
Reader’s Response any sort, that nothing short of dis- 
mantling the state will satisfy the 
demands of Arab “justice.” Because 
it cannot trust others, Israel will 
have to rely on herself, especially 
in the area of arms. In addition to 
the light arms already produced 
here, heavy arms and vehicles will 
have to be manufactured at an ever 
increasing pace. . 

The second position begins by 
asking about the consequences of 
not negotiating. Is Israel willing 
every few years to endure a war 
of the dimensions of the one just 
past? How many sons must be 
sacrificed? It was thought that the 
occupied territories would secure 
peace, but that has ,been brutally 
disproved. The alignment of inter- 
national power, it is argued, must 
be taken very seriously; the stub- 
born pursuit of a relentlessly inde- 
pendent policy will end in the kind 
of complete isolation IsraeI could 
never endure. Since the Great Pow- 
ers seem to desire a settlement at 
this time, and since the Arabs might 
wish to avoid further military hu- 
miliations, Israel should be willing 
to make some moves-demilitarizing 
the Sinai, for example-which could 
lead to a peace, however fragile. 
This position views negotiation and 
compromise as the only alternatives 
to more frequent wars which will 
become increasingly bloody and 
prolonged. 

For the Western liberal who finds 
himself in such discussions the dis- 
location of sensibility is violent. His 
emphasis on principle and rational 
discourse, his distaste for the manu- 
facture and supply of arms, his op- 
position to America’s involvement in 
the affairs of other countries-all are 
thrown into question by the rhetoric 
of death and survival which per- 
vades even the most banal conversa: 
tions here. The very facticity of war 
and the intimacy of its consequences 
make it impossible to use the accus- 
tomed language of politics. Yet 
neither is one a t  home with the lan- 
guage of realism and desperation 
which has become the daily speech 
of Israelis. One finds himself in a 
no-man’s land behveen two strange 
tongues. 

Rationalizing the He11 of War 

James T. Johnson 

Early in-Gordon Zahn’s “War and 
Its Conventions” (Worldvieto, July, 
1973) the author sets forth the pro- 
posal that “the Vietnam conflict be 
taken as a test case by writers who 
would persist in the ilIusion that just 
war standards and conditions are, or 
indeed could be, taken into account 
in the policy decisiohs reached by 
military leaders and magistrates.” 
By the end of this same article Zahn 
has moved on to the more startling 
proposal that an international tribu- 
nal of “theologians and other spe- 
cialists in religion and in the pre- 
sumed influence religion has upon 
the affairs of man” be convoked to 
render judgment on the morality of 
the Vietnam war. Since these two 
propositions have no necessary direct 
relationship, and since in the pages 
separating them Zahn does not con- 
nect them, one is left wondering just 
what Zahn intends to say in this 
article. 

Although Zahn appears at  first to 
intend some kind of critique of the 
usefulness of just war doctrine to 
control war today, or at the very 
least to expose the nonapplication 
of that doctrine to Vietnam by those 
who “persist in the illusion” that it 
is still relevant to contemporary war, 
what emerges most clearly in the 
body of his argument is his convic- 
tion that conventional warfare today 
outstrips the bounds of traditional 
attempts to limit the prosecution of 
war. This, it would appear, is what 
Zahn wants most to say in this. arti- 
cle. Thus, immediately after propos- 
ing an intemational religious tribunal 
to judge the Vietnam war, he names 
two practices from that war which 
deserve “the same condemnation’.” 
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The way he judges the examples he 
cites reveals that were Zahn a mem- 
ber of his proposed tribunal he 
would not have to attend any of its 
meetings; he already has in hand 
his condemnation of the practice of 
contemporary warfare. Whether or 
not aliyone has judged, or could 
judge, the war in Southeast Asia by 
the standards of the just war tradi- 
tion is thus, for Zahn, in the final 
analysis, irrelevant. This is why to 
attempt such a judgment is to “per- 
sist in . , , illusion,” 

The modern-war pacifist position 
which ZahI1 takes is not of recent 
vintage. Its origins are at least a 
century old, dating from the rise, in 
the last half of the nineteenth cen- 
tury, of large standing national 
armies of conscripts armed with 
mass-produced rifles and long-range 
rifled cannon. Our own Civil War 
was one of the first “modern wars,” 
and the scale of destruction its armies 
were capable of producing was a 
quanhim leap beyond the wastage 
caused by wars on the model of the 
eighteenth century, when armies and 
navies were relatively small and 
armed with comparatively scarce 
and inaccurate weapons. Though 
Zahn is convinced otherwise, what 
makes today’s “conventional war’’ 
conventional is that .it continues to 
apply and build on the technology a 

of destruction of a century ago; com- 
pared to this, nuclear warfare repre- 

m a n o t h e r  quantum leap. In its 
primitiveness the Hiroshima bomb 
might be set alongside the rifled 
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cannon on the’ Monitor or the ob- 
servation balloons employed a cen- 
tury ago. (One of the few restrictions 
on air warfare in international law 
is the Hague regulation prohibiting 
use of such balloon$ for bombing- 
an example of total lack of compre- 
hension of what air warfare was to 
become.) 

Zahn’s condemnation of the hor- 
rors of conventional war as practiced 
in Vietnam is not qualitatively dif- 
ferent from that voiced in a Postu- 
lata on war presented to Vatican 
Council I in 1870, the year of the 
Franco-Prussian War. The bishops 
signing this document excoriate 
“huge standing and conscript ar- 
mies,” large and burdensome military 
budgets, the type and quantity of 
armament being produced and the 
“illegal and unjust wars, or rather 
hideous massacres spreading far and 
wide,” which it all led to (cited 
in John Eppstein’s ‘ The Catholic 
Tradition of the Law of Nations 
[Washington: Catholic Association 
for International Peace, 19351, p. 
132). In  this document, as in the 
writings of Zahn and many others 
over the past century, modern war- 
fare is condemned in advance: 
Modern-war pacifists know that war 
“today” can no longer be an instru- 
ment for justice among nations.’ 

Those who cling to the “‘llusion” 
of the just war idea must, by con- 
trast, continue to hope that, since 
men continue to fight wars, at least 
some of them can be made in some 
respects to serve the ends of justice, 
order and peace. To put this task 
in terms of such a minimal and rela- 
tive hope is not to overlook the 
negative implications of just war 
thinking: the obligation to identify 
that which is unjust in war and the 
accompanying obligation to work 
for legal, political and military limits 
which will hold the evil in check. 
The old “age of grasping the nettle 
is too weak for the awesome respon- 
sibility any moralist takes on when 
he begins to attempt to make dis- 
criminating judgments among myr- 
iad relative goods and evils in 
something which is as horrible as 
war-at any time, in any place, of 
any sort, not just modem conven- 

tional wa; as exemplified by the case 
of Vietnam. The modem-war pacifist 
avoids such responsibility for him- 
self by his advance judgment that 
war today is immoral. By this judg- 
ment he ultimately removes himself 
from the political process, at least 
as it is practiced in this eon, where 
force is often necessary to produce 
or maintain right. 

While reading Zahn’s article one 
is led to wonder with him where all 
the just war theologians have been 
during American involvement in the 
war in Southeast Asia. Zahn’s own 
conclusion is only implied: that they 
were all preoccupied with the “spe- 
cial moral problem” of nuclear war. 
My own conclusion is, I think, a 
little closer to the heart of the mat- 
ter: There never were very many 
theologians seriously .working within 
the just war tradition, and now &ere 
are even fewer. In 1968 and 1967 
Paul Ramsey wrote seven essays ap- 
plying just war criteria as he had 
developed them (for modem war) 
in War and the Christian Conscience 
to the general case of counterin- 
surgency war and the particular case 
of the war in Vietnam. These essays 
later appeared in his The lust War 
(1968). At about the same time 
Ralph Potter was. developing his 
thoughts into what became a 1969 

’ publication, War and Moral Dis- 
course. (This book includes an ex- 
cellent bibliography on Christian 
thought on war.) Both have since 
written on medical ethics, and Ram- 
sey has now returned to an earlier 
concern, the work of Jonathan Ed- 
wards. Aside from positive reasons 
to turn their attentions to other sub- 
jects, one of the negative influences 
on Ramsey affords insight into the 
dynamics of making moral judg- 
ments of warfare. The fact that so 
many who spoke in the name of 
religion and/or morality had per- 
sistently condemned the Vietnam 
war in its entirety meant that the 
condemnation of a particular ele- 
ment of the war by a careful thinker 
attempting to discriminate among 
relativities had been undermined or, 
rather, upstaged in advance. 

I cite the examples of Ramsey 
and Potter to show that Zahn has 

missed the point. I t  is not the case 
that just war theologians ( a  far rarer 
breed than Zahn seems to suspect) 
did not apply the criteria of that 
doctrine in judgment of the Vietnam 
war. It is rather the case that most 
churchmen concerned about immo- 
rality in the fighting of that war 
preferred absolute condemnations to 
careful, discriminatory judgments. It 
is comparatively easy to raise, as 
Zahn does;two or three questions in 
regard to the justice of the use of 
incapacitating gases in war, especial- 
ly when an overriding tone of moral 
outrage lets one know in advance 
what the answers to those questions 
will be. It is far harder to examine 
the morality of using incapacitating 
gases in a sustained and discriminat- 
ing manner, distinguishing among 
the types of such gases, attending 
to the- cases in which those gases 
used are actually employed (and the 
altenatives to such employment) 
and exploring the morality of. the 
intemational convention outlawing 
such gases itself. While no one has 
to accept all the conclusions reached ’ 
by Paul Ramsey (unless his argu- 
ment. compels), his article on “In- 
capacitating Gases” in The Just War 
is a far more responsible treatment 
of the subject by a moralist than the 
single paragraph allowed by Zahn. 
Once again: Those who have con- 
demned all modem war in advance 
have abdicated responsibility to dis- 
cuss the means of war. 

I have kept two somewhat larger 
matters raised by Zahn’s article until 
last, both because they require more 
time to address and because they 
show a subtler misunderstanding of 
what is possible in regard to limiting 
war by just war constraints. The 
first matter is the nature and scope 
of just war doctrine itself; the sec- 
ond is the nature of international 
law on war, both in itself and in 
relation to just war thought. 

The modern-war pacifist puts an 
incredible task upon the just war 
thinker. The latter is required to 
prove,. to recall Zahn’s words, “that 
these [just war] standards and con- 
ditions are, or indeed could be, 
taken into account in the policy deci- 
sions reached by military leaders. 



and magistrates.” He continues: 
“These writers have a distinct obliga- 
tion to put their theories to that 
test . . . .” Such language is em- 
ployed rhetorically to imply the 
bankruptcy of the idea that such 
standards iind conditions as the just 
war tradition provides could have 
any effect on the waging of war. I 
have lost track of the number of 
times over the past several years 
that the facile statement, ‘There 
never has been a just war,” has’been 
used on me to the same purpose. 
Of course there has never been a 
just war, if what is meant is a war 
fought scrupulously by the standards 
of the just war tradition. (There haoe 
been some relatioely just wars, 
which is what I take the tradition 
to be all about, but the absolutist 
will not accept these in evidence.) 

There is a considerable irony, not 
to mention injustice, in the fact that 
such moral absolutists as the modem- 
war pacifists do not require of them- 
selves the same absolutist test they 
require of the proponent of the just 
war idea. Why doesn‘t Zahn tell us 
how his own theory’s standards and 
conditions . (as expressed in his An 
Alternative to War) “are, or indeed 
could be, taken into account in h e  
policy decisions reached by military 
leaders and magistrates”? Perhaps 
the next time a mod--war pacifist 
says to me, “There never has been 
a just war,” I should merely respond, 
“There never has been a world with- 
out war,” and leave it at that. 

It is very little understood that 
classic just war doctrine as devel- 
oped within Westem Christian 
thought has comparatively little to 
say about what may be done in wag- 
ing war (jus in bello). From its 
beginnings with Augustine, through 
its more precise codification in thir- 
‘teenth-century scholastic theology 
and canon law, and indeed until the 
end of the Middle Ages, Christian 
just war doctrine had explicitly to 
do only with the right to go to war 
(jus ad bellum). My point is that 
although it is possible to trace the 
genesis of a jus in bello as far back 
as Augustine, an explicit statement 
of limits on the waging of war comes 
a thousand and more years later and 

is, even now, not very completely 
developed. 

For this reason it mak& little 
sense to blame just war theorists for 
not applying just war “standards and . 

conditions” immediately to the Viet- 
nam war. We are still in the process 
of iinding out what these standards 
and conditions imply, and the case 
of the war in Southeast Asia, along 
with other recent conflagrations, 
does indeed provide a “test case.” 
But‘ it is not a “test case” for im- 
mediately applying these standards, 
as Zahn assumes; it is a “test case” 
for finding out what they are, in the 
sense of what they requiie in’ this 
form of war that took almost every- 
one in the West by surprise. 

On the other hand, I think that 
there are some instances in which 
we can judge fairly quickly, using 
traditional criteria, what ought and 
ought not to be allowed. Ramsey’s 
“Incapacitating Gases” article is one 
example of such judgment. For my 

*part, I have elsewhere argued that 
traditional just war criteria hold us 
to a more rigid distinction between 
combatants and noncombatants than 
twentieth-century practice (in World 

. War I1 as well as in Vietnam) gen- 
erally allows. In the same article I 
drew on the moral wisdom of Locke 
and Vattel to condemn defoliants 
and atomic weapons, both of which 
leave persistent effects long after the 
war is over and even after all who 
fought in it are dead (“The Mean- 
ing of Non-Combatant Immunity in 
the Just War/Limited War Tradi- 
tion,” Journal of the American Acad- 
emy of Religion, June, 1971). The 
just war thinker is not prevented 
from saying anything because of its 
irrelevance, as Zahn implies; nor is 
he morally paralyzed because his 
traditional criteria do not precisely 
fit the case of war any Ionger. But 
he is required to think carefully 
through the implications of his 
criteria and discriminately through 
the evidence presented him, and 
this precludes the kind of advance 
condemnations which the modern- 
war pacifist has always on tap. 

On the matter of the scope of just 
war doctrine, it must be remember- 
ed that this is a moral doctrine, not 

a legal, political or military doctrine. 
To have effect in any way other 
than through the moral sentiments 
of those fighting a war or directing 
that fighting-just war concepts must 
be translated ‘into legal, political or 
military ‘form, even though this will 
undoubtedly entail some compro- 

qmises. A moral doctrine can go only 
so far in its effects. In the case of 
war, when one wishes to coxkider 
limits that are apt to be actually 
imposed, he must think of those 
&nits provided in the international 
law of armed conflicts, those iinplied 
in the policy a i m s  of the belligerents 
and those present in the military 
manuals of the armies in the field. 
This leads me to consider the one 
remaining large issue raised in 
Zahn’s article, that of international 
law on war. 

Georg Schwarzenberger, an emi- 
nent British interpreter of intema- 
tional law, argues that within the 
internationally accepted laws of war- 
fare today are four different types 
of rules. His Type I includes those 
which do not in any way conflict 
with the necessities of war: Prohibi- 
tions of “sadistic acts of cruelty” and 
“wanton acts of destruction of prop- 
erty” are of this kind. At the other 
extreme, Type IV rules attain “mere- 
ly *a formal compromise between the 
standard of civilisation and the 
necessities of war.” Such “‘purely 
admonitory” rules typically include 

, “as far as possible” clauses and.ex- 
plicitly allow for overriding of the 
rule in cases of military necessity. 
Between these two extremes are 
rules of Types I1 and 111, in which 
cases the standards of civilization 
( Schwarzenberger’s word; Myres 
McDougal and others use the word 
“humanitarianism,” and for present 
purposes we might well say “morali- 
ty”) and military necessity are in 
conflict. In Type I1 rules the former 
standard wins out: the prohibition 
of poison, poisoned weapons and 
poison gases is an example. In Type 
111 ,rules what Schwarzenberger 
terms a “true compromise” is at- 
tained beheen the conflicting stan- 
dards. The prohibition of dumdum 
bullets is an example of this .type 
(see Georg Schwarzenberger, Zn- 



46 

temational Law, Vol. 11: Armed 
Conflict [London: Stevens and Sons 

The point I wish to make is the 
same as Schwarzenberger’s. Since 
the kinds of rules present in the law 
of armed conflict differ in their 
nature, they also differ in their func- 
tion. A law of Typks I11 or IV can- 
not be expected to be as effective 
a restraint on the horrors associated 
with war as a rule of Types I or 11. 
It does little good to call for bel- 
ligerents to abide by the rules of 
war if the relevant rules are purely 
admonitory (as are most of the re- 
strictions on air warfare) or allow 
abrogation in cases where military 
necessity demands (as does much of 
the law of land warfare). 

When a particular rule is included 
in a treaty which one of the bel- 
ligerents has not ratified, there is the 
further problem of whence comes 
the obligation to abide by the rule. 
In the case of incapacitating gases 
Zahn strongly suggests that the 
United States has an obligation not 
to use them because there is “an 
international convention banning the 
use of any gas.” True. But since the 
United States has not signed that 
convention, such an obligation (if it 
exists) does not come from law. If 
a moralist (or anyone, for that mat- 
ter) is convinced that gas warfare 
is immoral, then he ought to exert 
whatever pressure he can muster to 
get this country to sign the conven- 
tion alluded to by Zahn. Or if, as 
I am convinced, he believes that use 

IM., 19681, pp. 10-11). 

Gordon C. Zahn Responds 

Professor Johnson triumphantly dis- 
covers what I had assumed would 
be perfectly evident: I am pacifist 
and, let me add at once, not only 
a “nuclear” or “modern-war” pacifist 
at that. Absolutist and politically 
naive though it may be, I find it 
impossible to reconcile the violence, 
hatred, deception and all the other 
practices associated with war to the 
teachings of Christ or, for that mat- 
ter, to the behavioral expectations 
of pre-Augustinian Christians. From 

of incapacitating and irritant gases 
is not to be condemned per se (be- 
cause they can be used accbrding 
to the principle of discrimination, as - 
in flushing underground bunkers, 
and their ha- is proportionately 
less than the alternative means avail- 
able), then he should try to keep 
this country among the nonsigna- 
tones. 

Just war doctrine and the intema- 
tional law of armed conflict are not, 
it should hardly need be said, the 
same thing. It is reasonable to expect 
nations to accept restrictions on’ 
their actions if they have agreed to 
these restrictions and thus helped to 
create them as part of international 
or domestic law. It is not reasonable 
to expect nations to abide by prin- 
ciples of morality or specific moral 
condemnations unless these have 
been somehow incorporated into law. 
The slow but fairly steady growth 
of the humanitarian law of armed 
conflict (that having to do with 
treatment of noncombatants) repre- 
sents the only sustained international 
effort toward incorporation of moral 
restraints into the rules of warfare. 
The theologians and others Zahn 
wishes to convoke as a tribunal to 

.judge Vietnam might better spend 
their energies contributing to this 
effort. 

Ralph Potter, in the book earlier 
mentioned, notes a peculiar Ameri- 
can characteristic regarding war. We . 

tend to be a pacific people, he y m -  
ments, until war is forced upon us. 
Then, once in the war, our pacifism 

flips over to reveal an unlimited pas- 
sion for fighting to win the war by 
,whatever means available. The simi- 
larity of this position to that of the 
modem-war pacifist is remarkable. 
Both agree that war is inherently 
bad and to be avoided; both agree 
that once in war distinctions among 
means to be used in waging it are 
artificial. Insofar as Potter’s observa- 
tion contains a ring of truth (and 
in my opinion that ring is pretty 
loud; we, after all, are the ones who 
used the A-bomb and have perfect- 
ed “daisy cutters,” “smart bombs” 
and the like, not to mention the 
idea of “bombing North Vietnam 
into the Stone Age”), the modem- 
war pacifist is, ironically, guilty of 
supporting the very immorality in 
regard to waging war which he so 
vehemently deplores as a necessary 
part of “modern war.” 

Zahn is right about at least one 
thing. A good time to decide about 
the morality of means of waging war 
is while the most recent conflict is 
still fresh in the mind. This is a time I 

when all those who have for the past 
several years been concerned about 
morality in war need to give sober 
thought to what can be done to 
limit the ravages of contemporary 
war, conventional and nuclear. It. is 
time we had a resurgence of debate 
like that which took place on nuclear 
warfare during the 1950’s and early 
1960’s, for the possibilities of war- 
making seem perpetually to be out- 
stripping the growth of ideas as to 
war‘s limitation. 

its very beginning, I have argued 
elsewhere and repeatedly, the “just 
war” tradition represented a mis- 
guided and patently unsuccessful at- 
tempt to trim or, on occasion, bypass 
politically inconvenient moral stric- 
turds to serve whatever “strategic 
imperatives” the secular magistrates 
might see fit to define. 

Johnson, the moralist, settles for 
much too Iittle if he can be satisfied 
with a fatalistic acceptance of war as 
a recurring fact of life and themere 

hope that some of them “at least in 
some respects’’ can be made to serve 
the ends of justice, order and peace. 
A better operating principle would 
be one that .recognizes that all wars, 
by definition, are the antithesis of 
peace and certain to create disorder 
and injustice, so that the Christian 
moralist’s first responsibility is to 
reject war as an acceptable option, 
not to make allowances and concoct 
justifications for the wholesale 
slaughter of human beings. 
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This, of course, was the point of 
my article; and I do not propose 
to obscure the real issues by review- 
ing the history of the origins and 
development of the just war doctrine 
or playing the game of distinctions, 
subdistinctions and counterdistinc- 
tions (sometimes stated in Latin but 
increasingly in the Pentagonese 
which has become so much the 
fashion among our “just war” moral- 
ists in recent years). It is an open 
question whether the dazzling dis- 
play of expertise one encounters in 
these recent treatments of the doc- 
trine are preferable to the admitted- 
ly unsophisticated cannon-blessing 
“Gott mit uns” interpretations of 
the past. What is not open to serious 
question is that both have succeeded 
in neutralizing the Christian con- 
science and made it possible for 
professed believers to engage in the 
various brutalities of “conventional” 
war discussed in my article. 

Johnson evades the challenge I 
presented. Presumably he accepts 
the just war tradition with the “con- 
ditions” so elaborately set forth by 
the Scholastic and neo-Scholastic 
theologians. That is his privilege; 
mine is to ask him to apply those 
conditions to the war freshest in our 
memory. What is his judgment of 
the morality of the carpet-bombing 
of North Vietnamese cities during 
Mr. Nixon’s rather special celebra- 
tion of the Christmas season? Or, as 
a more “standard item, of Frank 
Harvey’s fifty-square-miles of na- 
palm? Or perhaps a scholarly dis- 
course on the “legitimate authority” 
requirement in the context of the 
secret war in Cambodia, in which 
the constitutional war-declaring au- 
thority was not only disregarded but 
intentionally deceived as well by the 
warmaking Executive? I welcome 
his willingness to discuss the prob- 

lem of incapacitating gases, even 
though our conclusions differ, but 
other less ambiguous moral issues 
call for his expert moral adjudica- 
tion. 1 am even more pleased to note 
his condemnation of atomic weapons 
and defoliants, but this only raises 
the question of what behavioral rec- 
ommendations he would have for 
the Christian called into service who 
might be trained to use such weap- 
ons (or, for that matter, for the 
Christian who is taxed to pay for 
them). 

Here, obviously, is where the pro: 
fessional interests of moralist and 
‘sociologist merge. I am not so much 
concerned about the need to incor- 
porate principles of morality into 
-law as with the more immediate 
need to translate them into individ- 
ual behavior. Unfortunately too 
many of our moralists are so trans- 
fixed by the glamor of power and 
power politics that they devote more 
intellectual effort and energy to the 
latest strategic concepts, or to trac- 
ing all the nuances and limitations 
of international law, than they do to 
developing and clarifying guidelines 
for the Christian who seeks to live 
and act according to the moral and 
behavioral implications of his faith. 

Such guidelines, once developed, 
might well be ignored or rejected 
by individuals for whom the im- 
mediate demands of personal or 
national security (or convenience) .- 
hold greater saliency, but this does 
not excuse a failure to produce them. 
Whatever comfort may be taken in 
the “slow but fairly steady growth 
of the humanitarian law of armed 
conflict”-that having to do with 
“treatment of noncombatan ts”-it is 
a poor exchange for a set of clear 
moral directives which might retard 
the rapid and constantly accelerat- 
ing growth in the rate of noncom- 

batant casualties recorded in recent 

My proposal for a tribunal to 
weigh the evidence and reach an 
explicit judgment conceming the 
morality of the war in Vietnam 
would oblige supporters of the just 
war doctrine to translate their 
theories into direct and practical 
applications. This ?odd have far 
greater impact than Johson’s aston- 
ishing assertion-“there never were 
very many theologjians seriously 
working within the just war tradi- 
tion’.’-would suggest. It has been my 
personal observation and experience 
that until very recently this was the 
onZy respected, or even acceptable, 
tradition-and, as such, it helped 
marshal untold legiod of obedient 
Christian soldiers into battle on 
every side of whatever war hap- 
pened to come along! If it has lost 
favor within the theological frater- 
nity, as I would hope it has, it is 
largely because the inescapable em- 
pirical realities of modern war have 
finally forced the realization that the 
very. idea of a “just war,” that is, 
one compatible with the spirit and 
meaning of Christianity, is indeed 
the grand but eminently tragic “illu- 
sion” Christian pacifists have always 
held it to be. 

wars. 

Johnson may take reassurance on 
one score, however. Were such a 
tribunal to be convened, I would not 
aspire to l a  one of the presiding 
judges. But I would very much like 
to be part of the prosecution, if only 
to have the opportunity’ to cross- 
examine some of the moral experts 
who have been permitted for far too 
long a time to deal in abstract theo- 
retical distinctions and speculations 
justifying war while very real human 
beings were being killed by ’ very 
real bullets and bombs. 


