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The Vicarage 
Maney Hill Road,  

Sutton Coldfield B72 1JJ 
Tel: 0121 354 2426 Email: peter.fisher@onetel.net 

 
From the Revd Canon Peter Fisher 

 
21 December 2009  
 
Ms Nan Braunschweiger 
International Ecumenical Peace Convocation 
World Council of Churches 
150 Route de Ferney 
ch-1211 
Geneva 2 
 
Dear Ms Braunschweiger, 
 

COMMENTS ON THE 
INITIAL STATEMENT TOWARDS AN ECUMENICAL DECLARATION  

OF JUST PEACE 
 

The comments that follow are offered with my prayers and good wishes for this undertaking. At the 
October Faith and Order meeting in Crete, I was asked by Renate Sbeghen if I was willing to submit a 
written response to the Initial Statement. I agreed to do this (it now seems, rather too boldly, as 
Christmas approaches), but I do it purely in my own name and on my own behalf. I write as an 
Anglican priest, having taught Systematic Theology and been involved in work on ecclesiology and 
Faith and Order over many years. I have no specialist knowledge of issues relating to peace and the 
just use of violence. 
 
1 General 

• I found a great deal that was instructive and helpful within the document.  The third chapter is 
particularly stimulating and constructive. 

• At this stage there is disparity between the five main parts of the document.  This applies not 
only to stylistic differences but to some more fundamental divergences in theological 
methodology and approach to the issues at stake. 

• The notion of a special kairos at which traditional issues relating to peace, violence and war 
must converge with concern for the planetary environment seems to me to be a key to the 
potential integrity of the whole document, and to its power.  But for this to be effectively 
conveyed would seem to require significant revision of Chapters 1 and 2. 

• My main unease with substantial parts of the document can be stated in two ways.  First in 
terms of the abstract over against the concrete.  At this stage, there are parts of the document 
which deal almost entirely in abstractions, whether these be biblical concepts, theological 
ideas, general assertions or aspirations; these do not always seem to be adequately grounded 
in or related to specific data – whether in the biblical text, theological tradition or the natural or 
social world. Another way of expressing the same unease is in terms of eschatology. 
Theologically, I do not see the document clearly facing the question as to the relation of the 
world as it is (and its transformation by the saving grace of God) and the final fulfilment of the 
Kingdom.  Most of my own personal decisions seem to have to be made in this awkward place 
between the ‘now’ and the ‘not yet’ of the Kingdom, and I need help in doing just this. Quite 
often I find the Declaration  speaking of creation, the church and the vocation to promote 
peace in slightly idealised terms which do not (for me) very helpfully inform human dilemmas. 
It may be that there is a proper concern not to duck human/Christian responsibility for 
addressing the violence of our world. But we still face the questions Bonhoeffer faced, albeit in 
less agonising forms. 

• Related to this last point, is my concern that the two traditions of Christian pacifism and of 
ethics of Just War (or Just Use) are not brought into conjunction until the final chapter. The 
tangential references in paragraphs 10 and 58 rather emphasised this lack, which led me to 
think that I was reading a document from within the pacifist tradition, which I admire but do not 
embrace. 
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My remaining comments relate to specific sections and paragraphs, in each case I indicate the 
paragraph numbers. Given the forthcoming re-drafting of the Declaration, I imagine you do not 
want comments on details of English expression. 
 
1-7  The use of the first person plural (‘we….’) in this section seemed ambiguous, applying 
sometimes to the (unknown, to me) authors of the Declaration and sometimes to a generic 
(perhaps Christian?) ‘us’. 
 
8-12   I wondered whether this preamble could not be simplified and abbreviated so as to 
highlight the ‘moment’ of paragraph 12. 
 
14-15 Though there are three specific biblical references here, the paragraphs are too 
dependent on a ‘word-book’ approach to biblical date, and one in which etymological roots are 
implied to hold actual or theological value.  It is also assumed that there is a common approach to 
‘peace’ in all the Hebrew Scriptures. This appears to me to be manifestly untrue.  No attempt is 
made to deal with ‘texts of violence’ nor the instances of the validation of specific acts of violence 
(David and Goliath, Elijah, etc).  
 
16   So far as I can tell, the Hebrew concept of shalom bears little relation to the notion of 
Islam. The theological/moral point being made might stand on its own virtue, but not on the basis 
of etymology. 
 
19-20   The use of oikos and oikoumenos is not entirely satisfactory, though I believe valid 
general points are being made. I am not aware of any serious basis in Scripture for the notion that 
creation is God’s oikos.  The difference between oikos and oikoumenos in the New Testament is 
generally so wide as to make the interchangeable use of the terms suspect. 
 
21    This paragraph gives the basis for a fuller exposition of the relation of realised and 
future eschatology in relation to peace. 
 
23-25   Here the text can be read as suggesting that creation is the fourth person of the 
Godhead, since the ‘perichoresis’ of the Trinity includes it without reservation.  I am afraid that this 
indicates that, at this point, Trinitarian language has got out of control. It also means that the 
substantial realities of the creation, and the natural order as explored in all its complexity by 
natural science, is lost to sight in a theological fog. 
 
29   It would be very interesting to see this short exposition of the nature of violence 
expanded so as to clarify the relationship between force (and the use of ‘reasonable force’) in 
general and violence in particular, which is not entirely dealt with in paragraph 34. 
 
44-45  It seems unfortunate to put ‘this Statement’ in bare opposition to what is asserted to 
be the approach of some Christian communities. At this point the eschatological question cries out 
to be addressed.  
 
53-54   This full-blown orthodox account of the nature of the Church’s sacramentality did not 
seem to me to be fully integrated with the rest of the Declaration. 
 
59    This interesting reflection on the difference between conflict and violent conflict would 
surely repay development.   
 
60-78   There seemed to me to be much helpful material here, organised on a clear and 
practical basis. 
 
79    I could not agree with this statement without qualification. I suspect it falls into the trap 
of abstracting and generalising the notion ‘violence’ - as if it might not require ‘violence’ 
(understood in terms of the ‘trespass’ definition in 29) to restrain a person seeking to harm 
him/herself or others weaker than him/herself. 
 
86   The reaffirmation of a spiritual dimension to peace-making is right and good, but I find 
the language of ‘soul-crafting’ as used here too self-referential (i.e. it appears as something I do to 
my own soul). 
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98   Current military policies (e.g. in Afghanistan) seem to be much more concerned with social 
amelioration (in the cause of winning ‘hearts and minds’) than this paragraph allows. 
 
101 – 104  109 – 111  These paragraphs are extremely important and invigorating, and they 
appear to me to set the agenda for a significant re-working of some of the previous material. I 
believe the churches, and my own church among them, would be greatly helped if the implications 
of these insights could be expounded with exemplary illustrations. 
 

May I refer to a recent book published here, which attempts to situate ethical thinking from the just war 
tradition in the context of the new world order and its challenges?  It is  

The Price of Peace: Just War in the Twenty-First Century 
Edited by Charles Reed and David Ryall, Cambridge University Press 
978-0-521-86051-2  

 
With my good wishes for your work and for a Happy Christmas, 
 
     (signed)  Peter Fisher. 
 
 


