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http://www.ncccusa.org/newbtu/btuhome.html

9.15 start-This is a vast topic so | will focussing on the @&t Testament,
after acknowledging the problem of the violencéhia First Testament.

As | will argue later, | believe the Second Testamg our proper starting
point asChristian disciples Also to do justice to the ethical vision of the
First Testament, we need to readdtselyandcomprehensivelgnd allow

it to speak with its own, Jewish, voice before apghing it through the
lens ofChristian Discipleship My more humble goal is simply to help us
clear ourChristian lensBefore we begin | have three prior questions:

“What are we asking?”
“Why look to the Bible? and
“What do we hope to achieve by an analytical approzh?”

I’'m going to begin with the last question:

What do we hope to achieve by an analytical approa@

The Roman Catholic contemplative Richard Rohr laad, $We do not
think ourselves into new ways of living. We livereelves into new ways
of thinking.” In a recent interview he expandedtiois saying what we
first need, if we are to change destructive social belasj is a
transformed human consciousn&ssn dualistic thinking to a new, non-
dualistic, contemplative consciousness. We neasgéddife with a true set
of eyes. He said when we start with our analytigatiging”, mind it only
reinforces our dualistic mindset and our illusidrcontrol. Whereas if we
start with aransformed consciousnesss then useful to apply our
analytical,judging mind to discern whether this or that behaviour is
appropriate’

We are orretreat,traditionally a time in which Christians go on aijoey
of thehearttowards the kind afontemplative consciousnesswhich
Rohr speaks. Perhaps, for a future APF retreatoutd invite someone
to lead us on such a journey of the heart and leavé&eads at home.

For now | am going to assume we have all beguncthraemplative
journey already and are here simply to ask how €&dd us to behave in a
world we cannot control.

Now, regarding the topic, the biblical basis fot kiling:

What are we asking?
| will assume my topic refers to “not killing peef)l However if Rohr is

! http://ncrnews.org/ncrpodcasts/feeds/rohr.xml A set of three NCR podcasts on “Seeing with

God's eyes”. All three are relevant to our discussion.
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right about @ransformed, non-dualistic consciousnbsing the starting
point for changing our violent behaviour | thinlathmight lead us to value
and delight in all life in a whole new way, andanight make us hesitate
before unnecessarily taking any |ffe.

Thinking in the opposite direction | believe evéirge we take the life of
any creaturdo satisfy our own needs and wants we harden wasel
little to the reality of what we are doing. Itastirely possible to support
human life on vegetable rather than on animal prdte fact one author
suggests it takes less than 1120 the land to do so) so our slaughter of
animals for food seems to be purely about habiteasure. We tell
ourselves this life is not of the same kind or eahis our own and close off
our spontaneous compassion and love a little scanedo what we need
to do and find pleasure in it. This inner processely, is the same that
allows the serial killer to find pleasure and bgaattorturing and killing;
and that allows people to kill each other in warrdrism or ethnic
cleansing.

And what about household pests? Think about hoshnlmenger some of
them have been on the earth than humanity anddemshat sort of
planet this might be without bees, wasps, anes, fpiders and
cockroaches.

Of course throughout nature life is taken to allvether life to thrive.
Nature is beautiful and flows with the energy ofd@oown life and love
but is also ruthless, self-serving and cruel. Adare part of nature,
including our creative minds and human culture witiich we have
learned our own brand of ruthless self-serviceandlty? But the
Biblical Creation story tells us we are calledwaslive within nature, to
bear God’s image, God who energises all things lfgtand love and
counts the hairs on our heads and the sparrow vdiéchThis surely calls
for us to livewithin nature butromthe loving, living heart of God,
accepting nature’s necessities but not emulatsgritelty.

So while | am assuming “killing people” is what aee talking about | do
not see this as, fundamentally, a special categfoife-taking. For sure
there is a special kind of hardening and emotidisthncing that occurs

Z In the third of the three podcast interviews in note 1 is a simple four step practice for developing
the kind of consciousness of which he speaks.

3 Frances Moore Lappe, Diet for a small planet (Ballentine Books, 1991)

* Tam including human culture as part of nature deliberately, well aware of the philosophical

minefield on which Tam merrily walking.
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when we take a life within our own human specidgstiat may only be
because we have already hardened and distancexdvesrirom other life
on our planet. We have already categorised oifteeas of a differenkind
or valuethan the life of humans.

So let me lay my cards on the table. Aside fromftitt | am a disciple of
Jesus Christ and committed to following in the V@& hrist | do not feel
about war in a fundamentally different way fromugjatering animals for
food or household pest control. But we areGoenmunity of the Disciples
of Jesus Chrisand it is fromthat starting point that | now turn to the issue
of killing people and to the more thorny questitowt the Bible.

Why look to the Bible?

On the face of it, it would seem a somewhat pesilplace to go given the
amount of human slaughter in the Bible, a great afeahich is, either,
sanctioned, commanded or carried out by God. &hesh Scriptures are
filled with everything from God’s guidance in pettyer-tribal warfare to
divinely commanded ethnic cleansing or genocidshich failure to
slaughter an entire people at God’s command waselg¢he worst kind
of unfaithfulness. Let’s look briefly at three fittllt texts.

In Exodus 14: 26-15: 3 we read

“® Then the LORD said to Moses, ‘Stretch out your hand over the sea, so
that the water may come back upon the Egyptians, upon their chariots
and chariot drivers.’ “’So Moses stretched out his hand over the sea, and
at dawn the sea returned to its normal depth. As the Egyptians fled
before it, the LORD tossed the Egyptians into the sea. “*The waters
returned and covered the chariots and the chariot drivers, the entire
army of Pharaoh that had followed them into the sea; not one of them
remained. “’But the Israelites walked on dry ground through the sea, the
waters forming a wall for them on their right and on their left. *° Thus
the LORD saved Israel that day from the Egyptians; and Israel saw the
Egyptians dead on the seashore. *'Israel saw the great work that the
LORD did against the Egyptians. So the people feared the LORD and
believed in the LORD and in his servant Moses.

15 Then Moses and the Israelites sang this song to the LORD:

Twill sing to the LORD, for he has triumphed gloriously; horse and rider
he has thrown into the sea.

’ The LORD is my strength and my might, and he has become my
salvation;



this is my God, and I will praise him, my father's God, and I will exalt

him.

’ The LORD is a warrior; the LORD is his name.
The unambiguous message of this text is thatlyfir&od personally
willed and carried out this slaughter of the Eggptsoldiers to deliver the
Hebrews from bondage and, secondly, employed Masgshe people as
agents in this slaughter. That Moses and the paejiced in the death
of the Egyptians does not necessarily mean Goadhbeir joy. Perhaps
God really did mourn the death of the Egyptianst \Bhere is God’s heart
in the passages which followXudges kelected verses

1 After the death of Joshua, the Israelites inquired of the LORD, ‘Who
shall go up first for us against the Canaanites, to fight against them?’
“The LORD said, ‘Judah shall go up. I hereby give the land into his hand.’
*Judah said to his brother Simeon, ‘Come up with me into the territory
allotted to me, that we may fight against the Canaanites; then I too will
go with you into the territory allotted to you.” So Simeon went with him.
“Then Judah went up and the LORD gave the Canaanites and the
Perizzites into their hand; and they defeated ten thousand of them at
Bezek. "They came upon Adoni-bezek at Bezek, and fought against him,
and defeated the Canaanites and the Perizzites. “Adoni-bezek fled; but
they pursued him, and caught him, and cut off his thumbs and big
toes... ° Then the people of Judah fought against Jerusalem and took it.
They put it to the sword and set the city on fire..."’Judah went with his
brother Simeon, and they defeated the Canaanites who inhabited
Zephath, and devoted it to destruction... “"The LORD was with Judah, and
he took possession of the hill country...”” The house of Joseph also went
up against Bethel; and the LorD was with them...”” Manasseh did not
drive out the inhabitants of Beth-shean and its villages, or Taanach...or
the inhabitants of Dor...or the inhabitants of Ibleam...or the inhabitants
of Megiddo...but the Canaanites continued to live in that land. “*When
Israel grew strong, they put the Canaanites to forced labour, but did not
in fact drive them out.

The cruelty of the Israelites is not necessarilyctaned by God but the
clear message, especially in literary and canowcimadext, is that God
commands them to take these lands by force and dtivthe indigenous
inhabitants and that their failure to obey leadth&or spiritual, social and
political demise. Even more damning is the Holyr\'dav governing such
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situations: Deuteronomy 20: 10-18

' When you draw near to a town to fight against it, offer it terms of
peace. 'If it accepts your terms of peace and surrenders to you, then all
the people in it shall serve you in forced labour. “If it does not submit
to you peacefully, but makes war against you, then you shall besiege it;
“and when the LORD your God gives it into your hand, you shall put all
its males to the sword. ““You may, however, take as your booty the
women, the children, livestock, and everything else in the town, all its
spoil. You may enjoy the spoil of your enemies, which the LORD your
God has given you. "°Thus you shall treat all the towns that are very far
from you, which are not towns of the nations here. '°But as for the
towns of these peoples that the LORD your God is giving you as an
inheritance, you must not let anything that breathes remain alive. '’You
shall annihilate them—the Hittites and the Amorites, the Canaanites and
the Perizzites, the Hivites and the Jebusites—just as the LORD your God
has commanded, ‘*so that they may not teach you to do all the
abhorrent things that they do for their gods, and you thus sin against
the LORD your God.

Note that vv 10-15 relate to peoples encounterethe wayo the
promised landvhile 16-18 relate to the indigenous peoples efldmd
they were t@ossess This second stipulation is both why the book of
Judges criticises Israel and why God (through S§mejects Saul as an
unfaithful King in our next passage. 1 Samuesékected verses

Samuel said to Saul, ‘The LORD sent me to anoint you king over his
people Israel; now therefore listen to the words of the LORD. “Thus says
the LORD of hosts, “I will punish the Amalekites for what they did in
opposing the Israelites when they came up out of Egypt. Now go and
attack Amalek, and utterly destroy all that they have; do not spare them,
but kill both man and woman, child and infant, ox and sheep, camel and
donkey.” ' ...°Saul said to the Kenites, ‘Go! Leave! Withdraw from among
the Amalekites, or I will destroy you with them; for you showed kindness
to all the people of Israel when they came up out of Egypt.’ So the
Kenites withdrew from the Amalekites. 'Saul defeated the Amalekites, ...
*He took King Agag of the Amalekites alive, but utterly destroyed all the
people with the edge of the sword. “Saul and the people spared Agag,
and the best of the sheep and of the cattle and of the fatlings, and the
lambs, and all that was valuable, and would not utterly destroy them; all
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that was despised and worthless they utterly destroyed..."” The word of
the LORD came to Samuel: "I regret that I made Saul king, for he has
turned back from following me, and has not carried out my
commands.’..."When Samuel came to Saul, Saul said to him, ‘May you
be blessed by the LORD; I have carried out the command of the LORD.
“But Samuel said, 'What then is this bleating of sheep in my ears, and
the lowing of cattle that I hear?’ "”Saul said, ‘They have brought them
from the Amalekites; for the people spared the best of the sheep and
the cattle, to sacrifice to the LORD your God; but the rest we have utterly
destroyed.’... ”And Samuel said, ‘Has the LORD as great delight in burnt-
offerings and sacrifices, as in obedience to the voice of the LORD? Surely,
to obey is better than sacrifice, and to heed than the fat of rams. ** For
rebellion is no less a sin than divination, and stubbornness is like
iniquity and idolatry. Because you have rejected the word of the LORD,
he has also rejected you from being king."...And Samuel hewed Agag in
pieces before the LORD in Gilgal.

Once again Saul's compassion to the Kenites isisoted as part of his
disobedience but his failure to fully destroy thea#lekites, including their
women, children and even animals, is. Note théality of Samuel,
God'’s faithful, obedient prophet, in slaughterihg King.

Whatever general principles we may derive fromRinst Testament in
support ofpacifismthe overwhelming message is that God, both directly
and through his faithful community, slaughters theo oppress them or
stand in their way and engages his faithful peopigholesale ethnic
cleansing of the indigenous peoples (men, womaldreh and even their
animals) living in lands God gives to them. Thagkr that the religious
life of these peoples could be a snare to themhhargblains the killing of
children and animals. Nor would we use it todagéfend such behaviour
by any nation.

Much changed in the exilic and post exilic periabsyish people
developing a more “global” vision of God’s missiand a more positive
view of at least some of their neighbours. Yeérmains characteristic of
the First Testament landscape that Gedlyationis outworked in the
most concrete sense in which God, through Godtkftdicommunity, or
later even through foreigners like tAssyriansandPersiansand
ultimately throughmessialsets things right on the earth through military
force and some times human slaughter.
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When the Jewish Rabbi Yeshua ben Yosef whom welealls came on
the scene it seems it was widely expected, at latte common people
thatmessiahwould take the world by military force, straightéut, and
rule it from Jerusalem.

So why look to the Bible for a basis for pacifisiifie Bible is by no
means universally accepted by Anglican Christiantha supreme ethical
authority. We speak of the three legged sto@afpture, Tradition and
Reason “Tradition” or the on-going teaching and practice of the Giurc
doesn’t help us very much. The Church seemeduallbiversally pacifist
for the first 400 and has almost universally legised war ever since.
What aboutreason”? Richard Hooker, the theologian generally credited
with this threesome, meant by “reason” somethikg What we call
“common sense” or as Methodists expressasonandexperience

Many Anglicans happily ignore in the Bible that wihi‘common-sense”
tells them is not consistent with the Way of ChriBut one difficulty with
common-senss howuncommornit turns out to be. Not that people lack
sensdut everyone seems to havdifierent sensef the rightness of some
things and the wrongness of others. Ironicallytr@issue of war, the
Church has seemed remarkably “united”, each chiaroting to lend
religious legitimisation and support to the causisoown state which
becomes absurd when, for example, Maori and EnglisGerman and
Allied forces are trusting God on opposite sides.

Some Christians hold that the Bible is a touchstmrteide of our time and
culture that critiques all other sources of autlyaricludingtradition,
reasonand experiencer common sense But on what basis do we decide
that this or that behaviour in Scripture is to Bedias a positive model by
which to shape our own behaviour or a negative iinodee shunned?

Christians have come up with very different ansvierhis question. In
the very broadest termSyangelicalsand other conservatierotestants
tend to hold that Scripture itself must be the gualthis, that Scripture
interprets itself. Other Christians give far mar@ght to other sources of
authority.

We also read a text differently. Christian apphmsctend to fall into two
broad campsynchronic(accepting and engaging with the text as a whole)
anddiachronic(dicing and deconstructing the text).

At this point | must reveal my own bias and adiméttl am gparticular
breed of Anglican Christian, dvangelicalfrom aPentecostaheritage
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(known, paradoxically, both for its biblical litdiem and its creative
interpretations of Scripture). | have had a lded passion for
contemplative prayemland a commitment cumenism, interfaith
dialogue, engagement with the worhdChristian Community.In

dealing with a particular text | tend to accept andage with it as a whole
and to accept the whole Bible as inspired by Gatl“aseful” (2 Timothy
3:16). However that doesn’t mean | see it as@lilallyuseful or each part
as usefuln the same way.

We arethe Community of disciples of Jesus Chri’abbi Yeshua ben
Yosef whom we call “Jesus” taught from the JewishBures and
acknowledged them as his foundation for faith ambdact. So the
Christian Bible is made up of those Jewish Scrggyalbeit somewhat re-
arranged) plus the story and teachings of Jesuhiarinist disciples, as
remembered, written, edited and collected by themanity they founded.
Christian identity and behaviour, | believe, iscdigered irnthe ongoing

life of this discipleship communityhe Christian Church, in my
understanding, is th@ommunity of disciples of Jesus Chrigtcts 11:26
speaks of when we first got the na@laristian We are a people
committed tdfollowing in the Way of Christ in CommunttyJesus
teaching, then, is for us the interpretive lenséading the whole Bible.

Jesus stands both in continuity and radical discoity with earlier
Jewish tradition and, perhaps, nowhere isgdigsontinuitymore striking
than in the way he disappointed his people’s miste expectations of
their messiah.

Jesus can say “not one jot or tittle” [of therah will pass away until all
Is accomplished (Matthew 5: 18). Yet he seemat&rpret the Torah and
other Jewish Scripture according to his own inmavking of God whom
he calledAbba. He teaches his disciplesaapectan equally intimate
relationship with God through the Holy Spirit amdttust that Spirit to
continue teaching them, in community, as he hag ddohn 16: 12-15).

> This is a very eastern way of learning. In her book Eat, pray, love Elizabeth Gilbert speaks of
learning to pray from her guru while living in an Indian Ashram (from which her guru happened to
be physically absent). She explains that in India it is not considered necessary for a guru to be
physically present at an Ashram for devotees to be shaped by the guru’s being and life but it is
essential to be in the guru’s community. Elizabeth Gilbert, Eat, pray, love: one woman's search for
everything (London: Bloomsbury, 2006), 132-3.

¢ Jesus seems to me to model for us an approach to our own Scriptures and their relation to the
many other ways God's Spirit speaks into our lives. In the Jewish Scriptures there were many

streams of writing through which God spoke. There was the Torah, the “Law” (our Genesis to
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He doesn’t seem to view his selective discontinwity earlier Jewish
tradition as inconsistent with a very high viewtlwdt tradition.

In my own approach to ethical issues | find | awomsistent. | sometimes
give Scripture absolute reign and at others am meawily influenced by
pastoral theology, social or political sciencehw insights of other faiths.
At core | want the freedom to take my cue from 3aeshio seemed to read
his Scriptures through a lens formed in intimatatrenship with God
through prayer and, at times, seemed to make miiit¢ive judgements
about wheré\bba Godstood on things, radically departing from past
understandings.

But with the enormous fuzziness of Christians dntbat universal
compromise of Church leaders on the issue of waikding | think we
need a more analytical, biblically conservativerapph. As those
committed tdollowing in the way of Christ in communityve need to
begin with the writings of the first generationafr community, the
Second Testameot New Testameras it is called in our Bibles. And
before we examine what it has to say about ouctapineed to set this in
the wider context of the moral vision of the Secdedtament so that will
be the focus of the next section.

Time check-9.35-Discussion-Pairs/group

We will leave the problem of the violence of Godhe First Testament
for later. | wonder if we could talk about our panal starting point for

pacifism. | have acknowledging some very strong@eal drivers that

have nothing to do with the Bible and then locatgdown pacifism in

Deuteronomy) the bedrock of everything Jewish. It included a rich blend of Laws, myth, history,
poetry, prophecy, music, ritual and symbol. Then there was the ongoing story, the former prophets
in the Jewish Canon (Joshua, Judges, I and II Samuel, I and II Kings) which connect the Torah and
the historical context in which it is set to the latter prophets of the Jewish canon (most of our books
from Isaiah to Malachi). The former prophets itself uses the word Torah both for the books
attributed to Moses and for God continuing to speak into the life of the contemporary community
by the Spirit through the latter prophets. (2 Kings 17:13). Then there were the writings including
the very rich Wisdom tradition in which God speaks through nature and life and the hymn book of
Israel, the Psalms. It was all God speaking. It was all, at a practical level, Torah. While Jesus and his
contemporaries revered the Torah over all other scriptures, their exegesis and hermeneutics could
draw creatively on all these streams so that a rabbi might argue an intricate case based on
something from the Torah juxtaposed beside a single phrase taken from the lyrics of a song from
in the Psalms. Christians today do not actively tell, preserve, edit and collect the ongoing story
that connects the Bible and its historical contexts with our listening to the Spirit of God in our
context. Nor do we take seriously enough the way God speaks to us through the symbols, rituals
and music of our world and Church culture.
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being a Christian Disciple in Community. What goair personal drivers?
Where is your Christian starting point for pacifidm

In pairs, 2 minute each for both questions (4 rtotel)
9.40 (5mins)Group feedback

9.45-The Ethical Vision of the Second Testament
In Richard HaysThe Moral Vision of the New Testamefatys begins by
defining thetaskof biblical ethics! Theproblem he says, is that, while
Christians may claim Scripture is the foundationdor faith and practice,
the Bible contains diverse points of view and Glarss use diverse
methods to interpret it (Hays, 1-3). He says weelafourfold task (I am
paraphrasing here):
1. Descriptive To read the text carefully
2. Synthetic.To place each Biblical writer in the context of thieole
Biblical Canon
3. Hermeneutical.To relate the text to our situation (our time and
cultural context) and
4. Pragmatic.To live the text (or at least suggest how it migghtived
in specific, concrete situatiorfslays, 3-10)

Hays then devotes almost 1/3 of his book to his careful and
comprehensive readingf the New Testament writers, outlining the ethica
vision of each writer, (Hays, 13-185) before prapgsasynthesesvhich

he expresses first in terms of a single story ‘tinatarious ways [they]

retell and comment upon.” It is worth quoting url:f

The God of Israel, the creator of the world, has acted (astoundingly) to
rescue a lost and broken world through the death and resurrection of
Jesus; the full scope of that rescue is not yet apparent, but God has
created a community of witnesses to this good news, the church. While
awaiting the grand conclusion of the story, the church, empowered by
the Holy Spirit, is called to re-enact the loving obedience of Jesus Christ
and thus to serve as a sign of God's redemptive purpose in the world.
(Hays, 193)

Hays points to threenageswhich he believes unite the New Testament
ethical vision: Community, CrosandNew Creation(Hays, 192-204)

Explainingcommunityhe speaks of the Church asaunter-cultural

7 Richard B. Hays, The moral vision of the New Testament: community, cross, new creation: a
contemporary introduction to New Testament ethics (N.Y.: Harper Collins, 1996).
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community of discipleshi@nd says it is to the Church, not the world, that
God’s imperatives are primarily addressed.

Speaking of therosshe says Jesus death on a crofisagaradigm for
faithfulness to God in this world He is particularly careful at this point to
point out the ways “cross theology” has been mdupgarticularly to
silence and subjugate women in the Church. Sayethecrossmust not
be used by the powerful within the Christian comityuto subjugate the
powerless but, rather, following in the way of tlress is the call of the
community as a whole so that all Christians an@btmunce violence and
coercion.

Speaking of thé&lew Creationhe says the Church also embodies
power of the resurrection in the midst of a not-tyedeemed world This
Image is particularly strong in Paul who uses islagrthand for living as
Christians suspended between Christ’s resurreatidnsecond coming.
He quotes Paul, “The whole creation has been gnganitravail together
until now; and not only the creation, but we owss| who have the first
fruits of the Spirit, groan inwardly as we wait floption, the redemption
of our bodies.” (Romans 22-23 RSV adapted).

9.50-Discussion (5 minsiHays has already hinted at how tttessmight
be animageof pacifism for those called to “take up their @@nd
follow”, since, for Jesus it was the consequenc&easfouncing violence
and coercion”. But what about the other two imagesnmunityandnew
creation? How might those shape the call of the Chridiiarenounce
violence and coercion®iscuss)

9.55As Hays turns to theermeneuticaltask ofrelating the text to our
time and cultural contexte outlines the strategies of five theologians:
Reinhold Neibuhr; Karl Barth; John Howard Yoderigey Hauerwas;
and Elizabeth Schussler Fiorenza (Hays, 207-290)

For Reinhold Neibuhr (1902-1971), all ideologies needed to be critiqued
by “Christian Realism” and Jesus “love ethic” indilug pacifism.

Neibuhr claims “[T]here is not the slightest sugporScripture for this
doctrine of non-violence. Nothing could be plaitiean that the ethic
uncompromisingly enjoins non-resistance and notwiolent resistance.”

However for Neibuhr this is an impossible ethickdal pointing the
individual Christian to a goal of absolute moratfpetion rather than
providing a basis for constructing a social or focdil ethic. Neibuhr
ultimately sanctions the use of violence by antagsgovernment
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authority or for a revolutionary cause to achiay&ige. (Hays, 215-225)

ForKarl Barth ; (1886-1968) God is known only in his action andlt is
always in the particular (natostract principles)especially in God’s
concrete self-disclosure in Jesus Christ. For Batthcs is aboutbeying
the command of Gaahd he leaves no room at all for the Christian &ien
up their own mind about how to apply the comman@Gaod from general
“principles”. God’s command in Scripture is alwayncrete and
normative in every situation. When it comes to (zad killing) Barth is
“against it” coming perilously close to contradimgihimself by speaking
of respect for life since it belongs to God. Yetwarns against
absolutizing or idolising life. God remains freetake life andin
exceptional circumstancesiay command killing. He seems even to allow
for God commanding such exceptions directly byHlog/ Spirit. He
rejectswar as fundamentally contrary to the will of God ykstoarejects
absolute pacifism as disobedience as it does loot abom for God to
command otherwise. (Hays, 225-239)

John Howard Yoder, in The Politics of Jesuargues, “(1) that the New
Testament consistently bears withess to Jesus ci&tiam of coercive
power; (2) that the example of Jesus is direclguvant and normatively
binding for the Christian community; and (3) thaittifulness to the
example of Jesus is a political choice, not a walel from the realm of
politics.” For Yoder, the cup Jesus drinks betoeedies, is the cup of, for
one last time, rejecting the very real alternatf/enessianic violencand
accepting his destiny, death on the cross. Tougkeur cross and follow
Is to share his refusal of violence and accepindlasi fate. Yoder
embraces the Biblical cosmologymincipalities and power&lentifying
these with “superpersonal systemic structures”dhain rebellion against
God and oppress humanity. He argues that it iss®ly through his
refusal to participate in their power game thatidésxposed the illusion
through which the powers hold us in bondage.” (H2¢8-253)

Stanley Hauerwasemphasises the priority of the formationammunity
over any text arguing that, “Only a community athgdormed by the story
of the Kingdom of God can begin to read Scriptightly.” (Hays, 255).
For Hauerwas we learn in community, the obediehatprecedes
understanding, from all our mothers and fatheth@nfaith identified by
that community; and in liturgy, especially tBacharist He also
emphasiseforgiveness, diversitgndflexibility. Knowing we ardorgiven
releases us from seeking security in deceptionrcameand violence.
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Diversityin Christian discipleship helps us understandayum story. The
flexibility of always being ready to welcome the gift of tinexpected
helps the community know it doesn’t control its otlgstiny. The
Church’s story is unfinished like “life on the rdaifet by its character it
offers “a political alternative” of peace, forgivess, love of enemies and a
rejection of war and violence for “[v]iolence degs/from the self-
deceptive story that we are in control...” (H&353-266)

For Elizabeth Schussler Fiorenzahe ethical use of the New Testament
requires a process of “sifting through patriardeats to recover a lost
history of women’s experience”. The Bible is btk source of women'’s
power and the source of their oppression. Her wsedks to to recover the
original liberating vision embedded in oppressesxd. Fiorenza is a
careful and wide ranging biblical scholar who se#tisestore what has
been lost through interrogating these ancient teitsfresh questions.”
(Hays, 267) The “recovered history” becomes thefte her “liberating
vision”. On violence and war she is unclear refectpassivity and meek
acquiescence in suffering” and calling women to‘ecthe angry power
of the Spirit...to feed, heal and liberate our gy@ople who are women.”
She calls for commitment to “the liberation striggfgr women and all
people” but does not clarify what form that streggiay or may not take.
She denounces men’s violence against women bwtiolenhce per se.

Her concern, rather is how women may survive itla@det free from its
destructive effect. (Hays, 266-281)

These four theologians each have different waykeafing with texts that
don't fit their “normative vision”. Barth accepisem as simply
demonstrating the freedom of God. Yoder perseueressolve the issues.
Hauerwas celebrates the diversity and then igrtbesa. Schussler
Fiorenza insist the diversity in Scripture is imetble.

They also each hear the Bible speaking chieflypamicular ‘mod€. For
Neibuhr the Bible gives usrinciplesor ideals for Barthit is a book of
rulesthat must be obeyed absolutelytil further noticefor Yoder a
source ofrinciplesand a “definitiveparadigni, for Hauerwas it provides
paradigmsand asymbolic worldand for Schussler Fiorenza open ended
paradigmsfor ethics. Hays draws from these, four modes whie says
are all present in the New Testameunte, principle, paradigmand
symbolic worldand says the texts should‘iggven authority (or not)” in
the mode in which they speak
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Hays says, if we have a personal bias to look her kand of voice:
1. that will tend to be what we will see there;
2. we will synthesise a unified vision based on thmat a

3. we will make anything that doesn't fit subservidrgtorting its
ethical message.

So someone looking foules may turn thestoryof Acts 2: 44-45 in which
people share all things in common intouée for all Christians. Someone
looking for principlesmay suggest theommandin Luke 12: 33 to sell
possessions and give to the poor is not meargalligdvut points to the
principle of inner detachment from wealth. (Hays, 294). $sgys we
need to learn to read in more than one mode amehbeof using one
mode to override the message of the text in anofHerys, 294)

However the New Testament presents itself to gyfias astorythe
mode ofparadigm. We find ourselves drawn into a story and find
analogies between the story and the life of our oemmunity. This
changes our way of seeing the world (Hays, 295).

We could ask, then, if going to the New Testamenth answer to the
question, “Should Christians ever kill or go to ®aras we might go to an
expert in law, is the wrong starting point. Peha@ need to keep hearing
it asstoryuntil we intuitively make the connections of whiglays speaks.

Finally Hays says we need to decide how the authofiScripture relates
to other sources of authority. Again our four tlhgaans have different
answers.ReasomandExperienceare of much greater influence on
Neibuhr than eitheBcripture or Tradition. Tradition, reason and
experiencehave no authority for BarthTradition and Reasonfor Yoder,
must be subservient to Scripture but he makes rfoomthe Holy Spirit to
guide the community to a consensus in new situgtiétor Hauerwas
Tradition is primary. For Schussler FiorenRaasomplays a high role and
Women'’s experiences explicitly paramount. For Hays, th@rimacy of

¥ Pragmatically The fruit of Neibuhr's influence can be seen in mainsteam U.S. Protestantism
during the cold war. Hays sees Neibuhr as “docetic” and asks ‘If Jesus’ ethic "does not deal at all
with the immediate moral problem of everyday human life,” one may fairly ask whether Jesus own
life was a human life." (Hays, 218). Barth was a leading figure in the Confessing Church’s resistance
to Hitler symbolised by the Barmen Declaration. Yoder's influence is seen in the “peace churches”
rooted in the Anabaptist tradition and his approach can be seen in movements like the Franciscans
and many others. Hays comments, “A community shaped by Yoder's hermeneutic will be engaged
in a “modelling mission” embodying an alternative order that anticipates God's will for the
reconciliation of the world.” Hays notes, “the logic of Hauerwas hermeneutical postion should
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the New Testamentver other sources is “axiomatic” in “a community
whose identity is...shaped by the Gospel to whHiehNew Testament texts
are the original and uniquely authoritative witngstays, 296).

He discusses in some depitie role of the First Testamerdnd its
authority in the life of the Church For Hays, “Jesus death and
resurrection ishe central decisive act of God for the salvation of
humankind [so that] the cross becomes the hermieaéaéntre for the
canon as a whole. Thus, within the canon, the Nestament has a
privileged function.” (Hays, 309). This means thvalile “the story that
the New Testament tells makes sense only as thagation and climax
of the story of Israel”, ultimatelyijf irreconcilable tensions exist between
the moral vision of the New Testament and thatadiqular Old
Testament texts, the New Testament vision trunepSlthTestament.”
(Hays, 309, 336).

10.06-Discussion (3 mins).ooking at Hays’ four modes of hearing the
textrule, principle, paradigmandsymbolic worldwhich do you think is
your personal bias?

Which mode might you most tend to ignore?
10.09-Violence in the Defence of Justice (Hays, 3346)

Hays first acknowledges the almost universal acceg of war by the
Church citing the beautiful but ironic stained glamage in a small church
depicting “Jesus the Good Shepherd” and dedicatéthé boys of this
parish who fought in the Great War.” He acknowkesigome great
Christians (Bonhoeffer, Augustine, liberation trogpans) who have
concluded there are times when it is right for ai€iian to kill. (Hays,
317-8). We could add C.S. Lewis to the list.

The first passage Hays points us to is MatthenBHA4&

** 'You have heard that it was said, “An eye for an eye and a tooth for a
tooth.” *But I say to you, Do not resist an evildoer. But if anyone strikes
you on the right cheek, turn the other also; “’and if anyone wants to sue
you and take your coat, give your cloak as well; “"and if anyone forces

require him to become a Roman Catholic. The Roman Catholic Church, however, historically
teaches positions on major ethical issues...that Hauerwas cannot accept.” Hauerwas describes
himself as a "high church Mennonite!” Hays points to the women’s Church communities that have
come into being around Schussler Fiorenza's work. He suggests it is too early to assess the long
term effects of her hermeneutics.
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you to go one mile, go also the second mile. “Give to everyone who
begs from you, and do not refuse anyone who wants to borrow from
you.

**"You have heard that it was said, “You shall love your neighbour and
hate your enemy.” “‘But I say to you, Love your enemies and pray for
those who persecute you, “’so that you may be children of your Father
in heaven; for he makes his sun rise on the evil and on the good, and
sends rain on the righteous and on the unrighteous. “°For if you love
those who love you, what reward do you have? Do not even the tax-
collectors do the same? “’And if you greet only your brothers and
sisters, what more are you doing than others? Do not even the Gentiles
do the same? *Be perfect, therefore, as your heavenly Father is perfect.

After acknowledging a number of ways Christianst ‘@®und” this text
(e.g. “an ideal for the eschatological kingdom™n‘faterim measure for
Jesus disciples”; “forbids self-defence but noedet of another”; “only
for a special class of Christian”; “impossible stard to convict us of sin
and our need of grace”; “specific social settinggys suggests, rather,
that the sermon of which these are the “climatftb fand sixth antitheses
(“You have heard that it was said...but | say ta.yg “stands in
Matthew...as Jesus’ programmatic disclosure okihgdom of God and

of the life to which the community of disciplescalled.” (Hays, 320-1).

He suggests that “the sermon from a mountain pigladhoes the Exodus
story of Moses” as a “new Torah” for his covenamihenunity. The
antitheticalstructure, however is not to suggest a negatidroadh but its
fulfilment in a community called to a standard timénsifies and exceeds
its own (Hays, 321).

Hays summarises (Hays, 323-4): In Jesus Sermotviotant enemy love
IS not an eschatological vision or impossible ideal rather, the way of
life demanded by Jesus of his disciples who aengthened by his own
ongoing presence (Matthew 28: 20b). Jesus praiktid¢e his own death
and calls his disciples to accept the same fate.

This is not an “interim ethic” for Jesus immedidisciples. Matthew,
writing at least 50 years after Jesus death, asielseprecisely, the
situation of a Church facing “an extended time Iithe end of the age”.
This Church is to “disciple all nations” callingetm to obey Jesus
commands including that of non-violent enemy love.

While the passage itself deals with self-defeneentlder Gospel speaks of
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Jesus deliberate renunciation of violence as arument of God’s will.

Matthew 28: 20 makes it cleall baptised believers are to be taught to
obey this command. It is neither for a speciasglaf disciple nor merely
to show we are sinners in need of grace.

The only exegetical proposal remaining is that théhing is normative
only within a limited social sphere. Hays noteattlim contrast to the
other antithetical statements, Jesus seems ipdlssage to actualhegate
rather thanntensifythe Torah. He says “most commentators note” that
the “eye for and eye” rule was probably to limihgeance rather than
command it. (See Exodus 21:24). So the Tdiraits retaliation. Jesus
forbidsit altogether (Hays, 324-50).

This cannot be applied to false testimony in cedmich was clearly to be
punished, under the Torah, to ensure good soalalorHere Jesus,
instead, commands his disciples to not resist ddaa@r, effectively
undermining the Torah’s teaching about just punishinfior offenders
(Hays, 325).

Hays acknowledges a difference in audience. Denteny 19: 15-21 is
addressed to the judicial authorities whereas Matth:39 was addressed
to the powerless, the victims of hostile actiongh®ypowerful. Hays
suggests this indicates the social setting of timengsunity to which
Matthew’s Gospel was addressed, a community outseleircle of power
(Hays, 325).

But if Jesus is not concerned with upholding a ‘@osocial order and can
even be seen here to testabilisingt this raises serious questions about
the application of Jesus teaching to a state laptarthe Church for
guidance regarding military violence or a Churcbhading, prophetically,
to offer such guidance. Put another way, if Jesys community is a
nationin its own right mixed like leaven in the loaf et world, Jesus is
then not directly interested, in the short ternthia stability of thenations
but only in the internal stability of h®ibversive, destabilising nation
This still begs the same questions and suggesSdabend Testament
doesn’t, explicitly, give us the answer. We mu&trathe wisdom we have
learned to live, as we have begun in our own ltegsractice the
subversive ethic of Jesus.

The passage closes with a call to be “perfect'tégog as our Heavenly
father is perfect echoing God’s call to Israel &*boly, for | the Lord am
Holy” (Lev 19: 1-2) and to b&leiosbefore the Lord your God” (Deut
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18:13). Hays notes that Matthews point is tha¢ ‘tbmmunity of Jesus
disciples is summoned to the task of showing faréhcharacter of God in
the world.” (Hays, 239).

In Canonical Context

Hays claims “the evangelists are unanimous in ggirtig Jesus as a
Messiah who subverts all prior expectations by im#sg the vocation of
suffering rather than conquering Israel’s enemi@days, 329). He
Imposes silence about his identity as Messiah bethas redefined the
title on the cross and calls the disciples to Hraesvocation (Mark 8:27-
9:1). He renounces violence in promoting God’sg¢éiom (Luke 9:51-
56). He teaches his disciples servanthood (Marld215; John 13: 1-17)
and to expect suffering at the hands of those wepdMark 13: 9-13;
John 15:18-16:4a). In all four gospels Jesus deatbnsistent with his
teaching, refusing to lift a finger in his defenseglding those who try to
defend him with violence, and rejecting an angéfioly War” (Matt
26:53). He intercedes for his enemies (Luke 23:34a

In the book of Acts the community of disciples ¢oll Jesus example,
preaching, healing, worshipping, sharing, sufferrradence but never
claiming territory through a military operation (¥4 330).

In Paul’s writings the death of Christ is God’s peaitiative. God,
instead of killing his enemies gives his son tofdrethem. We are called,
in life, to imitate Christ’'s self-emptying love (PH2:1-13) and to identify
with his suffering (Romans 8:17). Romans 12:1424licitly teaches a
lifestyle remarkably parallel to that of Matthew Bhe teaching in
Romans 13 regarding the governing authorities ‘ingahe sword to
execute God’'s wrath” may be problematic in otheysMaut do no
envisage Christians in this role. Hays conclutifisere is not a syllable
in the Pauline letters that can be cited in suppb@hristians employing
violence.” (Hays, 330-331).

It is surprising Hays does not pick up Yoder’s widiglealing with

Romans 13: 1-7. Hays earlier notes that Yoderewdor Romans 12 and
13 to be read as a literary unit. “Christiansuageed (12:19) never to
exercise vengeance but to leave it to God and ahwrThen the
authorities are recognised (13:4) as executingdntcular function which
the Christian was to leave to God...this makek#drahat the function
exercised by government is not the function toXxsrase by Christians,”
(Hays, 245-6). Yet even here we must ask, if Banlsee the government
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as God'’s instrument at this point is their no plemea Christian to be
called to serve the state in this role?

Hays claims the remainder of the New Testameniiydieg the

Apocalypse on close inspection, has the same messattpat “from
Matthew to Revelation we find a consistent witn&gainst violence and a
calling to the community to follow the example ekds imaccepting
suffering rather thamflicting it.” (Hays, 331-2). He notes some passages
that may be cited in objection.

In Matthew 10: 34(not peace but a sword) the “sword” is a metajior
the division that will occur within families oveolfowing Jesus way. In
fact Luke paraphrases it instead as “division” eictaken literally the
disciples are the victims in the saying.

Luke 22:36b(unarmed disciples exhorted to buy a sword) s#ten

context of Jesus consistent teaching elsewherestsseen as symbolic and
“grimly ironical’. The disciples take him litergllas usual and Jesus
response may be him continuing with the ironicahbur or pure
exasperation. In context Jesus shows that he isxhorting violence a
few verses later as he heals the ear cut off bgrPet

In Mark 11: 15-19and parallels Jesus seems to use violence insprote
against Temple trade. Firstly Hays sees thiskaischof prophetic street
play. There is certainly a kind of violence in thay he overturns tables
and John even has him making a whip to drive timas out. But in no
sense does he attempt to maintain control ovetetnple by force. Rather
he conducts his drama, leaves, and later teacloes kb Hays suggests
that, like the fig tree story, it may also be degiwarning about the
temple’s destruction.

The Soldiers in the New Testameftituke 3:14-15; Matthew 8:5-13; Luke
7:1-10; Mark 15:39; Acts 10:1-11:18) can be takefstuggest that the
New Testament Writers did not see participatiothenarmy as sinful...or
a question being debated in their communities”t, Bsi they are all
Roman Soldiers it can also be seen in terms dfpbwer of the Word of
God to reach even the unlikeliest people.” (H&35).

Hays then turns to the problem of the First Testdrhwly War Texts we
considered earlier.

The First Testament Holy War texts
Hays, noting the Samuel Story cited earlier andt®emomy 20: 10-18,
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concludes that, “taken on its own terms, the Olstdiment obviously
validates the legitimacy of armed violence by teegle of God under
some circumstances.”

He then adds the point quoted earlier that “ifaomecilable tensions exist
between the moral vision of the New Testament hatdf particular Old
Testament texts, the New Testament vision trum@©tld Testament.”

| find this the least satisfying point of Hays arsad. For sure, this is a
book on “New Testament Ethics”. But he seemspfer to fall into one of
the pits we Evangelicals (speaking as one of trem)nclined to. The
bible is viewed, as it is by Barth, as a complex tmde to be solved and
Barth’s other insight that it is also the concrat&on of God is somehow
missed. If the same God who is revealed to ussnslin fact acted in
Military violence in the First Testament and if tteeme God who, through
Jesus, called the faithful community to non-violerdistance earlier called
the faithful to engage in military violence and e\ethnic cleansing as
God'’s agent, then we need to deal with that. Wéelrte ask the
uncomfortable question, “Where was God in theseest® When the
Egyptians died and the Israelite sang? When Denibeny was written
with its Holy War laws? When Samuel hewed Agag pixes with his
sword?”

10.20-Discussion (20 mind)id Moses and Samuel, simply, get it wrong?

Is the entire story of the First Testamaséful(2 Tim 3: 16) only as a
negative example of the various ways in which rehgcan be annexed by
corporate evil?

Or is Barth correct in asserting Godsedomwith regard to taking human
life even on a large scale? If so, did God therlir change strategies with
Jesus new community and could God, again, by the Sairit, freelycall

an individual Christian to take up arms or a natmdestroy another
nation?

10.40-Walter Wink

In Jesus and non-violence: a third waialter Wink gives a compelling
case for a different reading of Matthew 5: 38-42 first part of Hays
most crucial text. Wink presented his case in eenagademic form as a
chapter inThe Love of enemy and nonretaliation in the Newahesntand
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in an earlier form in a seminar in 1988.

First of all Wink challenges the KJV translationvafrse 39 as “resist not
evil” suggesting they served their king well inrtuing nonviolent
resistance into docility. A better translation,drgues, would be “Don’t
strike back at evil in kind” or “Do not retaliatgainst violence with
violence.” Or “don’t react violently against theeowho is evil’. But, says
Wink, Jesus abhotsoth passivityandviolence. Highird wayis made
clear by three examples.

Wink then argues that each of the three actiorfistiog the left cheek,
offering the underclothing, and carrying the loaceatra mile, are acts of
non-violent resistence, not a passive acceptanoppression or abuse.
Firstly, a right handed blow to the right cheek clems, would have been
a back-handed blow to humiliate one considerediorfe Turning the left
cheek forced the other to either hit with the éistt acknowledge one as an
equal or to refuse and accept defeat. Seconglgpadebtor, hauled into
court, his cloak demanded as pledge by a credistead of begging for
mercy, removes his undergarment as well and hamdgi. Walking out
of court naked would not shame the poor debtothmsge who would saw
him, and, ultimately, the creditor who would berb&d for the scene.
Says Wink, “Jesus in effect is sponsoring clownifigpe “Powers that Be”
literally stand on their dignity. Nothing depotetes them faster than deft
lampooning.*® Thirdly, there were severe penalties for a soldiquiring

a civilian to carry a load further than a mile. tBuen the right to impress
a civilian to carry it one was a better remindetha&r subjugation.

Offering to carry it two “recovers the initiativefeasserts their dignity in a
situation that cannot be changed.

Wink outlines what he sees as Jesus “third way”:
* Seize the moral initiative
» Find a creative alternative to violence
» Assert your own humanity and dignity as a person
* Meet force with ridicule or humour
» Break the cycle of humiliation
» Refuse to submit or to accept the inferior position

9 Walter Wink, Jesus and non-violence : a third way (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2003), 9-28; Walter
Wink, “Neither passivity nor violence-Jesus third way (Matthew 5:38-42 par.)” in The Love of enemy
and non-retaliation in the New Testament (Willard M. Swartley, Ed.: Louisville: Westminster/John
Knox, 1992) chapter 4.
10 Wink, Jesus.., 21.
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» Expose the injustice of the system

» Take control of the power dynamic

» Shame the oppressor into repentance

» Stand your ground

» Force the powers to make decisions for which they are not prepared
* Recognise your own power

* Be willing to suffer rather than to retaliate

» Cause the oppressor to see you in a new light

» Deprive the oppressor of a situation where a show of force is effective
» Be willing to undergo the penalty for breaking unjust laws

« Die to fear of the old order and its rules'

Both Wink and Hays acknowledge the same point nhgdeichard Rohr
noted earlier that we are not in control of our kvponly of our behaviour
within it. Violent resistance flows out of theudlion of control. Non-
violent resistance focuses on our own behaviouradkdims our dignity
by living out of our own true heart and using oumngpower. It has been
said that the first rule of chess is to “play ones; game” not the game of
the opponent. Non-violent resistance is aboutiptagnes own game and
claiming back one’s true personal power.

Wink’s Jesus and Non-Violenedso provides an excellent source of
historical accounts of successful non-violent tasise in a wide range of
social and political settings.

10.45-Morning tea
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1986), 300ff, “Is Jesus a Pacifist?” repeats much that is covered better by Hays
and Wink but includes a useful argument from “late antiquity” (a period of
crusades and knights) that priests and candidates for the priesthood were
forbidden to engage in bloodshed being expected to maintain an ethic once
practiced by all Christians.
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on opposite sides.

Swartley, William M., Ed., The Love of Enemy and Nonretaliation in the New
Testament (Louisville: Westminster/John Knox Press, 1992) is a useful
collection of essays by ten different scholars, broadly from a Mennonite
perspective.

Wink, Walter, Jesus and non-violence : a third way (Minneapolis: Fortress,
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Wink, Walter Ed., Peace is the way: writings on nonviolence from the fellowship
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peacemakers including many women.

Internet
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