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HOW MANY WAYS ARE THERE TO THINK 
MORALLY ABOUT WAR? 

John Howard Yoder* 

I. TAKING TRADITIONAL JUST WAR THEORIES SERIOUSLY 
In both political science and ethics, interpreters of the mean- 

ing of war have learned to use typologies to separate one mode of 
evaluation from another. As a result of this diversity in moral 
evaluations of war, authors have partly talked past each other, with 
all good faith accusing each another of confused categories. There 
has not been an agreed upon definitional base-line for just war the- 
ories "out there," which would permit just war theorists to judge 
other theories and communicate with each other. 

I propose to define more carefully the operative terms and 
kinds of argument used in just war theory, to assist communication 
on these topics. If we fail to clarify the variety of meanings and 
arguments, the result is imprecision and confusion. Our need is for 
a more precise understanding of the diversity of the modes of 
moral reasoning on just war. By surveying recent developments 
and usage in the field, this article will make it possible for just war 
scholars to engage each other using a more adequate, more 
nuanced set of types. While these types are not identical with cur- 
rent dominant usage, they are reconcilable with its main lines and 
more useful as instruments of interpretation than the simpler 
systems. 

This project assumes that the general notion of a "typology" is 
useful in interpreting complex ethical issues, and drawing attention 
to questions of the underlying logic of theories. Yet, a typology is 
a delicate instrument, easily abused. In using typologies, we need 
to be disciplined by the concern that they represent real issues of 
logic, so that the categories represent real cases, and the differ- 
ences between them fairly render the substantial debates among 
authors.1 

* Notre Dame University, Notre Dame, Indiana. 
1. The most adequate definition of the spectrum of available types will be the one 

which convinces all parties to the conversation that their special concern is fairly under- 
stood. The reason for seeking thus to locate correctly the views one does not hold is one 
expression of nonviolent respect for the dignity of the adversary. Thus in one sense the 
best typology will be "neutral." It should facilitate accurate understanding whatever be 
one's own view, rather than tilting as some typologies do toward making one type more 
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No unique discrimen is available to sort and filter an abstract 
principle from outside the many sample cases within the story. 
One must rather follow the historians, letting our awareness of the 
typical variations arise out of the experience of moral debate. In 
this process, it is important to use ordinary word meanings only as 
far as they reach, rather than stretching usual usage to make a 
point;2 and draw as much as possible on other historians' efforts to 
do the same (as I shall do here with the best known reporters, 
Bainton and Walzer). 

The exposition I have chosen is to let the panorama of diverse 
theories unfold progressively, from the dialogue already in process, 
rather than proceeding "foundationally" on the ground of what 
someone might claim as "first principles."3 

A. Holy Wars and Just Wars: From One Nonpacifist Position 
to Two 

A generation ago Roland Bainton began fine-tuning the typol- 
ogy of just war by separating the Christian "holy war" model he 
developed to describe the Crusades from the concept of "just war" 
properly so called (and sometimes referred to in this article as 
"JW.")4 Bainton was criticized for this effort by those who 
thought he was making a claim about medieval vocabulary or lan- 
guage usage. For instance, LeRoy Walters and others have ob- 
jected that this "holy"/"just" distinction is not clearly present in the 
medieval sources.5 Historically, of course, these critics are correct: 

coherent than the others. Duane Cady, From Warism to Pacifism (Temple U Press, 1989) 
uses a strategy opposite to mine, squishing all the forms of nonpacifism together on a single 
spectrum, within what he calls "warism." 

2. For example, I shall not follow James Turner Johnson in calling Sully, a minister of 
state, a "pacifist," when his way to "put an end to war" was to have France remake the map 
of Europe, unselfishly but militarily. James Turner Johnson, The Quest for Peace 
(Princeton U Press, 1987). I consider it odd to call "utopian," as Johnson also does, the 
serious projects of real statesmen. 

3. The notion of recourse to "first principles" as a way to bypass the difficulty of 
closely reading particular data might itself be a method mistake. The general approach 
taken here drew gratefully on some helpful counsel received in 1988 from Dr. Ted Koontz. 
This draft does not take account of all the possible further refinements which he suggested. 

4. Roland H. Bainton, Christian Attitudes Toward War and Peace (Abingdon, 1960). 
What "properly so-called" means will be part of the unpacking which follows. The simplest 
meaning of "JW" is that by applying politically relevant criteria one can distinguish be- 
tween wars which are and those which are not morally justified. 

5. LeRoy Walters, The Just War and the Crusade: Antitheses or Analogies? 57 The 
Monist 584 (Oct 1973); also James Turner Johnson, Ideology, Reason and the Limitation of 
War at ch 5 (Princeton U Press, 1975). Several other works by Johnson (compare below 
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Bainton intended a precise formal distinction based upon differ- 
ences in moral logic, not rooted in common usage at the time. 

Indeed, from Ambrose and Augustine through Gratian and 
Aquinas to Vitoria, word usage of the day did not yet separate out 
models for understanding wars. When it was believed that the 
sovereign God demanded by revelation that the Amalekites be 
massacred for having offended God, that counted for Augustine as 
one kind of "just cause." When an "attack is to be warded off" or 
an "injury is to be redressed," that was another kind of "just 
cause."6 Thus, as Walters correctly argues as a historian, the medie- 
val thinker used the same vocabulary for both types of war. 

Nonetheless, those who analyze ethical logic, like Bainton and 
the anthropologists before him, are right in seeing a basic logical 
difference between the two types of war. The holy war is transcen- 
dent in cause, often religious in its authority. The holy war ignores 
the JW restraining criteria of probable success and last resort, and 
indeed may downgrade the rights of the "infidel" enemy7. The 
holy war has its roots in primeval sacral understandings of the state 
and war rather than in due process and restraint, so that the en- 
emy, as God's enemy, has to be crushed. 

Numerous commentators have already noted that the "holy" 
war logic can apply in the name of other causes than the command 
of Allah. A Marxist or a Fascist may create a secular counterpart 
by ascribing to his vision of historical purpose such transcendent 
value that he calls for a war of martyrdom that disregards the crite- 
rion of probable success,8and overrules the human dignity of the 
adversaries.9 

note 27) make him the strongest single source on the subject of JW in the history of West- 
ern ethics. 

6. These are the two basic always-quoted phrases from Augustine. "Attack" and "in- 
jury" are properly political matters, whereas a divine command is on another scale. 

7. It may well be that some Christian crusaders respected some of the JW limitations 
on means. Yet numerous of the medieval statements of limitations in bello expressly ap- 
plied only to war against Christians. 

8. The way Israel today honors the suicidal heroism of Masada, or of the Warsaw 
ghetto, are examples of this trait. The same can be true of the romantic irredentist nation- 
alism of nineteenth century Poland, Ireland, or Italy. The honor-based military cultures of 
Iraq or North Korea, which make them "undeterrable" i.e. not rationally amenable to 
threats of damage, constitute a large portion of the drama of the contemporary threat of 
war, one which ordinary JW reasoning fails to attend to. 

9. Although the matter is not our present concern, the notion of JHWH war when 
taken seriously can issue in a kind of pacifism, and did so in hebrew history. If what makes 
a war imperative is the divine command, and if God is able to intervene miraculously to 
save his people, this must exclude fighting which God has not ordered, and it undercuts the 
pragmatic argument for self-defense. Compare John H. Yoder, To Your Tents, 0 Israel: 
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In contrast to the sacral combat, the justifiable war is dis- 
cerned by applying multiple criteria, which are empirically authen- 
tically political, most of them subject to objective validation. As the 
major moralists Vitoria and Suarez threw the light of day on the 
Spanish behavior in the New World, they triggered ethical attempts 
to sort out JW from "holy" types of wars. Indeed, they expressly 
rejected the notion of a transcendent Christian justification for 
overriding JW limits in the New World. 

Thus, though medieval writers did not make the distinction 
clearly, Bainton is right: the conceptual distinction holds, and we 
now have two formally distinct nonpacifist stances toward war, the 
"just" and the "holy."10 

B. Onward From Realism: From Two Types to Three 

Though Bainton's contribution was useful, he did not proceed 
with the same typological finesse across the rest of the typological 
field. For example, he did not theorize as ethicist about the alter- 
native which Vitoria's contemporary Machiavelli was busy clarify- 
ing,11 a type which Michael Walzer12 has established as "Realism," 
the usage I propose to follow here.13 Grotius in his 

The Legacy of Israel's Experience With Holy War, 19 Studies in Religion/Sciences Re- 
ligieuses, 345 (Summer 1989) and the works by Barrett and Lind cited there. 

10. A fully refined spectrum would need to attend to the further point made by Fred- 
erick Russell, The Just War in the Middle Ages (Cambridge U Press, 1975) (see index; 
especially 38, 119, 252), namely that in the canonical sense "crusade" refers not only to the 
transcendent value of the cause as God's, but also to the sanction of ecclesiastical formali- 
ties. By Russell's canonical definition a bishop or a council must promulgate a promise of 
indulgences for those who serve in the cause. So within the "holy" category as a worldwide 
formal/anthropological pattern there would be the specific Christian subset, distinct for- 
mally but not actually ethically, namely the "crusade" technically properly (i.e. canoni- 
cally) so called. 

11. Bainton did notice Machiavelli, but he did not dignify that view as a type; Bainton, 
Attitudes at 122-27 (cited in note 4). 

12. Michael Walzer, Just and Unjust Wars, at 4 and following pages (Basic Books, 
1977). He traces its history back to Thucydides (ca. 460 BCE). Walzer's use of "scare 
quotes" around the word "realism" is important. It is one of the marks of those who think 
that they are "realistic" that they tend in fact to be less critically aware than others would 
be of their own biases. They identify "reality" with their own reading of things, in addition 
to being more materialistic than some others are in their understanding of what counts as 
"things". 

13. I previously used the secular metaphor "blank check" to designate this stance. 
That image describes well the posture which is asked of the citizen/subject, rather than the 
criteria which the political decision-maker uses. The "blank check" response has been ex- 
pected of the citizen/soldier, as his duty, by all of the above types, until very recently. The 
notion that the individual citizen or soldier could or should have his own judgment about a 
war's rightness is a relatively recent extension of the JW logic, which we now call "selective 
conscientious objection" (see below note 66). 



JUST WAR 

"Prolegomena "14 traced that view all the way back to "Carneades 
the Skeptic" (219-125). 

"Realism" is clearly another type of war theory, undeniably 
different from both "just" and "holy" in qualitative way. It is not 
without its own kind of inherent logic and honesty, but this theory 
explicitly denies that other parties' rights can be fully respected. In 
Machiavelli's age, this theory described the decisions of the 
"prince" whose interests were not subject to any moral accounta- 
bility in wartime. In ours, realism describes war in the "national 
interest" (with benefits the nation's elites do not clearly define as 
theirs), which is assumed to be unaccountable beyond its borders. 
The logic of "realism" is the same from Machiavelli to Morgen- 
thau,15 insofar as it overtly and honestly denies any accountability 
to or for other loci of value (communities, persons, tribunals, crite- 
ria, virtues) outside one's own nation. 

Yet, within the model of "realism" there is a deep further dif- 
ference between Machiavelli's theme justifying the sovereignty of 
"the prince" (over against both his own subjects and other princes) 
and advocacy of the same self-justifying autonomy for the modern 
"nation," especially if it is democratic. If we want properly to dis- 
tinguish between "pure types", these two would have to be distin- 
guished. Advocates of "realism" in the context of the modern 
("democratic") nation would additionally have to recognize other 
significantly different shadings of national interest war: 

1) Hans Morgenthau and Reinhold Niebuhr, among others, 
would argue that "realism" is morally proper. At least this is a 
morally accountable position, albeit a paradoxical one. The para- 
dox was well rendered in the phrase once used to describe 
Niebuhr: [it is] "the best sin to commit."16 This moral theory of 
realism on war holds that it is right that "wrong" should be done in 
the particular case or set of cases.17 For this theory, the inevitable 

14. Hugo Grotius, The Law of War and Peace originally 1625; the "Prolegomena", 
translation by Francis W. Kelsey for the Carnegie Endowment, now in the public domain, 
was published as a pamphlet 1957 by Bobbs-Merrill, Indianapolis. 

15. The first chapter of Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations (Knopf, Third ed 
1961) is entitled "A Realist Theory of International Politics." Yet Morgenthau did not 
philosophize his realism claim as much as others have. Compare Michael Joseph Smith, 
Realist Thought from Weber to Kissinger (LSU Press 1986). 

16. The phrase is from a limerick attributed to Archbishop William Temple. It cap- 
sules well Niebuhr's redefinition of the notion of sin, in such a way that activities which are 
(in some sense) sinful are at the same time morally imperative. 

17. One school of catholic moral thought simplifies or pigeonholes this paradox by 
distinguishing "material evil" (such as harm or pain) from "moral evil" (that which canoni- 
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(moral) evil of compromise with (material) evil can be mitigated by 
maintaining humility (appealing to an Augustinian or Lutheran 
doctrine of grace) and self-criticism. 

Paradoxically, then, the most moral position in international 
relations is one which explicitly denies the directly binding rele- 
vance of ideal moral judgments, and makes only pragmatic judg- 
ments about self-interest. That position is more honest, and more 
likely to succeed, than its "idealistic" alternatives. To inject moral 
claims in any other way18 leads to selfrighteousness and to impru- 
dent (i.e. counterproductive and therefore immoral) wars. 

2) A slight variant of the moral theory of realism would claim 
that it is not so much wrong as it is silly, or impertinent, to inject 
moral considerations into a realm where they have no claim. One 
does not condemn an avalanche for obeying the law of gravity. 
That nations defend themselves is just as much a law of nature. 
One may or may not feel tragic about it, but it will not be changed 
by making moral statements. 

3) Still other realism theorists refuse to affirm that realistic 
self-interest is in any sense, even paradoxically, morally to be ap- 
proved in the case of war. They rather argue that there is simply 
no other recourse, no way to stop such self-interest, and that the 
interplay of self-interests is in fact the way such matters do get de- 
cided, whether we like it or not. 

4) Yet others may be more directly cynical, in the descriptive- 
historical sense of the term. They may claim that the use of moral 
and legal language by the bearers of power, particularly as it is 
used in the just war tradition, is insincere, just one more tool of 
manipulation. "Realism" of this cynical mode may of course apply 
not only to war but also to much of the rest of politics. 

Despite the variations in their arguments, so far as the en- 
emy's dignity or the grounds for moral evaluation of war are con- 
cerned, these diversely nuanced realisms coincide. They agree in 
the inapplicability of JW objective criteria, whose normal applica- 
tion will permit discriminating judgments between the licit and the 

cally calls for penance). Sometimes "material evil" is called "premoral," with the thought 
that moral evaluation must be a later phase. Reinhold Niebuhr rejected this word play as 
too easy. For him the wrong things we have to do should still be the objects of remorse 
and should drive us to draw on the Gospel's resources of pardon. 

18. The metaphor "inject" is fitting. It says that the political realm is self-contained, 
and that the moral claims are extraneous to its nature, being introduced from outside. 
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illicit, with the concrete result of defending the enemy against our 
abuse of violence. 

Thus, we now have three nonpacifist possibilities (one with 
several subtypes): 

-"justifiable;" 
-"holy;" 
-"realism, whether Machiavelli for the prince, divine right of 

kings,19 or Morgenthau for the national interest. 

C. From Realism to Rambo: Three Types to Four 
As I have argued and most readers seem to agree, Michael 

Walzer is right in identifying "realism" as a distinctive stance. He 
properly suggests with his scare quotes that its claim to read "real- 
ity" univocally is dubious.20 Yet Walzer is less careful about giving 
philosophical attention to one additional reaction to conflict whose 
existence he does discern, even though he names it variously as 
hysteria, frenzy, insanity, intoxication .... (305ff). 

This "insanity" sort of reaction is not only a very possible and 
widely documented kind of human response to the problem of war; 
it is sometimes intentionally encouraged by politicians or officers. 
Indeed, it is dramatized for immense profit by Sylvester Stallone in 
his Rambo manifestation. This reaction in fact has ancient prece- 
dents in Western experience, in the Islamic, Iberic, and Teutonic 
glorification of the macho elan whose very honor resides in its dis- 
regard for rights and rules in favor of the autonomy of its own 
drives. Of course, this reaction has analogies in other cultures be- 
sides Western. 

This "Rambo" position that conceives of violence and vali- 
dates its excess as proof of virility21 might be called "honor" or 

19. The simpler meaning of "divine right", the one rendered here, is that God has 
placed the king above anyone else's scrutiny. The term may however be used (and has 
been used by some idealists) in another sense, namely to state the claim that the King is 
accountable to a moral standard above himself which may make him listen less to his 
courtiers or his constituents. Then the JW discipline would be a part of the king's discharg- 
ing that right. 

20. Walzer, Just and Unjust Wars (cited in note 12). The first chapter is "Against 
Realism." 

21. A student more versed in watching violent films than I am claims than Rambo is 
not the best exemplar of this stance. In favor of my understanding, which I think is that of 
the nonexpert viewer, I may cite the words with which Playboy explained their naming 
Sylvester Stallone in 1987 as one of "Twenty-five most important Americans": "By show- 
ing in both Rocky and Rambo that the ordinary American could achieve the goals of jus- 
tice and dignity by the use of violence he changed the way Americans expected problems 
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"manhood" in other Teutonic or Islamic versions. In the Hebraic 
setting, it can claim as its patriarch Lamech, Cain's descendant who 
in Genesis (4:27) boasted that he had escalated his use of retalia- 
tory violence from the "sevenfold" threatened by JHWH (4:15) to 
"seventy-seven fold." In more modem times, Frantz Fanon, in a 
setting partly Freudian and partly Islamic, linked such "honor" 
with the function that bloodshed can have in the liberation of for- 
mer slaves.22 Sometimes the focus of this "honor" position is on 
going down fighting as a hero; then we remember Masada or the 
Warsaw ghetto, the Alamo or Custer.23 What these "Rambo" vari- 
ants have in common is that neither other parties in the conflict nor 
any principles above the fray have any moral standing. Value is 
located in the dignity of the heroic self; violence validates itself. 

Some might say that the Rambo position is not a "moral" posi- 
tion at all; yet that would be to beg the question. The "Rambo" 
theory uses the language of obligation and guilt. It assigns praise 
and blame. It mobilizes men collectively in enterprises of killing 
and dying which they consider imperative, sometimes heroic, 
sometimes risky for themselves. It gives those who follow it a good 
conscience, or pride; it projects shame. It fills our media and it sells 
books. It is allegedly used in the training and motivating of elite 
fighting corps ...24 Thus, our conceptual enterprise will be nearer 
the real world we are seeking to describe in moral terms if we hon- 
estly name this view, rather than simply declaring it uncouth or 
ignoring its presence or its power. 

We have now identified four nonpacifist stances; justifiable 
war, holy war, "realism," and "honor" (frenzy, passion, virility). 
They are all present and powerful in our culture. Yet oddly, only 

to be solved - from compromise and subtlety to directness and force." But if this character- 
ization is unfair to Stallone I am willing to substitute any other icon like Arnold 
Schwartzenegger or John Wayne. 

22. Frantz Fanon, The Wretched of the Earth (Grove, 1963). 
23. It may be that to be fair to the glorification of the participants of the heroic but 

hopeless clashes in the Warsaw ghetto or at Massada they should rather be considered, as I 
noted above, as subforms of the "Holy" category. 

24. One critic has suggested that analysis should distinguish between what it takes to 
justify a war morally or politically (for example, to a legislature, or to a civil constituency, 
or in academic political science), and what it takes to motivate men to fight. It might then 
be argued that once the justification of a conflict has been delivered by valid moral 
grounds, it is all right then to motivate the soldiers (or the football players) to fight by 
means of the rhetoric of hatred. The distinction is possible conceptually: I doubt that a 
community can justify or implement that bifurcation. 
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the first is taken seriously, as the interlocutor of pacifism,25 by aca- 
demic ethicists such as Paul Ramsey,26 James Johnson,27 James 
Childress,28 Richard Miller.29 Similarly, only justifiable war is given 
any notice by the Roman Catholic bishops' Challenge of Peace.30 

These spokesmen who dominate our public discourse might 
justify their blind spot by claiming that the rest of the "types" (i.e., 
"holy," "realist," rambo") have a weaker moral claim than paci- 
fism, but that would be an odd excuse for not dealing with them, 
especially if, as I would claim, they influence more people than 
does pacifism. Admittedly, the types we have been adding to the 
list have been strayed progressively farther from moral accounta- 
bility than "just war," properly so called. Yet, in all of them, apolo- 
gists and combatants use the language of JW, sure that their cause 
is in some sense righteous, and that their prosecution of it not as 
destructive as it might be. 

D. Another Sort of Just War Theory 
We have not listed yet another different type of war theory, 

which is closer to JW ideals, without fitting the classical mold. It 
too merits independent recognition. So far "just war" has been de- 
scribed as if it were a single clear concept from which all the others 
("realism," the "crusade," etc.) differ. The matter is however much 
more complicated, in ways to which we must now turn. 

25. For the purposes of this review, it has been justifiable thus far to assume that "pac- 
ifism," the polar alternative that all these positions reject, is univocal, since the discussion 
we are pursuing assumed that. That is however not in fact the case, as we shall see below. 

26. Paul Ramsey's very last work, printed posthumously, was Paul Ramsey, Speak up 
for Just War or Pacifism (U of Pennsylvania Press, 1988). His priority concern was to 
denounce what looked to him like sloppy thinking looking for a place to stand between JW 
and Pacifism, avoiding the real differences. Yet in so arguing, as before, Ramsey continued 
to ignore the existence of the other alternatives. 

27. James Thrner Johnson, Can Modem War be Just? (Yale U Press, 1984); Ideology, 
Reason, and the Limitation of War (Princeton U Press, 1975); Just War Tradition and the 
Restraint of War (Princeton U Press, 1981); The Quest of Peace (Princeton U Press, 1987). 

28. James F. Childress, "Just War Criteria," most accessible in Thomas J. Shannon, ed, 
War or Peace? at 40-58 (Orbis Press, 1980) but also in Childress' own Moral Responsibility 
in Conflicts (LSU Press, 1982), see also 39 Theological Studies 427-445 (1978). Childress 
has often been cited and anthologized, with his basically right thesis about the shared 
starting point of JW and pacifism; he too attends little to all the other positions present in 
the culture. 

29. Richard Miller, Interpretations of Conflict (U of Chicago Press, 1991). 
30. National Council of Catholic Bishops, The Challenge of Peace (US Catholic Con- 

ference, 1983). The Catholic bishops in fact pass over in silence the important place of the 
crusades in Catholic history, as well as the many times when sovereigns baptized and in- 
vested by the Church turned a deaf ear to moral concerns. 
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Some who claim to espouse the JW system's discipline and use 
its classical vocabulary do not believe that there can be any point 
when the resources of the JW tradition could say that a given 
cause, strategy or tactic stands condemned and should not be done, 
even at the cause of suing for peace. In short, there is no objec- 
tively discernible point at which the JW doctrine would yield a con- 
crete negative imperative. These theorists claim to be expounding 
"just war" discourse.31 I propose to name this variant colloquially 
the "Just War Tradition Without Teeth-JWT Without Teeth." 

In one variation on JWT Without Teeth, JW categories are 
used as far as they reach, for justification ad bellum, but they are 
abandoned in bello on the grounds of necessity.32 Another "With- 
out Teeth" variation can be found in systematic arguments of 
ethicists like James Childress, who set aside decisiveness on more 
complex methodological grounds. Childress argues that since dif- 
ferent persons, different societies, have different theories of value, 
there can be no common "substantive" theory defining bottom 
limits.33 

This JWT "Without Teeth" uses the rhetoric of JW, yet it re- 
jects the strict construction of JW theory and refuses to be judged 
by whether it can produce concrete negative applications. What ac- 
tually happens in the field, when JWT "Without Teeth" discourse is 
used, really should be recognized as fitting one of the other less 
respectable categories previously described.34 

31. In fact James Childress' "Just-War Criteria," found in Thomas A. Shannon, ed, 
War or Peace at 40 (Orbis Books, 1980) claims for the first time to be making sense philo- 
sophically of how just war reasoning works. 

32. Compare John H. Yoder, When War is Unjust at 40, and n 1 (Augsburg, 1984). 
"Necessity" in the JWT properly understood means that even the damage one does within 
the rules must not be done unless it is indispensable. "Necessity" in this looser sense means 
you may break rules "if you have to to win." 

33. Shannon, War at 40 (cited in note 31) does this. His argument is briefly cited, 
Yoder, When War at ch 5 and 68 (cited in note 32). To document adequately still other 
arguments against the possibility of a decisive "no" would take us too far. Some create new 
borderline categories like "extreme emergency" or "distress." Some appeal to the classic 
distinction between jus ad bellum and jus in bello, arguing that in bello atrocities do not 
disqualify a good cause. 

34. It would take us too far to seek to catalogue the set of variants which seek or seem 
to stay on the knife's edge between "strict" and "toothless"; they are numerous. Recently 
for instance the Persian Gulf War was called "imperfectly just" by one Jesuit; "not just but 
necessary" by a bishop. 
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Unlike the "Without Teeth" view, the "strict constructionist"35 
or classical view of the JW ("with teeth") is recognizable36 because 
it includes concrete negative possibilities: 

1) The moral theologian has the capacity and duty to con- 
demn particular goals, like "unconditional surrender," and particu- 
lar tactics, like massive city bombing.37 

2) The conscript can selectively object to an unjust war,38 dis- 
obedience to unjust orders is incumbent upon the soldier, and 
political opposition by the citizen when a war is unjust is required. 
(All of these phenomena have come to the fore increasingly in our 
age). 

3) Nations must sue for peace when a war cannot be won 
justly.39 

4) The international community can prosecute as war crimes 
infractions committed by individuals (Nuremberg, My Lai). 

5) Nations and individuals can denounce atrocities and infrac- 
tions committed by enemy armies. 

In summary, we find ourselves with six (6) structurally quite 
distinct modes of nonpacifist decision and justification. Though all 

35. This term is of course borrowed from another realm, namely from constitutional 
law. Its applicability is common sensically evident. I first saw the phrase used, as a 
designation of one's own position, by Edward A. Malloy, CSC, The Ethics of Law Enforce- 
ment and Criminal Punishment at 28 (U Press of America, 1982). As in law, one assumes 
that most reasonable people would come to the same reading of the meaning of a text and 
its application to the facts of the case. The classical statement of the need for each criterion 
to count was Thomas' dictum: bonum ex integra causa, malum ex quocumque defectu. 

36. My fullest description of the meaning of and the case for "teeth" is offered in 
Leroy S. Rouner, ed, Celebrating Peace at 33 (Notre Dame U Press, 1990) and in George 
A. Lopez and Drew Christiansen, eds, Morals and Might in The Credibility and Political 
Uses of the Just War Tradition (Westview, 1994). The point is made more briefly Yoder, 
When War (cited in note 32). 

37. John Courtney Murray, S.J. made both of these judgments very clearly and pub- 
licly, although only after the fact in John Courtney Murray, Remarks on the Moral Problem 
of War, 20 Theological Studies 40 (1959). Murray represented (in his own mind) a kind of 
renaissance of Just War thinking after generations of neglect, accompanied by Paul Ram- 
sey and followed by numerous ethicists. This contradicts the picture painted by Daniel 
Dombrowski according to which the doctrine was effective until not long ago but has just 
now died. The fact is rather that it was forgotten since the eighteenth century and is now 
being revived by some. 

38. This is the point where US law unjustly favors the integral pacifist who refuses all 
wars, over against the honest Catholic or Lutheran who applies his communion's JW prin- 
ciples to reject a particular war or a particular tactic. Compare my document collection 
The Moral Responsibility to Refuse to Serve in an Unjust War, Joan B. Kroc Institute for 
International Peace Studies Working paper 3:WP:9 (1993). 

39. Compare John H. Yoder, Surrender: A Moral Imperative, 48 The Review of Poli- 
tics, 576 (Fall 1986). Murray and Ramsey were among the few JW thinkers to face this 
implication openly. 
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of them use "justice" language, as we understand each better, we 
must note their diversity. Each is historically documented. Each 
has its own logic. Each makes sense of dying and killing in ways 
that satisfy and motivate a large set of actors. The classical JW po- 
sition is only one of these, namely the most careful and the least 
popular. It is the one held by the most careful theologians, but it is 
not the one applied by most bishops and priests over the centuries 
since Ambrose and Augustine into modem times. 

E. Is the picture sharper or fuzzier? An Appraisal of 
Nonpacifist Positions 

As we have made clarifications along the way and identified 
another quite distinct type, we have made some progress in in- 
creasing the accuracy of our grid. As we have discovered that each 
mode of evaluation we have named differs in structurally important 
ways from the others, it becomes clear that any simpler roster 
would do violence to the logic of one concrete historical reality or 
the other. 

Of course, these five nonpacifiist views on just war40 cannot be 
spread out along a simple spectrum.41 To put them on a "map" 
would make not a scale but a complicated "sociogram." Each 
would sort out differently the parallels and differences between it- 
self and the others. Without adding to the list of variations, it may 
be helpful to restate in other words where they differ and where 
they agree: 

1) The holy war proponent and the pacifist would agree, 
over against the other three, to reject the implicit consequential- 
ism of the JWT in favor of intrinsic moral imperatives. Both 
thus consider martyrdom an honorable outcome. Both refuse to 
reduce moral decision to pragmatism. 

2) Just war theory (properly so called) and pacifism agree, 
against the other three, that war is intrinsically evil and never 
prima facie to be approved. They will also have occasion to 
make common cause in contemporary politics, when the integ- 
rity of both demands opposition to less restrained policies.42 

40. I just said there are six; but for the purpose of the next paragraph "just war with- 
out teeth" can be counted as a variant of "realism." 

41. This is a shortcoming of the argumentative tactic of Cady, From Warism (cited in 
note 1). The variations are multidimensional, rather than being spread across a single 
scale. 

42. Attention to this possible practical political commonality between JW and pacifism 
is present already in the foundational writings of James Thrner Johnson and James Chil- 
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3) Realism, pacifism, and "honor" agree, against the other 
two, that it is an illusion to think that military killing can be 
regularly and reliably subjected to effective rational moral 
restraint. 

F. The Picture Yet Fuzzier: Collapsing JW Criteria in Search of 
Simplicity 

The differences already observed within the JW family proper 
between the "classical" or "strict" form and the "toothless" are 
only begin to recognize the varieties within this family and their 
ramifications. Since JW is a multifactored mode of discernment 
that evaluates the facts of each case, the relative weights or priori- 
ties of JW criteria can vary so greatly as to produce fundamentally 
different policy conclusions. In fact, the criteria not only differ in 
substance; they also represent different modes of moral reasoning. 
Yet, many have attempted to collapse these criteria in order to sim- 
ply just war analysis. 

Some JW criteria are matters of intrinsic evil or positive 
obligation: 

-Innocent life may never be directly intentionally taken 
-Lying is never permitted 
-The cause must be just 
-International law and treaties one has signed must be 
respected 
-Victors must intend to be merciful after they win. 

Moral philosophy calls this kind of reasoning "deontological" or 
"principled." It does not provide for exceptions. 

Another set of JW criteria are matters of proportionality. 
"Proportion" is traditionally listed as a criterion under discernment 
both ad bellum and in bello, representing the philosophical family 
we call "consequentialism."43 It assumes that all of the values at 
stake can somehow be weighed against one another, although sel- 
dom do theorists state verifiable coefficients that permit the vari- 

dress. It is popularized in National Conference, The Challenge of Peace at 71 and following 
pages, especially 74. It is analyzed at book-length by Richard B. Miller in his Interpreta- 
tions of Conflict (U of Chicago Press, 1991). 

43. Some prefer the term "teleological" rather than "consequential" as the alternative 
to the "deontological" category. It is a broader category since it includes taking credit for 
ineffective intentions. When the FBI and Janet Reno said they "did not intend" to bum 
down the compound at Waco, although that was the prima facie obvious outcome of the 
previous steps they had authorized, this was a typical separation between "intention" and 
consequences. 
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ous values to be quantified so they can be accurately weighted 
against each other. 

Still other JW values are matters of procedure: 
-War must be declared 
-War must be the last resort 
-There must be reasonable hope of success 
-Weapons must be discriminating 
-Even admissible means must be used only as necessary 
Finally, other JW values are matters of positive law: 
-Treaties and international law must be respected 
-The legal system in effect determines legitimate authority 
-Available negotiating aids determine when last resort is 
reached 
Because the principles, logic and styles of JW theory are so 

scattered, it is not surprising that some who consider themselves 
faithful to the JW discipline attempt to simplify matters by reduc- 
ing one set of criteria to the others. For instance, one set of think- 
ers such as William O'Brien would reduce the intrinsic values 
(especially noncombatant immunity) to proportional terms. Still 
another set, which includes John Arbuthnot Fisher, George Orwell, 
and John Foster Dulles, has been ready to sacrifice proportion to 
the certainty of victory.44 

Others who have attempted to reduce JW theory to a simple 
base have eliminated or collapsed individual criteria. Arthur 
"Bomber" Harris expressly disregarded immunity.45 Michael 
Walzer makes room for a very "supreme emergency" to override 
the in bello limits, while denying that "necessity", as it is more 
often and more easily appealed to by others, should count in that 
way.46 Michael Novak and George Weigel subordinate everything 
else to "just cause," apparently permitting infraction of the other 
rules if the enemy is bad enough.47 One need not be a mathemati- 

44. Compare John H. Yoder, A Consistent Alternative View Within the Just War Family, 
2 Faith and Philosophy 112 (1985). 

45. Harris becomes a type representative in Walzer, Just and Unjust War at 258 and 
323 (cited in note 12). 

46. Compare id at 360. 
47. Although Michael Novak used the term "moral clarity" in Michael Novak, Moral 

Clarity in the Nuclear Age (Nelson, 1983) for his argument against the American Bishops' 
reading of the JWT in their The Challenge of Peace (1983), he does not actually define his 
dissent with any care in terms of the classical categories. It is not clear that he respects that 
much either the classical categories or the very notion of a careful casuistry. Novak lists 
what he calls "gaps" or "unanswered questions" in the JW theory, but then goes on arguing 
as if the gaps did not matter. To make sense of his argument it would seem that he must be 
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cian to project the almost infinite permutations resulting as inter- 
preters of such a multi-factoral scheme weight differently the many 
components of any situation. 

To review with more specific examples, we have before us the 
following array of distinguishable modes of reasoning, 

"Honor" (Passion, frenzy, hombria, hysteria, Fanon, Rambo) 
"Realism" 

as cynicism (Carneades) 
as brute fact (Machiavelli) 
as paradoxically moral (Morgenthau) 
Divine right of Kings (Rom. 13)48 

Holy war with variants depending on the god and the guru: 
Moses and Joshua for JHWH 
Muhammed and the Djihad 
Bernard/popes and the crusade: 

the specific canonical definition (Russell) 
Marx and the victory of the proletariat 
Mussolini, Hitler and the victory of fascism 
Khomeini, Khadaffi, and the American Satan 
Falwell, Swaggart, and Christian America 

Neo-crusades combining the vices of all three of the above 
National security states 
Likud 
Apartheid 
IRA 
Hezbollah 

Justifiable war 
a) accepting war even if it does not meet all the criteria (i.e. 

no teeth); 
-on the grounds that the definitions are not agreed 
-on the grounds that some criteria outweigh others 

b) accepting war only if it meets all the criteria i.e. the justi- 
fiable war in the standard sense which strict construction" hopes 
for; 

holding to a "sliding scale," such that a worse enemy makes a cause more just and a more 
just cause outweigh the value of the other restraints. The same would seem to be the case 
for George Weigel, who also gives The Challenge a failing grade in George Weigel, Tran- 
quillitas Ordinis at 257 (and following pages) (Oxford, 1987), and Catholicism and the Re- 
newal of American Democracy at at 139 (and following pages) (Paulist Press, 1989), but 
without ever facing the challenge of showing that the JW tradition has teeth. 

48. Compare note 19. One might suggest that as to political criteria "divine right" is 
"realist": as to legitimate authority it is "holy". 
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c) rejecting war when it does not meet them,49 e.g.: 
* absence of legitimate authority 
* unjust cause, intention 
* absence of due process (declaration, last resort) 
* disrespect for discrimination, proportion, immunity 

II. JUSTIFYING WAR WHILE READING THE REALITY OF THE 
POLITICAL SYSTEM 

We have probably covered sufficiently the available variations 
that justify war if we concentrate on the one question which the 
moral theologians ordinarily begin with, namely: "is killing in war 
morally acceptable?" Yet that question is not the only one that 
makes an important difference, as we shall see if we seek to under- 
stand better the differences between major thinkers in this moral 
field. 

We must cope with another set of "reality" variables if we are 
to come to grips with the justification literature. James Turner 
Johnson sets our agenda for this area of variables, by proposing 
another typology which cuts across our inductively derived one. 
Johnson50 identifies a tradition which he calls "utopian pacifism," a 
current he sees running from Erasmus (or actually from Marsilius 
of Padua and Dante, even earlier than the Renaissance) all the way 
to the present.51 

In Johnson's view, "utopian pacifism" projects the hope that 
war can be done away with, through proper organization of the 
transnational community. Johnson quite correctly discerns that he 
is pointing to a coherent and distinct position, real in history, signif- 
icantly different from the war justification positions previously 
identified. 

We must, however, protest that it is inappropriate for Johnson 
to call this "pacifism," since the advocates of this vision regularly 
justify war: 

(a) in the absence of the desired future common order; 

49. These latter two specimens are of course the same moral position applied to differ- 
ing cases. 

50. James Turner Johnson, The Quest for Peace 109, 153, 176 (and following pages) 
(Princeton U Press, 1987). 

51. My amateur catalog of such designs lists over forty such designs in European his- 
tory from 1300 to WWI. Compare with note 55 below. 
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(b) in a police role once the world order is established;52 
(c) in some views, in order to establish that order in the first 

place. 
Given these caveats, the "utopian pacifist" positions set aside 

any real restraint on war in the present international economy. 
The position that war can be used to establish a future common 
order can, as Bainton already noted, become a kind of holy war, 
justified by its intention to impose a righteous "peace." 

Similarly, Johnson's designation of this view as "utopian" is 
misleading.53 In ordinary usage, which Johnson sometimes but not 
always seems to share, the term "utopia" functions perjoratively to 
designate an ideal goal, in fact unrealizable, yet which someone 
wrongly projects as if it were possible. Those who are "utopian" in 
this sense deceive others and perhaps themselves. 

The "utopian" view Johnson describes stands in direct contrast 
to any of the primary descriptive meanings which the term "uto- 
pian" has ordinarily carried. For instance: 

1) When Thomas More gave the name to the genre, Utopia 
[i.e., latin for "no place"] was not at all a place to go to. It was a 
construct which served to critique by contrast More's own society, 
yet without any program for getting from here to there. The same 
is the case for Butler's Erewhon [no where]. 

2) When neo-marxists argued for the positive functions of 
utopia, or when Reinhold Niebuhr elaborated on the morally posi- 
tive role of "illusion,"54 there was no deception or confusion about 
the attainability of that "goal." 

3) When William Penn envisioned a "holy experiment" in the 
new world, or when nineteenth-century visionaries founded volun- 
tary residential communities at Oneida and New Harmony, there 
was nothing otherwordly or unattainable in principle about their 
projects, though the designs were flawed and the execution more 
so. 

52. Some advocates of this view would say that military action to defend the peace, 
especially if authorized by some higher agency, should be called "police action" rather than 
war. 

53. Johnson, Quest at 254 (and following pages) (cited in note 50) grants that "utopia" 
usually has other meanings. 

54. Compare Reinhold Niebuhr: "The truest visions of religion are illusions, which 
may be partly realized by being resolutely believed. For what religions believes to be true 
is not wholly true but ought to be true; and may become true if its truth is not doubted." 
Reinhold Niebuhr, Moral Man and Immoral Society at 81 (Charles Scribner's Sons, 1932). 
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The characterization of "world order visionaries" as "utopian" 
is also mistaken in that the vision of a viable agency of world order 
has often been the work of professional politicians, from the fif- 
teenth-century King of Bohemia to John Foster Dulles and Doug- 
las MacArthur.55 That work does not dream or promise something 
unthinkable or unheard-of. It rather extrapolates to a higher level 
the vision of federal union which has shown itself viable in Switzer- 
land and the USA, and which is increasingly appealing to most of 
Europe. 

As an ideal, these so-called "utopian pacifists" promise to "do 
away with war," and thus they have been dubbed "abolitionist" by 
some. However, since that term is however also used by radical 
pacifists who do not share that optimistic view of international or- 
der56 I suggest that they might more accurately be designated 
"world order visionaries" or if one insists "world order pacifists."57 

World order visionaries simply extend to intercommunity con- 
flict the principles of covenanting, co-operation and adjudication 
which are already well-oiled in domestic experience. These princi- 
ples have already been successfully practiced internationally in the 
repression of piracy and crime, in combating disease and circulat- 
ing the mails, regulating exchange rates and defending the ozone 
layer.58 Such world order principles are the stated normative vi- 
sion of Roman Catholicism at least since Benedict XV, according 
to Papal and conciliar statements.59 

55. See Sisela Bok, Early Advocates of Lasting World Peace: Utopians or Realists? in 
LeRoy S. Rouner, ed, Celebrating Peace at 52 (Notre Dame U Press, 1990); Sylvester John 
Hemleben, Plans for World Peace Through Six Centuries (U of Chicago Press, 1943); Jacob 
Termeulen, Der Gedanke der Intemationalen Organization in seiner Entwicklung (Nijhoff, 
1917). 

56. Note the "New Abolitionist Covenant" enunciated and circulated jointly ca. 1980 
by five organizations: the Fellowship of Reconciliation, the New Call to Peacemaking, Pax 
Christi USA, Sojourners, and World Peacemakers. The term "abolition" was chosen by 
these people not at all because of confidence in the peacemaking potential of the United 
Nations, nor because of any intent to impose peace on others by force, but as an appeal to 
the moral power of the American movement against slavery (which they differ from me in 
considering to have been a success). 

57. Here one might use Ceadel's term "pacificism," Martin Ceadel, Pacifism in Britain 
1914-1945 (Clarendon Press, 1980). 

58. The fact that co-operation of such kinds is in fact growingly successful gives the lie 
to those who would call this view particularly "idealistic". JW thought is also idealistic, if it 
counts seriously on sovereign governments to make objective decisions ad bellum, and on 
belligerent governments and societies, and even on soldiers in the heat of battle, to be 
scrupulous in bello. 

59. Compare World Order in Catholic Teaching, paragraph 235 and following in Na- 
tional Council of Catholic Bishops The Challenge of Peace, 1983. 
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Rather than taking our signal from Johnson's misleading 
choice of "utopian pacifism" language, we shall be better advised 
to ask what really distinguishes this way of evaluating war from the 
others. Because they share a distinct reading of reality, world order 
visionaries merit a special place in our attention, and therefore on 
our roster. They are not literally "pacifist" according to any nor- 
mal meaning of the term, just as "nuclear pacifism" is not pacifism. 
To locate them on our previous array, we should speak of world 
order visionaries as a subset of the JWT. 

Johnson quite rightly discerns that world order visionaries are 
to be distinguished both from real pacifists in the ordinary sense of 
the term and from other non-pacifists by their more optimistic vi- 
sion of the nature of social relations. Moreover, they redefine the 
notion of "legitimate authority."60 Yet that purely formal descrip- 
tion undervalues its uniqueness. 

The so-called "utopian pacifists" share the strong moral pre- 
sumption in favor of peace, which is held by both JW thought and 
the pacifists (and rejected by the holy, cynical, and frantic models). 
Yet they may become impatient with the pacifist/JW debate, be- 
cause preventing war is in their minds more urgent than deciding 
whether to fight once war is upon us. They assume that interna- 
tional society is domestic society writ large: that the fabric of com- 
mon humanity is damaged tragically but not irreparably. Thus they 
can assume that it is possible to find orderly ways to resolve in- 
tercommunity conflicts between nation-states that are analogous to 
those discovered on intra-national levels. They can trust that trea- 
ties will be respected, and that due process will operate in hard 
cases. They are most at home with the theory of international rela- 
tions sometimes designated as "the interdependence school."61 

Our encounter with Johnson has thus made us aware that 
"views of political reality" are a distinct variable in the justification 
of war, and not reducible to "views of the morality of war." This 
insight enables us to better describe yet other developments which 
are likewise largely new in our century. There is room for them on 
the array of justification theories we have created, but only recent 

60. These visions vary as to the actual political form they envision. It might be an 
ideal central government, or a federation, or a looser decentralized collaboration of theo- 
retically independent entities living with mutual respect and recognition and many inter- 
locking relationships. 

61. Compare the writings of Robert C. Johansen, like Toward a Dependable Peace: A 
Proposal for an Appropriate Security System (Institute for World Order, 1978). 
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developments have made them historically (numerically) 
important. 

Although the idea that a particular war or a weapon can be 
morally disqualified is intrinsic to the JW mode, only our century 
has seen numerous real instances of focus on a particular weapon 
or a war. Here too, the "description of political reality" is a major 
part of what has changed. Intrinsically and ideally, JW theory is 
supposed to "have teeth"-to be able to yield a negative reading at 
any point on its roster of criteria. In fact, only the massive bomb- 
ing of cities has thus far in real life evoked strong negative judg- 
ments; thus, the popular term, "nuclear pacifism."62 This 
represents a new reading, not on the morality of killing but on the 
possibility of discrimination in how killing is done. What has 
changed, in this one instance, is how the world is described. 

Another authentically new development in war evaluation 
that we should recognize, claims new, politically effective potential 
not for agencies of world order created from above but for nonvio- 
lent pressure tactics from below. Although this development be- 
gan in practice before it reached theory, at least as early as Richard 
Gregg,63 theorists have seriously argued that Gandhian tactics of 
social struggle could be effectively extrapolated beyond the ad hoc 
experiences where they had been developed, beyond the culture 
and spirituality where they had arisen, and beyond the unpremedi- 
tated phenomena of effective resistance64 to programmatic projec- 
tion and planning.65 

62. In fact the principle of rejecting massive city bombing on firm moral grounds arose 
before Hiroshima; it is therefore anachronistic to call it "nuclear". The argument was 
made by Bishop George Bell of Chichester in 1944 in the House of Lords, and by Jesuit 
moral theologian John Ford in a 1944 journal article. The argument was still older than 
that; it was the topic of a dissertation by John Kenneth Ryan accepted by the Catholic 
University of America in 1934, John K. Ryan, Modem War and Basic Ethics (Bruce, 1940). 
But why does the same kind of negative logic not attach to other atrocities? Why do we not 
have "genocide pacifism" or "concentration camp pacifism" or "rape pacifism"? 

63. Richard Gregg, The Power of Nonviolence (J. P. Lippincott, 1934). Compare my 
review of the theme in my The "Power" of Non-Violence Paper G:WP:2 available from the 
Joan B. Kroc Institute for International Peace Studies. 

64. When the argument began it seemed that the Gandhian experiences stood alone. 
With time however there developed the awareness that there had been many such episodes 
in earlier history: William R. Miller, "NonViolence" A Christian Interpretation (George 
Allen & Onwin, Ltd, 1964) and then with time many more cases could be analyzed; com- 
pare Gene Sharp, The Politics of NonViolent Action (Porter Sargent, 1973). 

65. Sir Stephen King-Hall, Defense in the Nuclear Age (Fellowship Publications, 1959) 
began the pragmatic argument for nonmilitary defense strategies. Gene Sharp has devel- 
oped institutions to promote research and education: the Albert Einstein Institution and 
the Civilian-Based Defense Association. Compare George H. Crowell, The Case for Non- 
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A third conceptual innovation of our century is the focus on 
the individual's choice: that is, that the citizen called to arms 
should (and should be permitted to) make his own personal deci- 
sion about whether to answer the nation's call, to refuse service or 
to disobey an illegal order in the armed services. Although this 
choice has been implicitly present in JW theory as such from the 
beginning66), what is now called "selective conscientious objection" 
only became quantitatively important with America's Viet Nam 
war.67 

If the personal responsibility of one under military command 
to disobey an unjust order is not a new idea, its criminal enforce- 
ment, for example, against Axis soldiers through the Nuremberg 
trials, and against a few US soldiers in the My Lai trials, is rela- 
tively new. Disobedience of an unjust order and selective refusal 
of incorporation are juridically different but morally parallel. Yet, 
they both involve a "description of reality"-an independent eval- 
uation of the data in the conflict, based upon political realities, and 
measured by the JW rules as the individual sees them. 

If we insert these newly labelled distinct modes of "describing 
reality" within the previously developed array of justification posi- 
tions, recognizing their distinctiveness by setting them in italics, we 
are left with the following array: 

"Honor" 
"Realism" 
Holy war depending on the God and the spokesman 
Neo-crusades mixing all three of the above 
Justifiable war 

violent Civilian Defense Against External Aggression, Ploughshares Working Paper 90-94 
Waterloo, Ontario, 1990. Ronald J. Sider, Non-Violence; the Invincible Weapon? (World 
Publishing, 1989). New data have come in from the political changes in Manila 1986, and 
in Eastern Europe in 1989. When seen in relation to the JW grid these new resources 
change the "last resort" line. They also represent, of course, another specimen of "ways of 
seeing the world." Sider alludes to the "Emperor's new clothes" syndrome. The discovery 
of the power of nonviolence debunks the mythical trust in the power of lethal weaponry to 
bring about deep change. 

66. In Yoder, When War at 87 (and following) (cited in note 32), I cited Martin Luther 
on the subject. Compare Yoder, The Moral Responsibility to Refuse to Serve in an Unjust 
War available from the Joan B. Kroc Institute for International Peace Studies (Working 
Paper 3:WP:9). As was said in note 38 above, it is an injustice of the US legal system that it 
honors "absolute" but not "selective" conscientious objection. 

67. One estimate said that 70,000 young men went from the USA to Canada in order 
to avoid service in Viet Nam. 
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-accepting war when it meets all the criteria (strict construc- 
tion in the affirmative case) 

- accepting war even if it does not meet them all(JWTWT) 
-rejecting war when it does not meet them, i.e., strict con- 

struction in negative cases, for example: 
** absence of legitimate authority 
** unjust cause, intention 
** absence of due process (declaration, last resort) 
** "nuclear pacifism": provoked by disregard for discrimina- 

tion, proportion, immunity 
** selective objection: justified by the absence of any one or 

more of the above; 
** disobeying an unjust order: against infractions in bello 
** making war unnecessary by the use of nonviolent means, by 

moving back the "last resort" threshold; 
Abolishing war by means of agencies of world order: "world 

order 'pacifism';" pushing back the thresholds of legitimate author- 
ity and of last resort. 

III. As FOR PACIFISM.... 

As we expand our grid in a less controversial direction, we 
need to return to the awareness that theories of "pacifism" need to 
be subdivided as well.68 "Pacifism" in the ordinary sense means 
the consistent rejection of war. In this sense I have already argued 
(above) that the usages "utopian pacifism" or "nuclear pacifism," 
to designate what are really variants of JW reasoning, are confus- 
ing, although for present purpose I have yielded to it. 

Yet, within pacifism more properly socalled, significant varia- 
tions have also been pointed out in recent debate. The most widely 
agreed-upon difference was argued by Reinhold Niebuhr, who dis- 
tinguished for the purposes of his argument three different stances, 
only two of them morally coherent in his view: 

68. This was said in note 25 above. Here, too, Cady, From Warism (cited in note 1) 
spreads the several kinds of pacifism along a single confusing spectrum. Cady is right in 
discerning more varieties than the three main streams I distinguish here. Two recent well- 
argued presentations of the case for pacifism are Robert L. Holmes, On War and Morality 
(Princeton U Press, 1989), and Daniel A. Dombrowski, Christian Pacifism (Temple U 
Press, 1991). Each also uses type distinctions somewhat like mine, but does so in the ser- 
vice of his own advocacy, and neither of them seeks to interpret with understanding all the 
other views. 
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1) "nonresistance" after the model of the sixteenth-century 
Anabaptists or Tolstoy. This pacifism is ready, for the sake of 
simple obedience to the way of Jesus, to let evil go on in the 
wider world. This position has internal integrity, but it is socially 
irresponsible. 
2) liberal pacifism, that believes that war can be done away 
with by a simple act of political will, without sacrificing indispen- 
sable justice values. This view is morally confused, for Niebuhr, 
because it reads the real world wrongly. It also overlaps with 
"world order pacifism." 
3) nonviolent activism in the mode of Gandhi. This too may be 
morally coherent, and for some social goals it may be the best 
weapon, but it is a form of conflict and coercion, not nonresis- 
tance. Its warrant is effectiveness, not obedience to the way of 
Jesus. It may work well for American negroes69 but it will not 
stop Hitler.70 
Niebuhr had a stake in maximizing the distance between the 

first and third positions which he considered coherent, because the 
farther apart they were, the easier it was to make the invalid sec- 
ond position, his main adversary, fall into the crack between them. 
Niebuhr's setting-the late 1930's which saw American Christian- 
ity being slow to acknowledge the need for a "responsible" re- 
sponse to the Nazi threat-was the uniquely right context for his 
argument to be cogent. 

Niebuhr's argument against pacifism provoked some critical 
response from some of those he criticized,71 but they did not make 
a structural argument against Niebuhr's typological definition. In- 
deed, pacifist journalist William Robert Miller accepted the 
Niebuhr definitions as the principle of organization of his landmark 
book.72 And Mennonites, both conservative ones73 and accultur- 

69. Niebuhr did in fact suggest, earlier and more perceptively than many, that Gand- 
hian methods would work in the American setting; Niebuhr, Moral Man and Immoral So- 
ciety at 252 (and following pages) (cited in note 54). 

70. One enormous change in the picture since Niebuhr's time has been the growth in 
the awareness of the positive power of nonviolent action tactics, argued academically in the 
many works of Gene Sharp, The Politics (cited in note 64) and popularly in Ronald J. 
Sider, Non-Violence (cited in note 65). It is too simple to say a priori that very evil powers 
can never be stopped. 

71. Abraham J. Muste, Pacifism and Perfectionism reprinted in Nat Hentoff, ed, The 
Essays of A. J. Muste at 308 (and following pages)(Bobbs-Merrill, 1967); Garth H. C. Mac- 
Gregor, The New Testament Basis of Pacifism (Fellowship, 1960). 

72. Compare Miller, Nonviolence (cited in note 64). 
73. John R. Mumaw, Nonresistance and Pacifism (Herald, 1944). 
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ated ones,74 used the Niebuhr typology to explain how they could 
hold to their traditional form of pacifism (for Niebuhr, theologi- 
cally consistent and a correct reading of Jesus, although morally 
irresponsible) while the liberal variant was collapsing under the re- 
alities of WWII. 

Niebuhr's dichotomy may be criticized on various grounds.75 
In situations less drastic than the 1930's, the contrast between 
nonresistance and nonviolent resistance will be less disjunctive. In- 
stead of a clear chasm between them, the two positions may in 
many settings be the two ends of a spectrum with many positions 
between them. "Nuclear pacifism" in the face of the nuclear 
threat, or "world order pacifism" in settings where international 
conciliation is realistic may permit authentic "pacifist" coalitions 
that do not require adherents of any of these positions to betray 
their varied roots. 

Beyond this situational critique, there are perspectives from 
which one might also challenge the theological axioms underlying 
Niebuhr's argument.76 However, for present purposes the distinc- 
tion must be accepted, since it has become part of the established 
vocabulary.77 

IV. CONCLUSION 

To repeat once more, we have finally come to the following 
array of positions on the justification of war or opposition to war as 
pacifism: 

"Honor;" 

74. Don E. Smucker, A Mennonite Critique of the Pacifist Movement, XX Mennonite 
Quarterly Review 81 (1946); compare also Franklin H. Littell, The Inadequacy of Modern 
Pacifism, Spring Christianity and Society 18 (1946). 

75. I speak here of descriptive accuracy; i. e. whether Niebuhr's characterizations of 
Tolstoy or of Gandhi or of Jesus are right. A moral argument about the substance of any 
of their views, or of his, would be something else, not belonging in this survey, but touched 
on by Muste and MacGregor (cited in note 71). 

76. John H. Yoder, Reinhold Niebuhr and Christian Pacifism, XXIX Mennonite Quar- 
terly Review 101 (1955). Compare Duane Friesen, Christian Peacemaking and Interna- 
tional Conflict; A Realist Pacifist Perspective (Herald, 1986), who refuses to yield to the 
Niebuhrians that their claim to be "realistic" is correct. 

77. One further effort to change the landscape is the term "pacificism". It is in some 
dictionaries. It means something more positive than "antimilitarism". The British scholar 
Martin Ceadel, Pacifism (cited in note 57) seeks to make it a distinct category. I have used 
this term myself in the past, as a way to describe the stance of the popes. I abandoned it 
because most readers confused it with pacifism, and because most such views can be more 
precisely characterized as strong subsets of the more restrained mode of the "just war" 
stance. 
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"Realism;" 
Holy war; 
Neo-crusades mixing all three of the above; 
Justifiable war "without teeth;" 
Justifiable war properly so-called 

1) accepting war when it meets all the criteria, and 
2) rejecting war when it does not meet them, e.g.: * absence of legitimate authority * unjust cause, intention 
absence of due process 
"nuclear pacifism:" provoked by disregard for discrimina- 

tion, proportion, immunity 
selective objection: justified by the absence of any one of the 

above; 
disobeying an unjust order: against infractions in bello Mak- 

ing war unnecessary by the use of nonviolent means, 
"World Order Pacifism" 
"Pacifism" properly so-called; 

"nonresistance;" 
"nonviolent action" 

As this article has suggested, each of these positions is differ- 
ent from each of the others in important ways. In some circum- 
stances, they may find the possibility for coalitions, with common 
adversaries. Yet with careful analysis the differences will surface; 
and any pretense of shaping the moral argument which tries to 
make the debate seem simpler will be shown to be deceptive. 

The lay of the land in ecumenical conversation is seriously 
misunderstood when, as so often happens,78 conversation partners 
assume that the most important adversaries in the field are strict 
JW theory and pacifism. As a result, many who think they are 
"mainstream" interpreters of the JW tradition will spend more en- 
ergy tilting against a harmless minority of pacifists on their "left" 
and neglect their responsibility to challenge the realists, crusaders, 
and rambos on their "right" who in fact are shooting up the world. 

78. Most recently in Miller, Interpretations (cited in note 29) and in Paul Ramsey, 
Speak up for Just War or Pacifism (Pennsylvania State U Press, 1988). 
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