern ‘just war’ theory:

hree things are required for any war to be just. The first is the

authority of the sovereign on whose command war is waged. Now
a private person has no business declaring war; he can seek redress by
appealing to the judgment of his superiors ... Since the care of the
commonweal is committed to those in authority they are the one to
watch over the public affairs of the city, kingdom or province in their
jurisdiction. Secondly, a just cause Is required, namely that those who
are attacked are attacked because they deserve it on account of some
wrong they have done ... Thirdly, the right intention of those waging
war is required, that is, they must intend to promote the good and to

avoid evil.*

It is clear that most medieval wars, in fact most wars anywhere and
any time, would be unjust by these criteria. Elsewhere Aquinas and
other theologians addressed the conditions governing how wars might
be fought, and these further reduced the possibilities of a ‘just’ war.
Indeed there were few wars where civilians and their property were
not attacked, excessive or disproportionate violence was not used, and
wars were not prolonged or extended beyond their original aims.

Furthermore, there was the apparently insupcrable problem of who
was to judge the justice of the cause. Kings and political leaders were
hardly unbiascd judges in this regard. The Church, or at least the
popes and bishops, were often interested parties, even active partici-
pants. The problem of finding impartial arbitrators to determine fault,
and international peacekeepers to impose sanctions on those unjustly
waging war, remains to the present day a crucial one.

A final, and perhaps most serious, question remains. Was this
whole line of thought, from Augustine on, based on a false premise:
that war was under certain conditions justifiable, that a ‘just war’ was
thinkable? Language 1s incredibly powerful in forming our attitudes.
No one would think of speaking about a ‘just rape” or, perhaps more
apposite here, a ‘just murder’, yet we do speak of a ‘just war’.
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There were many then as now who, inspired by a literal reading of
the Gospel or as the result of experience of crusades or feudal warfare,
came to think that war was unthinkable and unspeakable for a
committed Christian. Some such Christian pacifists simply opted out
of the sinful warring world to join religious orders or form small
communities of like-minded people. Others devoted themselves to
preventing war or alleviating the effects of war. Some of these groups
becal.ne sectarian, even heretical, and most appeared hopelessly
utopian to their contemporaries. But they kept alive a major Christian
ideal of peace and nonviolence in a violent age. They asked awkward
questions, provoked consciences, and acted as prophets of peace.

So, by the end of the Middle Ages, Christendom had adopted three
largely incompatible approaches to war: pacifism, ‘just wars” under
certain conditions, and ‘holy wars’ in the service of God. These
remain to the present day.

In modern times

Since the sixteenth century, ‘just war’ thinking has dominated Cath-
olic thinking about war, whether war between nations, civil war, or
wars of conquest of non-European peoples. It led eventually to the
notion of a law of nations overriding national laws, to international
courts, and to international peacekeeping bodies and those such as the
Red Cross concerned with alleviating the effects of war.

But other theological and intellectual developments since the
Middle Ages have also contributed to the development of Catholic
peace theory. The notions of the rights of conscience and of the
principled and practical need for religious and cultural tolerance,
direct experience of different societies, and the growth of a truly
world Church, have led to a new apprectation of the positive value of
difference within unity. The Christian humanists of the Renaissance
and after depicted the horrors of war rather than its glories and a new
appreciation of the value of the human person (so central to the
writings of Pope John Paul II) was developed. The sixteenth century
was also a time when religious divisions between Eastern and Western
Christians, Christians and Muslims, and then Catholics and Protes-
tants, lent a new ferocity to war. Governments learned how to use
religion to divide: ‘God with us’ became the blasphemous battlecry of
all sides.

Modern war developed into something very different in kind and
in scale to previous wars. New weapons proved vastly more
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destructive than their predecessors, and the escalation in killing,
maiming and subsequent terror has not yet halted. International
alliances led to a new phenomenon, the ‘world war’. The old distinc-
tions between civilians and soldiers, and non-combatants and
combatants, tended to disappear both because all the resources of a
nation were involved in the war effort, and because air warfare and
then missiles enabled strikes to be made far beyond the battlelines.
New ideological conflicts were added to the old causes of division and
old tensions took on new forms such as terrorism and guerilla
warfare.

The Catholic Church has played an important peacemaking role in
both world wars and since. After being freed of its temporal power in
1870, the papacy in particular has been able to act as an impartial
international umpire and has played a key role in, for example, the
Cuban missile crisis and nuclear disarmament talks.

At the Second Vatican Council, a first step was taken towards a
modern theology of peace, especially in Gaudium et Spes (Pastoral
Constitution on the Church in the Modern World).? Peace is linked
with justice and seen as ultimately ‘the fruit of love’.”” War, on the
other hand, is the fruit of sin. Modern methods of making war are
condemned as clearly exceeding the limits of justice, and “far exceed-
ing the bounds of legitimate defence’. The right of conscientious
objection to war service is a natural right and must be respected.”
There must be a ‘change of heart’, a ‘conversion to peacemaking’.*
The causes of conflict, unequal distribution of the world’s resources
and national rivalries must be tackled through cooperation between
nations and religions, solidarity between peoples, and dialogue
between neighbours.” Gaudium et Spes was a kind of program for
further thought and action and the Church, especially the bulk of lay
Catholics, has far from digested it or exhausted its possibilities.

On one issue above others the Church has spoken out: the issue of
nuclear warfare. One of the carliest to speak out was Archbishop
Mannix who, a few weeks after the bombing of Hiroshima, said:

hen all is said and done, there is nothing more ruthless, or
nothing more indefensible than the Atomic Bomb directed
against non-combatants, women and children.®

Pope Pius XII spoke of the ‘homicidal and suicidal madness’ of the
new ABC (Atomic, Biological, Chemical) weapons. In Pacem in

Terris (Peace on Earth, 1963) Pope John XXIII questioned the
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possibility of a just war in the nuclear age: ‘it is contrary to reason to
hold that war is now a suitable way to restore rights that have been
violated”.* And he addressed an appeal to the world, as relevant today
as it was then:

J ustice, right reason, and humanity urgently demand that the arms
race should cease; that the stockpiles which exist in various
countries should be reduced equally and simultaneously by the parties
concerned; that nuclear weapons should be banned: and that a general
agreement should eventually be reached about progressive
disarmament and an effective method of control.?®

In his memorable appeal to the United Nations in 1965, John’s
successor Pope Paul VI declared ‘Never again one against the other,
never, never again! ... Never again war, never again war!” In his World
Day of Peace message two years later, he described the use of nuclear
weapons against Hiroshima and Nagasaki as ‘butchery of untold
magnitude’ which must never be repeated.

Another key theme in recent papal teaching has been the link
between the arms race and justice. In Populorum Progressio (On the
Development of Peoples, 1967), Paul VI linked the arms race with
injustice in and to the Third World. ‘Development is the new name for
peace’ was the theme of the encyclical. The arms race was a
‘squandering of wealth’ and “an intolerable scandal’.® The extension of
the arms race to the Third World which seems one consequence of the
new international order is making things even worse.

In this wider context there has been a considerable rethinking of
‘Just war’ theory. There are those who arguec that a biblical theology
of peace simply has no place for the sort of calculation that the ‘ust
war’ theory, based ultimately on Roman legalism and Greek morality,
demands. Others insist that the conditions for justice in war elabor-
ated in modern ‘just war’ theory are sufficient to outlaw certainly
nuclear war, and probably almost any imaginable modern war. In 1983
the American bishops set out these conditions under seven headings:

1. Just cause and 2. Competent authority Conditions that, as we
saw, go back to Aquinas and, before him, to Augustine. Most civil wars
and terrorist campaigns would seem to be ruled out where nsither the
ruling authorities nor some process of determining the people’s will
have authorised war.

3. Comparative justice Involves weighing any justice of the cause




against the evils of violence, destruction, suffering and death which will
inevitably follow from war.

4. Right intention Demands no unreasonable conditions, like
unconditional surrender, or cession of territory and means of livelihood
being added to the original war aims.

5. Last resort Insists that all means of securing justice short of
war should have been exhausted: negotiations, statements of intent,
police actions short of open warfare.

6. Probability of success Does not necessarily rule out hopeless
wars if the values involved are important enough, but again demands a
careful assessment of means and ends.

7. Proportionality Insists that the good ends to be achieved must
never be disproportionate to the means used. The American bishops
point out that in our interdependent world military actions may have
disastrous effects for innocent third parties as well as for the
protagonists.

A further consideration is the means used to fight the war, the rules
for the conduct of war. International agreements have banned many
forms of modern warfare: the use of poison gas, the deliberate spread
of infectious discases, and intentional harm to innocent people and
non-combatants. However recent experience, as in the Gulf War, has
cast doubt on the ability of modern weapon systems to discriminate
between civilians and soldiers, and even the most sophisticated
systems are dependent on the information fed to them by fallible
human agents.

When it comes to nuclear war these issues become all the more
serious. Even so-called strategic or battlefield nuclear weapons have
long-lasting radiation effects. Indeed the suffering still being
experienced in Japan from the 1945 nuclear explosions shows how
long such effects can last. A mass nuclear exchange might well cause a
climatic disaster, the well named Nuclear Winter effect. At the request
of the present pope, the Pontifical Academy of Sciences examined the
consequences of nuclear war. In 1982, together with representatives of
various national scientific academies, it issued a ‘Declaration on the
Prevention of Nuclear War’ which concluded:

hroughout its history humanity has been confronted with war, but

since 1945 the nature of warfare has changed so profoundly that
the future of the human race, of generations yet unborn, is imperilled
... For the first time it is possible to cause damage on such a
catastrophic scale as to wipe out a large part of civilisation and to

endanger its very survival. The large-scale use of such weapons could
trigger major and irreversible ecological and genetic changes whose
limits cannot be predicted.”

All neat distinctions between civilian and military targets go out the
window in the light of such considerations.

The conclusion seems irresistible, then, that nuclear weapons could
never be used in war. But could they be kept as a threat, a deterrent?
Here another Catholic moral principle comes into play: intention.
One may never intend to do evil, as well as never actually do evil. But
1s nuclear deterrence feasible without such an intention? Can you
deter the enemy without appearing to be, and actually being, willing
to use nuclear weapons? The argument about this issue ran through
the various drafts of the US bishops’ The Challenge of Peace and
resulted in a compromise statement that deterrence could be tolerated
in the very short term pending serious negotiations for nuclear
disarmament. Many moralists, including some of the most conserv-
ative, felt this was inconsistent,”? and the 1993 American bishops’
statement, while upholding that position, admits that a strong differ-
ence of opinion still remains.”

The issues of proportionality and discrimination apply to modern
conventional weapons as well as nuclear weapons. The Gulf War and
many small-scale wars fuelled by the arms industries of the West, have
shown in recent times just how destructive automatic rifles, field
missiles, electronic sights and so on, can be. Air-delivered missiles are
even more murderous and indiscriminate in their effects. Landmines
continue to claim victims, especially women and children, long after
the original conflict has ended. Can any such weapons meet just war’
conditions?

Many doubt it.*

Another approach to the ethics of war and peace is that of Cardinal
Joseph Bernardin of Chicago, one of the drafters of The Challenge of
Peace. He proposes what he calls ‘a consistent ethic of life’ embracing
not only nuclear war, but abortion, some forms of genetic selection,
euthanasia, the availability of hospital tre