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18 

When May the Government Wage War? 

 

Whether It Is always Sinful to Wage War?* 

Thomas Aquinas 

(For a brief biographical note on Aquinas, see chapter 10) 

 

Study Questions 

1. What four objections to waging war does Aquinas consider? How does he respond to these 

objections (see the end of the essay)? 

2. What evidence for justified warfare does Augustine find in the Gospel of Luke? 

3. According to Aquinas, what are the three necessary conditions for a just war? 

 

 

Objection 1: It would seem that it is always sinful to wage war. Because punishment is not 

inflicted except for sin. Now those who wage war are threatened by Our Lord with punishment, 

according to Matt. 26:52: “All that take the sword shall perish with the sword.” Therefore all 

wars are unlawful.  

 

Objection 2: Further, whatever is contrary to a Divine precept is a sin. But war is contrary to a 

Divine precept, for it is written (Matt. 5:39): “But I say to you not to resist evil”; and (Rom. 

                                                 
* Reprinted from Summa Theologica, trans. Fathers of the English Domincan Province (New 

York: Benzinger Bros., 1947). 
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12:19): “Not revenging yourselves, my dearly beloved, but give place unto wrath.” Therefore 

war is always sinful.  

 

Objection 3: Further, nothing, except sin, is contrary to an act of virtue. But war is contrary to 

peace. Therefore war is always a sin.  

 

Objection 4: Further, the exercise of a lawful thing is itself lawful, as is evident in scientific 

exercises. But warlike exercises which take place in tournaments are forbidden by the Church, 

since those who are slain in these trials are deprived of ecclesiastical burial. Therefore it seems 

that war is a sin in itself.  

 

On the contrary, Augustine says in a sermon on the son of the centurion [Ep. ad Marcel. 

cxxxviii]: “If the Christian Religion forbade war altogether, those who sought salutary advice in 

the Gospel would rather have been counselled to cast aside their arms, and to give up soldiering 

altogether. On the contrary, they were told: ‘Do violence to no man . . . and be content with your 

pay’ [Luke 3:14]. If he commanded them to be content with their pay, he did not forbid 

soldiering.”  

 

I answer that, In order for a war to be just, three things are necessary. First, the authority of 

the sovereign by whose command the war is to be waged. For it is not the business of a private 

individual to declare war, because he can seek for redress of his rights from the tribunal of his 

superior. Moreover it is not the business of a private individual to summon together the people, 

which has to be done in wartime. And as the care of the common weal is committed to those who 
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are in authority, it is their business to watch over the common weal of the city, kingdom or 

province subject to them. And just as it is lawful for them to have recourse to the sword in 

defending that common weal against internal disturbances, when they punish evil-doers, 

according to the words of the Apostle (Rom. 13:4): “He beareth not the sword in vain: for he is 

God’s minister, an avenger to execute wrath upon him that doth evil”; so too, it is their business 

to have recourse to the sword of war in defending the common weal against external enemies. 

Hence it is said to those who are in authority (Ps. 81:4): “Rescue the poor: and deliver the needy 

out of the hand of the sinner”; and for this reason Augustine says (Contra Faust. xxii, 75): “The 

natural order conducive to peace among mortals demands that the power to declare and counsel 

war should be in the hands of those who hold the supreme authority.”  

Secondly, a just cause is required, namely that those who are attacked, should be attacked 

because they deserve it on account of some fault. Wherefore Augustine says (Questions. in 

Hept., qu. x, super Jos.): “A just war is wont to be described as one that avenges wrongs, when a 

nation or state has to be punished, for refusing to make amends for the wrongs inflicted by its 

subjects, or to restore what it has seized unjustly.”  

Thirdly, it is necessary that the belligerents should have a rightful intention, so that they 

intend the advancement of good, or the avoidance of evil. Hence Augustine says (De Verb. 

Dom., Can. Apud. Caus. xxiii, qu. 1): “True religion looks upon as peaceful those wars that are 

waged not for motives of aggrandizement, or cruelty, but with the object of securing peace, of 

punishing evil-doers, and of uplifting the good.” For it may happen that the war is declared by 

the legitimate authority, and for a just cause, and yet be rendered unlawful through a wicked 

intention. Hence Augustine says (Contra Faust. xxii, 74): “The passion for inflicting harm, the 
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cruel thirst for vengeance, an unpacific and relentless spirit, the fever of revolt, the lust of power, 

and such like things, all these are rightly condemned in war.”  

 

Reply to Objection 1: As Augustine says (Contra Faust. xxii, 70): “To take the sword is to arm 

oneself in order to take the life of anyone, without the command or permission of superior or 

lawful authority.” On the other hand, to have recourse to the sword (as a private person) by the 

authority of the sovereign or judge, or (as a public person) through zeal for justice, and by the 

authority, so to speak, of God, is not to “take the sword,” but to use it as commissioned by 

another, wherefore it does not deserve punishment. And yet even those who make sinful use of 

the sword are not always slain with the sword, yet they always perish with their own sword, 

because, unless they repent, they are punished eternally for their sinful use of the sword.  

 

Reply to Objection 2: Such like precepts, as Augustine observes (De Serm. Dom. in Monte i, 

19), should always be borne in readiness of mind, so that we be ready to obey them, and, if 

necessary, to refrain from resistance or self-defense. Nevertheless it is necessary sometimes for a 

man to act otherwise for the common good, or for the good of those with whom he is fighting. 

Hence Augustine says (Ep. ad Marcellin. cxxxviii): “Those whom we have to punish with a 

kindly severity, it is necessary to handle in many ways against their will. For when we are 

stripping a man of the lawlessness of sin, it is good for him to be vanquished, since nothing is 

more hopeless than the happiness of sinners, whence arises a guilty impunity, and an evil will, 

like an internal enemy.”  
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Reply to Objection 3: Those who wage war justly aim at peace, and so they are not opposed to 

peace, except to the evil peace, which Our Lord “came not to send upon earth” (Matt. 10:34). 

Hence Augustine says (Ep. ad Bonif. clxxxix): “We do not seek peace in order to be at war, but 

we go to war that we may have peace. Be peaceful, therefore, in warring, so that you may 

vanquish those whom you war against, and bring them to the prosperity of peace.”  

 

Reply to Objection 4: Manly exercises in warlike feats of arms are not all forbidden, but those 

which are inordinate and perilous, and end in slaying or plundering. In olden times warlike 

exercises presented no such danger, and hence they were called “exercises of arms” or 

“bloodless wars,” as Jerome states in an epistle [Veget., De Re Milit. i].  

 

 

 

 

My Religion* 

Leo Tolstoy 

Leo Tolstoy (1828-1910) was a 19th-century Russian writer touted as one of the 

greatest authors of all time. Though not generally considered a philosopher, he 

composed philosophical reflections on the meaning of life and pacifism. He is 

most known for his novels War and Peace (1869) and Anna Karenina (1877). 

 

 

                                                 
* From Leo Tolstoy, My Religion, trans. Huntington Smith (London: Walter Scott, 1889). 
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Study Questions 

1. What does Tolstoy consider the substance of Christianity? What, however, did he find in the 

Orthodox Church? 

2. Why did Tolstoy have difficulty at first in understanding the Sermon on the Mount? What verse 

gave him the key to unlock its meaning?  

3. What did Tolstoy come to see that Jesus meant by the words, “Resist not evil”? 

4. What is the dilemma facing every man, according to Tolstoy? How does the story of the soldier 

and the beggar illustrate the problem? 

5. What is the new basis for society that Tolstoy thinks Jesus offers? 

 

From my childhood, from the time I first began to read the New Testament, I was touched most 

of all by that portion of the doctrine of Jesus which inculcates love, humility, self-denial, and the 

duty of returning good for evil. This, to me, has always been the substance of Christianity; my 

heart recognized its truth in spite of scepticism and despair, and for this reason I submitted to a 

religion professed by a multitude of toilers, who find in it the solution of life,—the religion 

taught by the Orthodox Church. But in making my submission to the Church, I soon saw that I 

should not find in its creed the confirmation of the essence of Christianity; what was to me 

essential seemed to be in the dogma of the Church merely an accessory. What was to me the 

most important of the teachings of Jesus was not so regarded by the Church. No doubt (I 

thought) the Church sees in Christianity, aside from its inner meaning of love, humility, and self-

denial, an outer, dogmatic meaning, which, however strange and even repulsive to me, is not in 

itself evil or pernicious. But the further I went on in submission to the doctrine of the Church, the 

more clearly I saw in this particular point something of greater importance than I had at first 

realized. What I found most repulsive in the doctrine of the Church was the strangeness of its 

dogmas and the approval, nay, the support, which it gave to persecutions, to the death penalty, to 
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wars stirred up by the intolerance common to all sects; but my faith was chiefly shattered by the 

indifference of the Church to what seemed to me essential in the teachings of Jesus, and by its 

avidity for what seemed to me of secondary importance. I felt that something was wrong; but I 

could not see where the fault lay, because the doctrine of the Church did not deny what seemed 

to me essential in the doctrine of Jesus; this essential was fully recognized, yet in such a way as 

not to give it the first place. I could not accuse the Church of denying the essence of the doctrine 

of Jesus, but it was recognized in a way which did not satisfy me. The Church did not give me 

what I expected from her. I had passed from nihilism to the Church simply because I felt it to be 

impossible to live without religion, that is, without a knowledge of good and evil beyond the 

animal instincts. I hoped to find this knowledge in Christianity; but Christianity I then saw only 

as a vague spiritual tendency, from which it was impossible to deduce any clear and peremptory 

rules for the guidance of life. These I sought and these I demanded of the Church. The Church 

offered me rules which not only did not inculcate the practice of the Christian life, but which 

made such practice still more difficult. I could not become a disciple of the Church. An existence 

based upon Christian truth was to me indispensable, and the Church only offered me rules 

completely at variance with the truth that I loved. The rules of the Church touching articles of 

faith, dogmas, the observance of the sacrament, fasts, prayers, were not necessary to me, and did 

not seem to be based on Christian truth. Moreover, the rules of the Church weakened and 

sometimes destroyed the desire for Christian truth which alone gave meaning to my life. 

I was troubled most that the miseries of humanity, the habit of judging one another, of 

passing judgment upon nations and religions, and the wars and massacres which resulted in 

consequence, all went on with the approbation of the Church. The doctrine of Jesus,—judge not, 

be humble, forgive offences, deny self, love,—this doctrine was extolled by the church in words, 
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but at the same time the Church approved what was incompatible with the doctrine. Was it 

possible that the doctrine of Jesus admitted of such contradiction? I could not believe so.  

Another astonishing thing about the Church was that the passages upon which it based 

affirmation of its dogmas were those which were most obscure. On the other hand, the passages 

from which came the moral laws were the most clear and precise. And yet the dogmas and the 

duties depending upon them were definitely formulated by the Church, while the 

recommendation to obey the moral law was put in the most vague and mystical terms. Was this 

the intention of Jesus? The Gospels alone could dissipate my doubts. I read them once and again. 

Of all the other portions of the Gospels, the Sermon on the Mount always had for me an 

exceptional importance. I now read it more frequently than ever. Nowhere does Jesus speak with 

greater solemnity, nowhere does he propound moral rules more definitely and practically, nor do 

these rules in any other form awaken more readily an echo in the human heart; nowhere else 

does he address himself to a larger multitude of the common people. If there are any clear and 

precise Christian principles, one ought to find them here. I therefore sought the solution of my 

doubts in Matthew v., vi., and vii., comprising the Sermon on the Mount. These chapters I read 

very often, each time with the same emotional ardor, as I came to the verses which exhort the 

hearer to turn the other cheek, to give up his cloak, to be at peace with all the world, to love his 

enemies, but each time with the same disappointment. The divine words were not clear. They 

exhorted to a renunciation so absolute as to entirely stifle life as I understood it; to renounce 

everything, therefore, could not, it seemed to me, be essential to salvation. And the moment this 

ceased to be an absolute condition, clearness and precision were at an end. 

I read not only the Sermon on the Mount; I read all the Gospels and all the theological 

commentaries on the Gospels. I was not satisfied with the declarations of the theologians that the 
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Sermon on the Mount was only an indication of the degree of perfection to which man should 

aspire; that man, weighed down by sin, could not reach such an ideal; and that the salvation of 

humanity was in faith and prayer and grace. I could not admit the truth of these propositions. It 

seemed to me a strange thing that Jesus should propound rules so clear and admirable, addressed 

to the understanding of every one, and still realize man’s inability to carry his doctrine into 

practice. 

Then as I read these maxims I was permeated with the joyous assurance that I might that 

very hour, that very moment, begin to practise them. The burning desire I felt led me to the 

attempt, but the doctrine of the Church rang in my ears,—Man is weak, and to this he cannot 

attain;—my strength soon failed. On every side I heard, “You must believe and pray”; but my 

wavering faith impeded prayer. Again I heard, “You must pray, and God will give you faith; this 

faith will inspire prayer, which in turn will invoke faith that will inspire more prayer, and so on, 

indefinitely.” Reason and experience alike convinced me that such methods were useless. It 

seemed to me that the only true way was for me to try to follow the doctrine of Jesus. 

And so, after all this fruitless search and careful meditation over all that had been written for 

and against the divinity of the doctrine of Jesus, after all this doubt and suffering, I came back 

face to face with the mysterious Gospel message. I could not find the meanings that others found, 

neither could I discover what I sought. It was only after I had rejected the interpretations of the 

wise critics and theologians, according to the words of Jesus, “Except ye... become as little 

children, ye shall not enter into the kingdom of heaven” (Matt, xviii. 3),—it was only then that I 

suddenly understood what had been so meaningless before. I understood, not through exegetical 

fantasies or profound and ingenious textual combinations; I understood everything, because I put 

all commentaries out of my mind. This was the passage that gave me the key to the whole: 
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“Ye have heard that it hath been said. An eye for an eye, and a tooth for a tooth: But I 

say unto you, That ye resist not evil.” (Matt. v. 38, 39.) 

 

One day the exact and simple meaning of these words came to me; I understood that Jesus meant 

neither more nor less than what he said. What I saw was nothing new; only the veil that had 

hidden the truth from me fell away, and the truth was revealed in all its grandeur.  

 

“Ye have heard that it hath been said, An eye for an eye, and a tooth for a tooth: But I 

say unto you, That ye resist not evil.” 

 

These words suddenly appeared to me as if I had never read them before. Always before, when I 

had read this passage, I had, singularly enough, allowed certain words to escape me, “But I say 

unto you, that ye resist not evil.” To me it had always been as if the words just quoted had never 

existed, or had never possessed a definite meaning. Later on, as I talked with many Christians 

familiar with the Gospel, I noticed frequently the same blindness with regard to these words. No 

one remembered them, and often in speaking of this passage, Christians took up the Gospel to 

see for themselves if the words were really there. Through a similar neglect of these words I had 

failed to understand the words that follow: — 

 

“But whosoever shall smite thee on thy right cheek, turn to him the other also,” etc. 

(Matt. v. 39, et seq.) 
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Always these words had seemed to me to demand long-suffering and privation contrary to 

human nature. They touched me; I felt that it would be noble to follow them, but I also felt that I 

had not the strength to put them into practice. I said to myself, “If I turn the other cheek, I shall 

get another blow; if I give, all that I have will be taken away. Life would be an impossibility. 

Since life is given to me, why should I deprive myself of it? Jesus cannot demand as much as 

that.” Thus I reasoned, persuaded that Jesus, in exalting long-suffering and privation, made use 

of exaggerated terms lacking in clearness and precision; but when I understood the words “Resist 

not evil,” I saw that Jesus did not exaggerate, that he did not demand suffering for suffering, but 

that he had formulated with great clearness and precision exactly what he wished to say. 

“Resist not evil,” knowing that you will meet with those who, when they have struck you on 

one cheek and met with no resistance, will strike you on the other; who, having taken away your 

coat, will take away your cloak also; who, having profited by your labor, will force you to labor 

still more without reward. And yet, though all this should happen to you, “Resist not evil”; do 

good to them that injure you. When I understood these words as they are written, all that had 

been obscure became clear to me, and what had seemed exaggerated I saw to be perfectly 

reasonable. For the first time I grasped the pivotal idea in the words “Resist not evil”; I saw that 

what followed was only a development of this command; I saw that Jesus did not exhort us to 

turn the other cheek that we might endure suffering, but that his exhortation was, “Resist not 

evil” and that he afterward declared suffering to be the possible consequence of the practice of 

this maxim. 

A father, when his son is about to set out on a far journey, commands him not to tarry by the 

way; he does not tell him to pass his nights without shelter, to deprive himself of food, to expose 

himself to rain and cold. He says, “Go thy way, and tarry not, though thou shouldst be wet or 



446 
 

cold.” So Jesus does not say, “Turn the other cheek and suffer.” He says, “Resist not evil”; no 

matter what happens, “Resist not.” 

These words, “Resist not evil” when I understood their significance, were to me the key that 

opened all the rest. Then I was astonished that I had failed to comprehend words so clear and 

precise. 

 

“Ye have heard that it hath been said. An eye for an eye, and a tooth for a tooth: But I 

say unto you, That ye resist not evil.” 

 

Whatever injury the evil-disposed may inflict upon you, bear it, give all that you have, but 

resist not. Could anything be more clear, more definite, more intelligible than that? I had only to 

grasp the simple and exact meaning of these words, just as they were spoken, when the whole 

doctrine of Jesus, not only as set forth in the Sermon on the Mount, but in the entire Gospels, 

became clear to me; what had seemed contradictory was now in harmony; above all, what had 

seemed superfluous was now indispensable. Each portion fell into harmonious unison and filled 

its proper part, like the fragments of a broken statue when adjusted in harmony with the 

sculptor’s design. In the Sermon on the Mount, as well as throughout the whole Gospel, I found 

everywhere affirmation of the same doctrine, “Resist not evil.” 

In the Sermon on the Mount, as well as in many other places, Jesus represents his disciples, 

those who observe the rule of non-resistance to evil, as turning the other cheek, giving up their 

cloaks, persecuted, used despitefully, and in want. Everywhere Jesus says that he who taketh not 

up his cross, he who does not renounce worldly advantage, he who is not ready to bear all the 

consequences of the commandment, “Resist not evil,” cannot become his disciple. 
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To his disciples Jesus says, Choose to be poor; bear all things without resistance to evil, 

even though you thereby bring upon yourself persecution, suffering, and death. 

Prepared to suffer death rather than resist evil, he reproved the resentment of Peter, and died 

exhorting his followers not to resist and to remain always faithful to his doctrine. The early 

disciples observed this rule, and passed their lives in misery and persecution, without rendering 

evil for evil. 

It seems, then, that Jesus meant precisely what he said. We may declare the practice of such 

a rule to be very difficult; we may deny that he who follows it will find happiness; we may say 

with the unbelievers that Jesus was a dreamer, an idealist who propounded impracticable 

maxims; but it is impossible not to admit that he expressed in a manner at once clear and precise 

what he wished to say; that is, that according to his doctrine a man must not resist evil, and, 

consequently, that whoever adopts his doctrine will not resist evil. And yet neither believers nor 

unbelievers will admit this simple and clear interpretation of Jesus’ words. 

When I apprehended clearly the words “Resist not evil” my conception of the doctrine of 

Jesus was entirely changed; and I was astounded, not that I had failed to understand it before, but 

that I had misunderstood it so strangely. I knew, as we all know, that the true significance of the 

doctrine of Jesus was comprised in the injunction to love one’s neighbor. When we say, “Turn 

the other cheek” “Love your enemies,” we express the very essence of Christianity. I knew all 

that from my childhood; but why had I failed to understand aright these simple words? Why had 

I always sought for some ulterior meaning? “Resist not evil” means, never resist, never oppose 

violence; or, in other words, never do anything contrary to the law of love. If anyone takes 

advantage of this disposition and affronts you, bear the affront, and do not, above all, have 
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recourse to violence. This Jesus said in words so clear and simple that it would be impossible to 

express the idea more clearly. . . .  

On a certain day, at this time, I was walking in Moscow towards the Borovitzky Gate, where 

was stationed an old lame beggar, with a dirty cloth wrapped about his head. I took out my purse 

to bestow an alms; but at the same moment I saw a young soldier emerging from the Kremlin at 

a rapid pace, head well up, red of face, wearing the State insignia of military dignity. The beggar, 

on perceiving the soldier, arose in fear, and ran with all his might towards the Alexander Garden. 

The soldier, after a vain attempt to come up with the fugitive, stopped, shouting forth an 

imprecation upon the poor wretch who had established himself under the gateway contrary to 

regulations. I waited for the soldier. When he approached me, I asked him if he knew how to 

read. 

“Yes; why do you ask?” 

“Have you read the New Testament?” 

“Yes.” 

“And do you remember the words, ‘If thine enemy hunger, feed him. . .’?” 

I repeated the passage. He remembered it, and heard me to the end. I saw that he was 

uneasy. Two passers-by stopped and listened. The soldier seemed to be troubled that he should 

be condemned for doing his duty in driving persons away from a place where they had been 

forbidden to linger. He thought himself at fault, and sought for an excuse. Suddenly his eye 

brightened; he looked at me over his shoulder, as if he were about to move away. 

“And the military regulation, do you know anything about that?” he demanded. 

“No,” I said. 
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“In that case, you have nothing to say to me,” he retorted, with a triumphant wag of the 

head, and elevating his plume once more, he marched away to his post. He was the only man that 

I ever met who had solved, with an inflexible logic, the question which eternally confronted me 

in social relations, and which rises continually before every man who calls himself a Christian. 

We are wrong when we say that the Christian doctrine is concerned only with the salvation 

of the individual, and has nothing to do with questions of State. Such an assertion is simply a 

bold affirmation of an untruth, which, when we examine it seriously, falls of itself to the ground. 

It is well (so I said); I will resist not evil; I will turn the other cheek in private life; but hither 

comes the enemy, or here is an oppressed nation, and I am called upon to do my part in the 

struggle against evil, to go forth and kill. I must decide the question, to serve God or tohu [a false 

idol], to go to war or not to go. Perhaps I am a peasant; I am appointed mayor of a village, a 

judge, a juryman; I am obliged to take the oath of office, to judge, to condemn. What ought I to 

do? Again I must choose between the divine law and the human law. Perhaps I am a monk living 

in a monastery; the neighboring peasants trespass upon our pasturage, and I am appointed to 

resist evil, to plead for justice against the wrong-doers. Again I must choose. It is a dilemma 

from which no man can escape. 

I do not speak of those whose entire lives are passed in resisting evil, as military authorities, 

judges, or governors. No one is so obscure that he is not obliged to choose between the service of 

God and the service of tohu, in his relation to the State. My very existence, entangled with that of 

the State and the social existence organized by the State, exacts from me an anti-Christian 

activity directly contrary to the commandments of Jesus. In fact, with conscription and 

compulsory jury service, this pitiless dilemma arises before every one. Everyone is forced to take 

up murderous weapons; and even if he does not get as far as murder, his weapons must be ready, 



450 
 

his carbine loaded, and his sword keen of edge, that he may declare himself ready for murder. 

Everyone is forced into the service of the courts to take part in meting out judgment and 

sentence; that is, to deny the commandment of Jesus, “Resist not evil,” in acts as well as in 

words. 

The soldier’s problem, the Gospel or military regulations, divine law or human law, is 

before mankind to-day as it was in the time of Samuel. It was forced upon Jesus and upon his 

disciples; it is forced in these times upon all who would be Christians; and it was forced upon 

me. . . . 

I now understood the words of Jesus: “Ye have heard that it hath been said, An eye for an 

eye, and a tooth for a tooth: but I say unto you, That ye resist not evil.” Jesus meaning is: “You 

have thought that you were acting in a reasonable manner in defending yourself by violence 

against evil, in tearing out an eye for an eye, by fighting against evil with criminal tribunals, 

guardians of the peace, armies; but I say unto you, Renounce violence; have nothing to do with 

violence; do harm to no one, not even to your enemy.” I understood now that in saying “Resist 

not evil,” Jesus not only told us what would result from the observance of this rule, but 

established a new basis for society conformable to his doctrine and opposed to the social basis 

established by the law of Moses, by Roman law, and by the different codes in force today. He 

formulated a new law whose effect would be to deliver humanity from its self-inflicted woes. His 

declaration was: “You believe that your laws reform criminals; as a matter of fact, they only 

make more criminals. There is only one way to suppress evil, and that is to return good for evil, 

without respect of persons. For thousands of years you have tried the other method; now try 

mine, try the reverse.” . . .  
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Questions for Reflection 

1. How persuasive do you find Aquinas’s responses to the four objections to war that he 

considers? Why? 

2. Tolstoy believes that Jesus’ command in the Gospel of Matthew (5:39) prohibits any and 

all violence, including war. Yet Augustine appeals to the words of Jesus in the Gospel of 

Luke (3:14) to show that Jesus permitted the military profession. Which interpretation is 

correct? Why? 

3. What do you believe would be the consequence if everyone followed Tolstoy’s 

recommendation to never resist evil, but to repay evil with good? Why? 


