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Resumé
Otázka  „spravodlivej  vojny“  je  relevantná  v každej  dobe.  Ide  o pretrvávajúcu  spornú 
záležitosť. Keďže príčinou množstva vojnových konfliktov v dejinách boli práve náboženské 
dôvody, je užitočné zaoberať sa otázkami „spravodlivej vojny“ a „spravodlivého mieru“ aj 
v súvislosti  s biblickou  zvesťou.  V tejto  súvislosti  sa  vynára  niekoľko  fundamentálnych 
otázok,  na ktoré  treba hľadať relevantné odpovede:  možno vôbec vravieť o  „spravodlivej 
vojne“? Je možné v tomto svete dosiahnuť a zabezpečiť „spravodlivý mier“? Na jednej strane 
ide o základnú úlohu pre každú spoločnosť. Na strane druhej, dosahovanie tohto cieľa treba 
zabezpečiť  výhradne  prostredníctvom  humánnych  prostriedkov,  v súlade  s medzinárodne 
akceptovanými rezolúciami, ktorých úlohou je zabezpečiť vo svete dlhodobo udržateľný mier 
a spravodlivosť. To všetko sa premieta do problematiky interpretácie a aplikácie primeraných 
strategických  nástrojov  moderného  vedenia  vojny.  Ich  cieľom je  uviesť  do  praxe  účinné 
nástroje,  ktoré  by dokázali  zabrániť  tomu,  aby vojnové  konflikty prerástli  do  barbarstva. 
Z tohto hľadiska je dôležité, aby sa otázkami „spravodlivej vojny“ zaoberala aj kresťanská 
teológia a snažila sa na ne nachádzať relevantné odpovede.

Kľúčové slová: Kresťania,  evanjelium,  Stará  zmluva,  Nová  zmluva,  mier,  spravodlivosť, 
vojna.

Introduction to the Studies
At the very beginning, some preliminary questions must be answered. First, it is 

necessary to note that it is not very easy to talk about ''just war'' in terms of a biblical 

message, especially the message of the New Testament. On the one hand, there is a 

basic statement about God as the One who is love, and on the other hand, in the Bible 

it is often read about wars in the name of God. Of course, the latter is mainly in the 

Old Testament message. However, this all evokes a fundamental question: Can one 

ever speak about ''just war?'' Is it possible to achieve and keep a ''just peace'' in this 

world? History as a whole is the best example about the tragic character of war. It is 

true that war is evil. As Arthur F. Holmes rightly observed in his article about the 

issue  of  the  just  war  theory,1 to  call  war  anything  less  than  evil  would  be  self-

deception. He noted that evil is not just an individual’s problem, nor is it confined to 

their deeds and thoughts. It is part of the tragic character of human nature.  It is a 

1 HOLMES,  A.  F.  The  Just  War, Intervarsity  Christian  fellowship,  USA,  2001.  Available  on  the 
internet: http://www.intervarsity.org/news/the-just-war. 
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pervasive  condition  of  fallen  human  existence  that  riddles  the  political  and social 

reality with which we are forced to contend.

Christians know the tragic character of war and their main question is not whether 

war is good, but whether it is avoidable entirely at all. On the one hand, there is a 

basic task for every human society to provide justice and a peaceful life for all people. 

It means there is an obligation to eliminate evil, and to establish effective preventive 

tools for dissuading attempts of aggression and violence.  On the other hand, these 

goals can be achieved only by human and legal means in accordance with accepted 

international  resolutions,  which preserve peace and justice  in  the world.  These all 

pose problems of interpretation and application to modern warfare. All these have one 

important task, which is to place severe limits on war, which would prevent its lapsing 

into barbarianism.  Therefore,  Christians  also have to talk  very seriously about the 

questions of ''just war'' and try to find the right answers to it. 

The Old Testament and Just War
With these preliminaries completed, the issue of ''just war'' can be discussed from 

a biblical point of view. While Scripture is the final authority for Christians in matters 

of faith and practice, there is also another source of knowledge about moral matters. It 

is natural law, which is made plain and clear in Romans, chapters 1-3. In this section 

of Romans, the Apostle Paul writes about general revelation, which attests to moral 

responsibilities  of human beings.  He writes  that  some kind of  deeds and acts  are 

opposed by natural law. For many Christians, the Old Testament is identified with 

natural law written into the created order and nature of humanity. Therefore, it can be 

said that the problem of ''just war'' involves two roots; biblical and natural law. These 

both underline the just war ethic.

Upon studying the Old Testament, the first biblical data point to consider is the 

sixth commandment of Decalogue.2 This is a very concrete example of human effort 

to place severe limits on unrestrained violence and evil. Since the sixth commandment 

is embedded in the Decalogue as inseparable part of one organic whole, one must also 

2 The origin of the name “Decalogue” is from the Greek translation of Ex 34:28 and Deut 4:13, where 
ten words can be read about: aseret haddebārīm respectively hoi deka logoi. It is also important to note 
that there are two versions of the Decalogue in the Old Testament: the first version is Ex 20:1-17 (the 
so-called  elohistic Decalogue) and Ex 34 (the so-called  jahvistic Decalogue); the second version is 
Deut 5:6-21. The former is based on Jerusalem tradition and the latter on North-Israel tradition (the so-
called tradition of Bethel). The fact is proving that the text was used, actualized, an interpreted in the 
religious life of people.
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look at the rest of the commandments. Many theologians have contended that while 

the commandments are formally given as God’s Law, the Book of Genesis reveals the 

fact that these formalized laws were already being followed, or assumed as a moral 

standard.3 This is  also a question of origin and age of the Decalogue.  It  is  freely 

putting into narrative that which describes several stages of action: a preparation for 

theophany, theophany alone, and a fear of people from the theophany.4   

One can see that the Decalogue consists of some general rules that are applied in 

their larger biblical context to concrete situations in the lives of God’s people. Despite 

many theories and hypotheses about the age of the Decalogue, its place of origin,5 and 

its original wording,6 it is safe to say that this form of commandments is very old. 

The people of Israel had to have firm religious and moral principles so they could 

resist the influence of the people of Canaan after they had overrun the Promised Land. 

In  addition,  there  is  today  a  general  agreement  in  regards  to  the  differentiation 

between casuistic and apodictic legal rules of Israel.  The casuistic are the laws, or 

legal rules, which arose from consequences of particular cases and situations of daily 

life. Israel assumed these types of legal rules from the Canaanites.7 

The apodictic legal rules are without formal parallel in the ancient East in terms 

of content. These rules are generally Israelite. In formal aspect, the apodictic legal 

rules  consist  of  short  orders  not  bound by concrete  conditions  and circumstances. 

They are unconditional and categorical without any substantiation and by theme are 

not appointed sanctions. This is their most important characteristic;8 in other words, in 

the Decalogue we meet with these kinds of rules only. From this content, rules are 
3 The commentary of Bob Deffinbaugh is followed. 

See  DEFFINBAUGH  B. An  Overview  of  the  Ten  Commandments  (Exodus  20:1  –  17). 
Available on the Internet: http://www.bible.org/page.php?page_id=146.
4 It can be said that all Ten Commandments had been part of the Law of God, previously written on 
hearts instead of stone, since all ten appear, in one way or the other, in the book of Genesis. They are: 
The first, Genesis 35:2: ‘Get rid of the foreign gods.’ The second, Genesis 31:39: Laban to Jacob: ‘But 
why did you steal my gods?’ The third, Genesis 24:3: ‘I want you to swear by the Lord.’ The fourth, 
Genesis 2:3: ‘God blessed the seventh day and made it holy.’ The fifth, Genesis 27:41: ‘The days of 
mourning my father are near.’  The sixth, Genesis 4:9: ‘Where is your brother Abel?’ The seventh, 
Genesis 39:9: ‘How then could I do such a wicked thing and sin against God?’ The eighth, Genesis 
44:4-7: ‘Why have you stolen my silver cup?’ The ninth, Genesis 39:17: ‘[Joseph] came to me to make 
sport of me … but … he ran.’ The tenth, Genesis 12:18; 20:3: ‘You are as good as dead because of the 
woman you have taken; she is a married woman.’ 

See  DEFFINBAUGH  B. An  Overview  of  the  Ten  Commandments  (Exodus  20:1  –  17). 
Available on the Internet: http://www.bible.org/page.php?page_id=146.
5 Theologians  who  have  dealt  with  this  issue  are  primarily  Julius  Wellhausen,  Hugo  Gressmann, 
Ludwig Koehler, Walther Eichrodt, Harold Henry Rowley, Albrecht Alt.
6 The issue has been discussed primarily by Rudolf Kittel and Karl Heinz Rabast.
7 Albrecht Alt was the first who proved this fact.  He claimed that people of Canaan took over the 
casuistic rules from parts of Mesopotamia. He was also the first, who contributed to the research of 
Decalogue in a great extent (ALT, A. Die Ursprünge des Israelitischen Rechts, 1934). 
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encountered that are penetrated with faith in  Adonai, which represents an exclusive 

claim of Israel by God. Albrecht Alt, a well-known theologian of the first half of the 

20th century,  supposed that  the  principal  place  of  these  rules  was  in  the  religious 

worship of Israel, where they held a central place (Sitz im Leben). For completeness, 

it has to be stated that the bases of apodictic legal rules were established during the 

stay of Israel in the wilderness.

Yet  another  important  theologian  of  the  post-war  era,  Gerhard  von  Rad,  has 

specified a theological insight into the Decalogue. According to him, we can achieve 

the right theological view only if we view it in context.  Adonai reveals himself (Ex 

19),  and after  His  revelation,  He refers  to  the event  of  the release of  Israel  from 

slavery in Egypt as a result of God’s saving act. Only then do the commandments 

follow. The result of this approach is that people cannot be in relationship with God 

without obligations of their own. The connection between the rules today, as well as 

in content with the fellowship with God, is the most important and decisive aspect of 

this very interpretation. We can say that the commandments are something on which a 

basis lies directly in God’s will towards humanity. Therefore, not only theologians, 

but also all of humanity must ask the fundamental question: if and to what extent can 

the Decalogue be talked about as law? Is it not rather an instruction and guide that are 

given to God’s people for their own good (see Deut 11:13)? These all are questions 

with which must  be addressed in order to be able to discuss “just  war” and “just 

peace.”

As we know, the historical context of the formation of these legal rules was 

the escape from Egypt by the Israelites, and their journey to the Promised Land of 

Canaan. During these times, military actions were a common part of life. In addition, 

we have to note that capital punishment was allowable in Mosaic Law for at least ten 

different crimes.  Killing in self-defense was not a criminal  offense. Therefore,  the 

sixth commandment of the Decalogue (Ex 20:13) cannot be taken as a prohibition of 

all killing, nor of war as a whole. Rather, it is a message referring to murder. Now we 

must  offer  an  insight  to  the  core  of  the  text. In  English  it  is,  “You  shall  not  

murder.”(In Hebrew is as follows: xc'r>Ti  al{ [lō tircāch]).9 The used verb literally 

8 According to Albrecht Alt, the apodictic legal rules declaimed Levites, the descendants of Levi, to the 
assembly of  highly specialized men of  Israel  with respect  to  fighting,  religious  worship and  legal 
capacity.
9 The biblical quotes are from The Holy Bible: New International Version (NIV). Copyright © 1973, 
1978, 1984 by International Bible Society. Used by permission of Zondervan Publishing House. (From 
BNM  database,  see:  Bushell,  1991-2001).  The  Hebrew  text  is  quoted  from  KITTEL,  R.  Biblia 
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means “to murder.”10 In the Old Testament, this verb (except for Num 35:30) always 

marks killing a personal enemy. It signifies that this commandment protects human 

life against lawless killing.

The Old Testament also recognizes capital punishment, as well as wars made in 

the  name  of  God  and  by  the  order  of  God.  On  that  account,  to  argue  the 

commandment is against military service or the use of military power is inappropriate. 

In the ancient world, the commandment probably meant a strict prohibition to taking 

law-enforcement into one’s own hands. In all cases that call for capital punishment, 

the  community  and  not  the  individual  must  pronounce  final  judgment  against  a 

culprit. It must be so because it is God’s will. Here we read nothing about why man 

cannot  kill,  although  in  the  Old  Testament  such  substantiation  exists  in  Gen  9:6 

(whoever sheds the blood of man, by man shall his blood be shed; for in the image of  

God has God made man). There is neither anything about sanctions against killers, 

nor about special circumstances when the commandment could be valid only partly. 

This commandment is given in the second person singular, not the first or second 

person plural. That is, “I personally must respect the commandment without regard to 

anything that is happening around me.”

What is the result of this commandment? What can we say concerning the issue 

of “just war?” Mainly, the commandment is neither a dictum about the prohibition of 

war  or  the  forces  behind  the  conflict.  It  is  most  importantly  a  life-saving 

commandment that forbids each arbitrary act aimed at the life of another or one’s own 

life.  The commandment  “You shall  not murder” cannot be skewed to rule out all 

killing  in  war  alone.  However,  here  side by side  walks  the  law of  love,  with  its 

repudiation  of  vengeful  action,  its  concern  for  those  who  suffer,  including  one’s 

enemies, and its pursuit of peace. These limitations are reinforced when one considers 

the Old Testament attitude toward war. 

Israel  also was instructed to limit  the destruction and violence involved in its 

conquest of Canaan (Deut 2). We know that David was not allowed to build God’s 

Hebraica Stuttgartensia, vierte, verbesserte Auflage 1990. (From: Bushell, Michael – Aletti, Jean-Noel 
– Gieniusz, Andrzej. BibleWorks Greek New Testament Morphology. Norfolk: 1991-2001, BibleWorks 
LLC. [Hebrew morphological databases used in program BibleWorks 5]). 
10 The commentary of  Juraj  Bándy is  followed. The  verb  r-c-ch occurs  only 46 times  in  the  Old 
Testament,  what is  relatively rare,  when compared to the other verbs with similar meaning,  as for 
example h-r-g (to kill – 165 occurrences in the Old Testament) and m-v-t (to die – 201 occurrences in 
the Old Testament). The grammatical form of this verb is qal imperfect, which means that the result of 
the action expressed by this verb is pointing to the future; the meaning of this form is imperative. In: 
BÁNDY, J. Dekalóg (Rozbor Desatora). Bratislava, 1999, p. 48nn.

5



temple because he was a man of war (1 Ch 22:8-9; 28:3). The psalmist grieved over 

violence, looking to the God who makes war cease and destroys its weapons (Ps 46; 

120). The prophets also condemned its fratricide and its atrocities (Am 1-2). They 

mourned its destruction (Lam) and gloried in God who will finally bring peace and 

justice to earth so that none need ever feel afraid (Is 2:1-5; 9:1-7; 11:1-9). War is 

indeed a  tragic  element  of  life  under  all  circumstances.  It  is  an  evil  from whose 

scourge humanity must  be delivered.  It  means  that any use of force must be kept 

within these limits.  It must be merciful,  without vengeful or vicious nature, and it 

must seek a just peace for all concerned.

The New Testament and Just War
The New Testament does not address the use of military force as directly as the 

Old Testament does. It predicts war in the last  days,  but it  generally addresses its 

moral teachings to individuals and churches rather than the governments and rulers 

that are the Old Testament's concern. After all, within the New Testament some key 

texts concerning this issue are mentioned. The first is Jesus teaching his disciples not 

to resist evil, and to love one’s enemy (Mt 5:38-48). Another is Jesus' words to Peter 

about forgoing the use of violence in religious causes (Jn 18:1-11; see also Jn 18:36). 

A further key passage, Romans 13:1-7, teaches us that the right to use arms is given to 

civil authorities inasmuch as they are divinely commissioned to restrain and punish 

evildoers (see also 1 Pet 2:13-14). All the texts previously mentioned can be correctly 

understood only in the context of the passage cited above - Romans 13:1-7. Of course, 

there is no time for a detailed study of all these texts but will instead focus on two that 

represent the background to approach the right solution of the issue of “just war” and 

“just peace.” They are Matthew 5:38-42 and Romans 13:1-7. We will consider each of 

them consecutively,  but ultimately they both must be interpreted as complementary 

because only in this way can we achieve an acceptable result.

Starting with Matthew 5:38-42, because it is a very important text that became a 

kind of paradigmatic statement of all radical pacifists, Jesus teaches his disciples not 

to resist evil. We can see in Jesus' Sermon on the Mount (5:21ff) that Jesus adds to the 

sixth  commandment  of  Decalogue  and makes  it  stricter.  Jesus  points  out  that  the 

commandment can be violated by both words and thoughts or feelings. He warns that 
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God himself will punish everyone who violates this commandment. Looking at Jesus' 

words a bit more in detail,11 the text (Mat 5:38-42) says:12

VHkou,sate o[ti evrre,qh\ ovfqalmo.n avnti.  ovfqalmou/ kai.  ovdo,nta avnti.  ovdo,ntojÅ 
evgw. de. le,gw ùmi/n mh. avntisth/nai tw/| ponhrw/|\ avllV o[stij se ràpi,zei eivj th.n 
dexia.n siago,na ÎsouÐ( stre,yon auvtw/|  kai.  th.n a;llhn\ kai.  tw/|  qe,lonti,  soi 
kriqh/nai kai. to.n citw/na, sou labei/n( a;fej auvtw/| kai. to. im̀a,tion\ kai. o[stij 
se avggareu,sei mi,lion e[n( u[page metV auvtou/ du,oÅ tw/| aivtou/nti, se do,j( kai. to.n 
qe,lonta avpo. sou/ dani,sasqai mh. avpostrafh/|jÅ

"You have heard that it was said, 'Eye for eye, and tooth for tooth.' But I tell 
you, Do not resist an evil person. If someone strikes you on the right cheek, 
turn to him the other also. And if someone wants to sue you and take your  
tunic, let him have your cloak as well. If someone forces you to go one mile, 
go with him two miles. Give to the one who asks you, and do not turn away 
from the one who wants to borrow from you.

 
This  paragraph runs  from verse  38 to  48,  and  can  be broken down into  two 

sections. Verses 38-42 are the first part, and verses 43 to 48 are a follow-up to the 

earlier one. In comparison to the version in Luke (Lk 6:27-36), it seems that Matthew 

not only imprints a seeming “contradiction” to Jesus' words, but also that he creates 

two contradictions to a given theme. The first (vv. 38-42) is a passive reaction and the 

second (vv. 43-48) is an active reaction. The examples of behavior patterns that Jesus 

gives us here (vv. 39b-41) are Jesus' own interpretation of the somewhat enigmatic 

contradiction in verses 38-39a. Concerning the issue of “just war”, the key is mainly 

the first part of this paragraph where the majority of the focus of the passive reaction 

contradiction is stated (vv. 38-42).

Formulation of the first contradiction is an exact quotation of statements from the 

Old Testament: Exodus 21:23ff; Leviticus 24:19f; Deuteronomy 19:21. It is a case of 

the  so-called  “right  to  retaliation”  —  ius  tallionis.  On the  one  hand,  the  original 

meaning of this right was to deter attackers or false testifiers, and on the other to 

restrict passionate retaliation on the opposing side. It means that the law specifies a 

righteous measure of retaliation which must not be exceeded (against Gen 4:23f and 

widespread custom of vendetta). It is the determination of civil law that does not give 

retaliation into the hand of the injured person or avenger. Only a legal court can give 

its judgment and determine the means of due compensation. In the time of Jesus, the 

11 The commentary of Miloslav Hájek is followed. See HÁJEK, M. Evangelium podle Matouše. Část I.  
Výklad kapitol 1 – 9. Praha: Kalich, 1995, p. 115 – 119.  
12 The Greek text of the New Testament is quoted according to: “Nestle – Aland, Novum Testamentum 
Graece,  ed.27,  Deutsche  Bibelgesellschaft,  1995.”  (From: Bushell,  Michael  –  Aletti,  Jean-Noel  – 
Gieniusz, Andrzej.  BibleWorks Greek New Testament Morphology. Norfolk: 1991-2001, BibleWorks 
LLC. [Greek morphological databases used in program BibleWorks 5]). 
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judgment meant the necessity for the culprit to pay reimbursement as compensation 

for harm-done. A similar regulation specified a measure of punishment or penalties 

which we also find in the law of other nations.

The meaning of Jesus' contradiction is not so easily interpreted. The words: “But 

I tell you, Do not resist an evil person” are not very transparent in English, because in 

the original Greek text we don't read about evil person, but only about evil (in Greek 

to. ponhro,n [to ponéron]).  Two questions present themselves here. The first is how 

should this Greek word be understood? 

There are three possibilities  in this case. The word can be translated as either 

neuter (evil) or masculine (evil person - enemy - Evil One). The last possibility is 

inappropriate  because  of  a  very  strong and unambiguous  tradition  of  turning  and 

resisting the Devil (Jas 4:7:  ùpota,ghte ou=n tw/| qew/|( avnti,sthte de. tw/| diabo,lw| kai. 

feu,xetai avfV ùmw/n( [Submit yourselves, then, to God. Resist the devil, and he will flee 

from you]; see also 1 Pet 5:9). To an impersonal usage of this word, an objection can 

be raised that this word (to ponéron) would have to mean, in the Jewish language, an 

act against the Jewish law – The Torah. Moreover, to describe harshness and violence 

as an evil is unusual. Probably the best interpretation of this contradiction is that one 

is  reading  about  an  evil,  hostile  thinking  person.  This  interpretation  convincingly 

attests to a fluent connection of verses 39-42.

The second question is what the exact content of the verb “to resist” (in Greek 

avntisth/nai [antisténai]) is. Literally, it means to oppose someone or something. Some 

commentators refer to Deuteronomy 19:18 and Isaiah 50:8 as a proof that this term is 

juristic and represents a lawsuit. In that case, Jesus' words are an appeal to give up 

law-enforcement.  Others note that  the term also includes armed resistance.  In that 

case,  Jesus'  point  of  view  represents  a  rejection  of  the  positions  of  Zealots. 

Nevertheless,  the  most  probable  interpretation  is  that  the  verb  antisténai is  in  a 

position of stylistic contrast to the words “Eye for eye, and tooth for tooth.” (in Greek 

avnti. ovfqalmou/ –  avnti. ovdo,ntoj  [anti ofthalmu – anti odontos]). It is the same as in 

other  contradictions  where  positive-allowing  and  negative-rejecting  clauses  stand 

opposite each other. It appears acceptable to interpret this contradiction in this sense. 

Despite  the retaliatory law, which allows calling for compensation for harm-done, 

Jesus excludes all cases of revenge in the broadest sense as observed on the grounds 

of the following examples (vv. 39b-42):
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avllV o[stij se ràpi,zei eivj th.n dexia.n siago,na ÎsouÐ( stre,yon auvtw/| kai. th.n 

a;llhn\ kai. tw/| qe,lonti, soi kriqh/nai kai. to.n citw/na, sou labei/n( a;fej auvtw/| 

kai. to. im̀a,tion\ kai. o[stij se avggareu,sei mi,lion e[n( u[page metV auvtou/ du,oÅ 

tw/| aivtou/nti, se do,j( kai. to.n qe,lonta avpo. sou/ dani,sasqai mh. avpostrafh/|jÅ

If someone strikes you on the right cheek, turn to him the other also. And if 
someone wants to sue you and take your tunic, let him have your cloak as 
well. If someone forces you to go one mile, go with him two miles. Give to the 
one who asks you, and do not turn away from the one who wants to borrow 
from you.

This kind of interpretation also supports the second contradiction about the love of 

enemies (vv. 43-48).

In conclusion, we know that a principle of just and appropriate punishment is 

essential for each law system in every country and nation. However, the principle of 

appropriateness does not only concern a legal context. Its effects are broader. People 

are asking this question repeatedly, whether this radical approach to Jesus' words does 

not lead to chaos in the social order. Therefore, the history of the interpretation of 

these  words  belongs  to  the  most  interesting.  Prior  to  the  era  of  Constantine, 

Christianity took a non-resistant stance, and Christians avoided military service. This 

stance was supported by a widespread inclination to asceticism and the suppression of 

physical motives for action. From Constantine’s era comes a reversal of this approach. 

The Church had to sustain all functions of state administration, and non-violence and 

non-resistance  could  not  fulfill  this  task.  It  was  necessary  to  find  a  compromise 

between Jesus’ radicalism and responsibility for the world. 

Medieval practice differentiated between two classes of Christians: those holding 

office and ordinary people. They both had to respect a practical set of rules in the 

world; the clergy had to fulfill  Jesus' requirements consistently,  and they did it for 

others as well.  From time to time, nonconformist  movements have appeared there, 

which called for tenacity in a strict interpretation of Jesus' words and for living in 

accordance to them. There were, for example, Spiritualists who strove for asceticism, 

or Chiliastic movements that tried to establish a new kind of religious society and 

“accomplish” the kingdom of God in the world.

The Reformation sharply rejected this form of differentiation of Christians, but in 

Luther's  movement,  and  those  that  followed,  another  form of  dialectics  appeared; 

Jesus  orders  us  as  Christians  to  back  down  from  a  position  of  using  violence. 

However, in situations of “office,” or public responsibility, the Christian had to resist 
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evil and violence by any means possible. In other words, Jesus' words are in force 

regarding injustice  to humanity personally.  As a human being, one is obligated to 

defend their neighbor. Idealism in modern times came with another solution, but we 

must  note  that  this  solution  came  originally  from Augustine,  though John Calvin 

shares  this  view as  well.  Christians  can  face  up to  violence  and injustice  by any 

possible means, but only with an open heart, kindness and leniency, without hatred.

The words of Jesus being dealt with are not without period analogies. Rabbis also 

spoke highly about a man who holds a stance of non-resistance, yet with an implicit 

meaning  that  the  one  who  withstands  suffering  innocently  sees  God  punish  his 

aggressor soon. With pagan philosophers, as long as they see a man who takes a non-

resistant stance as a good example for others, see the idea of a person free of temporal 

interests  and  dependencies.  However,  the  motivation  of  these  words  of  Jesus'  is 

neither the former nor the latter. The only motivation of Jesus is the kingdom of God.

There is a fatal distinction between the kingdom of God and the actual situation 

of this world. Jesus intensifies this distinction with strong exaggerations that increase 

ad  absurdum. However,  Jesus'  disciples  are  called  towards  the  new  age.  Their 

behavior towards the world has to be a sign of age to come. Their community must be 

an example of the future,  but it  does not mean to escape from the world.  First,  it 

means a necessity to infer the order for one’s own community from Jesus' words (see 

1 Cor 6:1f). However, we are not able to implement this new age in its fullness. We 

diminish both the words of Jesus and our own Christian being when we try to restrict 

these statements. We must be aware of the basic fact that forgiveness is a tremendous 

possibility.  Everyone who decides to follow the steps of Jesus Christ knows about 

this. This interpretation of Jesus' contradiction supports the following contradiction: 

the obligation to love one’s enemies (5:43-48). Therefore, Christians have to always 

keep in mind that these words of Jesus' are binding in every situation, and that they 

lead us to great responsibility for others, as well as the entire world.

The Relationship of Christians to civil authorities
The following is a key passage of the New Testament concerning the issue of the 

relationship  of  Christians  to  civil  authorities.  This  text  has  important  meaning  in 
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connection with questions of the “just war” and the “just peace.”13 The text is Romans 

13:1-7.14 Here is what it states:
Pa/sa yuch. evxousi,aij ùperecou,saij ùpotasse,sqwÅ ouv ga.r e;stin evxousi,a eiv mh. 
ùpo. qeou/( ai` de. ou=sai ùpo. qeou/ tetagme,nai eivsi,nÅ 2 w[ste o` avntitasso,menoj 
th/|  evxousi,a|  th/|  tou/  qeou/  diatagh/|  avnqe,sthken(  oi`  de.  avnqesthko,tej  èautoi/j 
kri,ma lh,myontaiÅ 3 oi` ga.r a;rcontej ouvk eivsi.n fo,boj tw/| avgaqw/| e;rgw| avlla. 
tw/| kakw/|Å qe,leij de. mh. fobei/sqai th.n evxousi,an\ to. avgaqo.n poi,ei( kai. e[xeij 
e;painon evx auvth/j\ 4 qeou/ ga.r dia,kono,j evstin soi. eivj to. avgaqo,nÅ eva.n de. to. 
kako.n poih/|j( fobou/\ ouv ga.r eivkh/|  th.n ma,cairan forei/\ qeou/ ga.r dia,kono,j 
evstin  e;kdikoj  eivj  ovrgh.n  tw/|  to.  kako.n  pra,ssontiÅ 5  dio.  avna,gkh 
ùpota,ssesqai( ouv mo,non dia. th.n ovrgh.n avlla. kai. dia. th.n sunei,dhsinÅ 6 dia. 
tou/to ga.r kai.  fo,rouj telei/te\ leitourgoi. ga.r qeou/ eivsin eivj auvto.  tou/to 
proskarterou/ntejÅ 7 avpo,dote pa/sin ta.j ovfeila,j( tw/| to.n fo,ron to.n fo,ron( tw/| 
to. te,loj to. te,loj( tw/| to.n fo,bon to.n fo,bon( tw/| th.n timh.n th.n timh,nÅ

1) Everyone must submit himself to the governing authorities, for there is no 
authority  except  that  which  God has  established.  The  authorities  that  exist 
have been established by God.
2) Consequently, he who rebels against the authority is rebelling against what 
God has instituted, and those who do so will bring judgment on themselves.
3)  For  rulers  hold no terror  for  those who do right,  but  for  those who do 
wrong. Do you want to be free from fear of the one in authority? Then do what 
is right and he will commend you.
4) For he is God's servant to do you good. But if you do wrong, be afraid, for 
he does not bear the sword for nothing. He is God's servant, an agent of wrath 
to bring punishment on the wrongdoer.
5) Therefore, it is necessary to submit to the authorities, not only because of 
possible punishment but also because of conscience.
6) This is also why you pay taxes, for the authorities are God's servants, who 
give their full time to governing.
7) Give everyone what you owe him: If you owe taxes, pay taxes; if revenue, 
then revenue; if respect, then respect; if honor, then honor.

13 For some of scholars this part is a non-Pauline interpolation. See KÄSEMANN, E. Commentary on 
Romans.  Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980, p. 304 n. 1. Contrary to this opinion Joseph A. Fitzmyer 
argue for authenticity of this passage: “Yet, even if one admits with Käsemann (Commentary, 352) that 
it reads like ‘an alien body in Paul’s exhortation,’ there is really no evidence to think that this passage 
has been interpolated or that it was not composed by Paul, even for this spot in the hortatory section of 
Romans,  as  Wilckens  notes  (“Römer  13,1-7,”  215-216).”  See FITZMYER,  J.  A.  Romans.  A New 
Translation with Introduction and Commentary. New York: The Anchor Bible. Doubleday, 1993, p. 
664.
14 Philip H. Towner notes: “Romans 13:1-7 continues to play an important role in modern discussions 
of  the  relationship  of  the  church  to  the  state.”  See  TOWNER P.  H.  “Romans  13:1-7  and  Paul’s 
Missiological Perspective: A Call to Political Quietism or Transformation?” in SODERLUND, S. K. 
and N. T. WRIGHT (ed.). Romans and the People of God. Essays in Honor of Gordon D. Fee on the 
Occasion  of  his  65th Birthday.  Michigan/Cambridge:  William  B.  Eerdmans  Publishing  Company. 
Grand Rapids, 1999, p. 149 (149–169). J. A. Fitzmyer in this context notes: “Although this passage of 
Romans is often spoken as that in which Paul discusses the relation of Christian to the ‘state,’ there is 
no mention in it of the ‘state.’” See FITZMYER, J. A. Romans, p. 662.
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The main questions concerning this biblical text are; what should our relationship 

be  to  governing  authority?15 Is  it  ever  right  to  break  the  law?  Are  we  to  obey 

GOVERNING AUTHORITY OR THE LAW in any circumstance? It is one thing to 

live in The United States of America, where most of the law is good, but what if the 

situation were different; what if one lived in Germany during Hitler’s rise to power 

during  the  Third  Reich?16 Would  one  obey the  laws  against  harboring  or  helping 

Jewish  people?  On  the  other  hand,  what  if  one  lived  in  a  repressive  communist 

country where atheism is the accepted religion of the state, the Bible is outlawed, and 

Christians are persecuted? Are these governments of God?

Paul letter to the Christians of Rome addresses this question. This community he 

was writing to, more so than others, would have been cognizant of imperial authority. 

In that time, the problems regarding the Zealots had not yet emerged in Palestinian 

Jewish history. Diaspora Jews and Jewish Christians in Rome may not have shared 

specific rebellious attitudes against Rome; however, it is possible that the attitudes of 

Palestinian Jews and Jewish Christians in Rome would have affected Romans Jews. 

We know about  problems  that  arose  in  Rome amongst  the  Jewish  community  in 

Rome around 49 C.E. In that time, Emperor Claudius expelled Jews, as well as Jewish 

Christians from Rome. 

However,  a  limited  amount  of  information  exists  about  the  relations  of  early 

Christians to the civil and political authorities of that time, but we can say that Paul 

wrote his exhortation addressed to the Christians of the capital  city of the Roman 

Empire. He gave them specific instructions about the questions that emerged before 

the Christians in their relation to those who govern them as civil authorities in this 

world. Paul felt a need to stress that Christians are made “free” through the Christ-

event, as well as given the right of a heavenly citizenship (see Phil 3:20), though they 

should  not  view  their  relation  to  earthly  authorities  with  indifference,  much  less 

hostility. Despite the fact that the Christians live in the new aeon17 as a result of their 

justification through faith in Jesus as Christ, they are still part of this  aeon with its 

laws and order. The freedom of Christians in Jesus Christ is neither license nor a right 
15 The commentaries  of Joseph A.  Fitzmyer  (FITZMYER, J. A.  Romans.  A New Translation with  
Introduction and Commentary.  New York:  The Anchor  Bible.  Doubleday,  1993),  Ernst  Käsemann 
(KÄSEMANN, Ernst.  Commentary on Romans. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980), Charles K. Barrett 
(BARRETT, Charles K. A Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans. Peabody: Hendrickson, 1991) are 
followed.
16 See FITZMYER, J. A. Romans. p. 662.
17 From Greek aivw,n (very long time, eternity, age, era). o ̀aivw.n ou-toj = this present (evil) age; o ̀aivw.n o` 
evrco,menoj, = the (happy) age to come, the new aeon. See BAG, p. 26-28. 
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to civil anarchy. Paul is saying this for a reason, which is the fact that civil authority 

itself comes from God, whom Christians are called to reverence and respect.

It is interesting that Paul discusses this topic in the absence of any christological 

consideration.  Paul  does  not  use  any  statement  about  faith  in  this  passage,  nor 

anything that is peculiarly rabbinic, which is in accord with Paul’s mode of argument 

here.  We  can  say  that  Paul’s  discussion  is  more  rational  and  philosophical  than 

theological. Moreover, we can also say that this discussion seems to be addressed to 

all human beings, not just Christians. All of these notes are remarkable as one begins 

to look deeper into the passage.

The Obligation (v. 1)

Our text begins with God’s command, or rather His call to civil obedience for the 

Christian. It is not a suggestion, but a principle intended to control the Christian’s 

behavior  toward governmental  authority.  “Everyone must submit  himself  to  the 

governing authorities” (Pa/sa yuch. evxousi,aij ùperecou,saij ùpotasse,sqwÅ ouv ga.r 

e;stin  evxousi,a  eiv  mh.  ùpo.  qeou/(  ai`  de.  ou=sai  ùpo.  qeou/  tetagme,nai  eivsi,n).  This 

instruction is not restricted only to Christians, but addressed to every individual. Paul 

recommends submission in earthly matters as an expression of the Christian’s relation 

to God and his order of things (compare Tit 3:1; 1 Pet 2:13-14).18 This submission is 

clearly measured by the form of human government in which man resides. On the one 

hand, Christians have freedom in Jesus Christ, but on the other, they must submit to 

the governing authorities. The first question is who are these authorities, that have 

power  over  Christians?  The  Greek  word  in  text  (exousiai)  literally  denotes  (1) 

freedom  of  choice  or  right  to  act  or  dispose  of,  (2)  ability  or  capability  to  do 

something, (3) authority or absolute power (in the abstract meaning), and (4) concrete 

authority,  i.e. a  bearer of authority.  In the plural,  it  is  commonly used for human 

“authorities.”

Paul is probably referring to properly constituted human governing authorities, 

and  not  to  invisible  angelic  powers  that  stand  behind  state  government  as  Oscar 

Cullmann has maintained.  In the Middle Ages and the Renaissance,  commentators 

differed in the view of whether Paul was referring only to civil rules. For example, 

Cajetan, Melanchton, and Calvin understood this text in reference to civil magistrates. 

Luther understood it as spiritual rulers and secular princes (LW 25.469). According to 
18 The commentary of Joseph A. Fitzmyer is followed. See FITZMYER, J. A. Romans, p. 666–670.
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Luther, secular princes were carrying out their  duties more successfully and better 

than ecclesiastical rulers (LW 25.471). 

Paul formulates his viewpoint and states the reason for such obedience through 

two statements:19 (1) there is no authority except from God; (2) those, which exist, 

have been set  up by God. In the first  part,  Paul stated the reason for his  position 

negatively,  and  in  the  second part  he  does  so  positively.  For  Paul,  even  Rome’s 

imperial authority comes from God, even though Rome may not recognize it or be 

reluctant  to admit  it.  Despite  the fact  that  civil  authorities may not all  agree with 

God’s will in the governance of the world, their authority still comes from him (see 

Acts 4:24-28). Paul reformulates his reasons differently, applying them to individuals. 

Submission  to  civil  government  is  a  form  of  obedience  to  God  himself,  as  the 

relationship of humans to God is not limited to the religious or cultic sphere of life. 

Hence, even though Jesus Christ frees Christians from the powers of this world, they 

cannot  resist  the  political  authority  that  comes  ultimately  from God,  even  if  that 

authority  is  in  control  by  heathens.  Judgment  will  follow  and  be  exercised 

eschatologically by God himself, if not sooner, through the existing human authority.

The Resistance (v. 2)

We know that whenever there is a command to obedience, there is also a desire to 

rebel. The fact is that humanity does not necessarily agree with all the laws of the 

state.  Paul  speaks  about  this  aspect  of  human’s  nature:  “Consequently,  he  who 

rebels  against  the authority  is  rebelling  against  what God has instituted, and 

those who do so will bring judgment on themselves” (w[ste o` avntitasso,menoj th/| 

evxousi,a|  th/|  tou/  qeou/  diatagh/|  avnqe,sthken(  oi`  de.  avnqesthko,tej  èautoi/j  kri,ma 

lh,myontai). There is no question that when we resist the authority of the state, we 

resist God. The issue is not our obedience to the state, but our obedience to God. The 

condemnation we receive is not from the state, but from God. What humanity is doing 

is saying to God that we do not agree with His wisdom regarding human government, 

and that we will do it our way. 

There is an overriding principle involved in the Christian’s relationship with the 

state.  Like  our  marriage  relationship  or  our  relationship  with  the  Church,  our 

relationship with the state is both horizontal and vertical. In other words, there is more 

19 This is basically a teaching of the Old Testament (see 2 Sam 12:8; Prov 8:15-16; Jer 27:5-6; Isa 45:1; 
Dan 2:21.37; 4:17).
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involved than that which exists on the horizontal plane alone. However, the decisions 

are  not  left  to  the  civil  population  and  their  governing  body,  it  is  left  up  to  the 

governing  body  and  God.  This  is  what  makes  it  both  a  horizontal  and  vertical 

relationship.  God has called every Christian to be subject  to governing authorities 

because those authorities have been set in place by him for the good of society. The 

Bible  says  that  God is  the  One who puts  kings  in  place  and  deposes  them.  The 

challenge  for  the  Christian  is  to  see  our  place  and  view  our  actions  from  the 

perspective of the sovereignty of God.

The Foundation (vv. 3-5)

Paul is stressing two important things here. (1) The delegated character of civil 

authority and its relation to God; (2) The final cause of such an institution: to punish 

evil and establish good. Civil government is ordained for the good of society because 

of the rebelliousness of man. A properly functioning government keeps evil in check 

by  punishing  it,  and  establishes  good  by  rewarding  it.  It  can  be  said  that  this 

foundation is both verification and confirmation of the authenticity of civil rules. It is 

a very important point in connection with cases of legal resistance to civil rules that 

do not fulfill this basic mandate. 

Opposition to legitimately constituted civil authorities can only result in fear: but 

if  one  does  wrong,  be  afraid,  for  the  sword  is  not  bore  for  nothing.  Paul  is  not 

speaking  about  what  has  been  called  in  modern  times  “civil  disobedience.”  This 

interpretation seems to be anachronistic. This approach is legitimate only in the case 

of an unjust government, doing duly constituted acts unjustly. The state is in Paul’s 

own words (v. 4): “God's servant to do you good … It is God's servant, an agent 

of wrath to bring punishment on the wrongdoer” (qeou/ ga.r dia,kono,j evstin soi. 

eivj to. avgaqo,n…qeou/ ga.r dia,kono,j evstin e;kdikoj eivj ovrgh.n tw/| to. kako.n pra,ssonti). 

Paul continues by introducing the sword as the symbol  of penal authority of civil 

governments.  The  state  must  maintain  order  and  strive  for  the  common  good by 

enforcing defiant citizens to obey the law of the society. For Paul, the sword is also 

the symbol of divine wrath combating rebellious conduct. It is the symbol for capital 

punishment (ius gladii – power of sword) that civil authorities could impose, but it 

must  be  noted  that  it  was  a  limited  authority  possessed  by  Roman  provincial 

governors over Roman citizens who were soldiers under their command. However, 
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Paul’s statement may be of broader scope. Such sword bearers could also designate 

civil guards and tax officials. In this statement, Paul repeats the description used at the 

beginning of the verse that the state, which is represented by bearers of civil authority, 

is God’s servant, but it is also the tool or instrument of God’s wrath - in Greek orgé. It 

is the instrument of punishment for “wrongdoers,” the rebellious citizens, who are 

punished by a civil authority and whose punishment becomes an expression of divine 

wrath.

In the conclusion of this section, Paul realizes that the fear of punishment or of 

divine  eschatological  wrath  will  not  always  deter  citizens  from  violating  civil 

regulations (v. 5): “therefore, it is necessary to submit to the authorities, not only 

because  of  possible  punishment  but  also  because  of  conscience” (dio.  avna,gkh 

ùpota,ssesqai( ouv mo,non dia. th.n ovrgh.n avlla. kai. dia. th.n sunei,dhsin). Paul appeals 

to the conscience of all people, which means that he puts the matter on a moral basis. 

Here the  obligation  to  obey civil  laws can be  more  than  just  civil  or  penal.  It  is 

important to note that the conscience links human reaction to civil government with 

the divine origin of civil authority itself.

The Illustration (vv. 6-7)

Finally,  the apostle Paul illustrates the practical application of civil obedience. 

“This is also why you pay taxes, for the authorities are God’s servants, who give 

their full time to governing. Give everyone what you owe him: If you owe taxes, 

pay  taxes;  if  revenue,  then  revenue;  if  respect,  then  respect;  if  honor,  then 

honor”  (dia. tou/to ga.r kai.  fo,rouj telei/te\ leitourgoi. ga.r qeou/ eivsin eivj auvto. 
tou/to proskarterou/ntejÅ avpo,dote pa/sin ta.j ovfeila,j( tw/| to.n fo,ron to.n fo,ron( tw/| to. 

te,loj to. te,loj( tw/| to.n fo,bon to.n fo,bon( tw/| th.n timh.n th.n timh,n). He stressed for 

the third time the delegated  nature of  civil  authorities  (vv.  1  and 4).20 In  the last 

verses, Paul affirms the principle that governs his discussion of this entire passage 

(vv. 1-7). He is speaking about the duty to meet one’s own obligations in financial, 

but also societal areas. Paul denotes that human society reckons with differences in 

the  social  and  political  order.  Christians  are  called  upon  to  recognize  these 

20 In this section, Paul calls them as leitourgoi, (leitourgoi), which is term composed from lao,j (laos) 
– people and evrga,zesqai (ergadzesthai) – doing, work for. This term designates a person who performs 
public services for the state – a concern of this person should be the welfare of society as a whole. In 
ancient Greece, it was often a service done gratis by someone who was in public office, for example a 
finance minister. To the terms  leitourge,w, leitourgi,a, leitourgo,j, leitourgiko,j  see BAG, p. 471–
472; MEYER, R., TDNT IV, p. 222–225; STRATHMANN, H. TDNT IV, p. 226–231; FITZMYER, J. 
A. Romans. p. 666–667.
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differences, as well as respect them. In this way, Paul formulates the problem of life 

for a Christian in civil and political society. Christians believing in Jesus Christ are 

free from this world through their faith and baptism.  By this, they all are justified 

human beings without distinction, but in society, they must respect and honor those 

who are official leaders in civil and political society.

What then can say about Paul’s words? First of all, one would have to discuss the 

relation of Christians to the “state,” even though there actually is no mention of the 

state in the text.  This view of the passage reflects a modern problem that came to the 

forefront during the period of Hitler  and Stalin,  and post Second World War.  We 

know it as a so-called “Two Kingdom doctrine” developed in the Christian tradition. 

Paul’s discussion of the relation of Christians to civil authorities remains on the level 

of  general  principles.  Some  commentators  inquire  whether  its  composition  is 

dependent on Mark 12:13-17, which is the pronouncement story about rendering to 

Caesar the things that are Caesar’s. However, we have no real indication that Paul was 

aware of it.  Moreover,  since the composition of the Marcan Gospel is usually set 

around 65 C.E. at the earliest, surely Paul would not know that Gospel as we have it 

today.21

The  passage  has  created  a  major  problem  in  modern  theological  discussion 

because  Paul’s  teaching  has  at  times  been  invoked  to  justify  any  sort  of  human 

government.  The  supposition  is  that  the  civil  authorities  are  good  and  conduct 

themselves rightly in seeking the interest of the political community. However, Paul 

does not envisage the possibility of any totalitarian government. He insists merely on 

one aspect of the question about the duty of subjects toward a duly constituted and 

legitimate  authority.  Paul  is  not  speaking about  the duty or responsibility  of  civil 

authorities  to  the  people  governed  (apart  from  13:4).  Moreover,  he  is  also  not 

discussing in exhaustive fashion the relation of Christians to governing authorities. He 

is silent about conflicts and the limits of earthly authority, but does not exclude these 

limits or the right to put up resistance. 

What Paul is teaching here has to be understood against the background of the 

Old Testament itself, in which Israel was instructed, especially in the time of the exile, 

to respect governing authorities, and even to pray for them (see Jer 29:7: “Also, seek 

the peace and prosperity of the city to which I have carried you into exile. Pray to the 

LORD for it, because if it prospers, you too will prosper”).
21 FITZMYER, J. A. Romans. p. 664. 
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Conclusion
What finally can be said? Despite the fact that in the New Testament there are 

some texts that lead some Christians to repudiate any individual right to use force, 

even in self-defense, they all must be considered and understood in the context of 

what the passage Romans 13:1-7 teaches us. We must remember that the main goal, 

or purpose of civil authority, is the reason why it has been set up and exists in human 

society to work for our good and to strive for the common good by obeying the laws 

of the society.  This formulation is  very close to the idea of the “common good,” 

which is the aim of every proper human government. This goal also includes the need 

and obligation to resist evildoers and all activities that cause violence and suffering 

among people. 

On this basis, the biblical message allows us to draw some basic suppositions in 

this context. It has to be only the governments who can use the force in the process of 

resisting violence, not individuals or groups within society. Then, all people have to 

be involved in the governmental uses of force. The uses of force have to be limited to 

the  extent,  which  is  required  for  securing  peace  and  justice.  Revenge  must  be 

forbidden, along with all aggression. In the process of securing the peace and justice, 

love and mercy must prevail. 

Despite the fact that the biblical picture supports the “just war” theory,  not all 

Christians agree with this perspective because of disagreement over the relationship 

between Old and New Testament,  and to  what  extent,  if  any at  all,  the Christian 

should participate in government and its exercise of force. Within Christianity and its 

theologies, there are for the most part two elementary contradictions; the stance of 

strict  pacifism,  which is based on the fundamental  spiritual  theology,  for example 

Anabaptists and Mennonites, and the stance of cautious participation in government 

and  permission  of  the  “just  war”  that  is  based  on  the  Thomistic  and  Protestant 

theology.22 As  Arthur  Holmes  states,  “disagreement  about  just  war  is  not  in  the 

meaning of some biblical texts, but it relates to entire theologies and resultant views 

of the Christian’s place in society.”23 

22 HOLMES,  A.  F.  The Just  War, Intervarsity  Christian fellowship,  USA,  2001.  Available on the 
internet: http://www.intervarsity.org/news/the-just-war. 
23 HOLMES,  A.  F.  The Just  War, Intervarsity  Christian fellowship,  USA,  2001.  Available on the 
internet: http://www.intervarsity.org/news/the-just-war. 
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Moreover, this is the most  important  point to keep in mind; one must  always 

approach the questions about “just war” and “just peace.” However, it does not mean 

that the uses of power, or to be at “just war” in the process of defense or securing 

peace and justice in the world should be the last word that could be said in this issue. 

They all are bad solutions, especially concerning Christians and their attitudes in this 

context.  Christians  should  have  more  courage  to  take  responsibility  for  the  next 

development  in  the  world,  and  try  to  implement  more  and more  elements  of  the 

Kingdom of God into the all of societal structures and politics. This is only right way 

for the next period because this way is way of God.  

19



Bibliography
Sources and Lexicons

Novum  Testamentum  Graece,  (NESTLE,  Erwin  –  Kurt  ALAND),  Deutsche 

Bibelgesellschaft, 199527.  

Septuaginta Id est  Vetus  Testamentum graece  iuxta  LXX interpretes  editit  Alfred 

Rahlfs,  Editio  minor,  Duo  volumina  in  uno,  Deutsche  Bibelgesellschaft  Stuttgart 

1935, 1979. 

Biblia  Hebraica  Stuttgartensia (ed.  K.  ELLIGER,  W.  RUDOLPH),  Deutsche 

Bibelgesellschaft, Stuttgart19904.

The Holy Bible: New International Version, by International Bible Society. 

Bushell,  Michael,  Aletti,  Jean-Noel,  Gieniusz,  Andrzej.  BibleWorks  Greek  New 

Testament Morphology. Norfolk: 1991-2001, BibleWorks LLC (Greek and Hebrew 

morphological databases used in program BibleWorks 5).

BAUER,  Walter.  Griechisch-deutsches  Wörterbuch  zu  den  Schriften  des  Neuen 

Testaments und der übrigen urchristlichen Literatur. 5th revised and enlarged edition, 

Berlin 1958. English edition by W. F. Arndt and F. W. Gingrich.  A Greek-English 

Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature. Chicago, Illinois: 

The University of Chicago Press and the Syndics of the Cambridge University Press, 

1957. (BAG).

BROWN,  Colin.  The  New  International  Dictionary  of  New  Testament  Theology. 

Devon; Michigan: The Paternoster Press, Ltd. Exeter and The Zondervan Corporation 

Grand Rapids, UK, USA,  Revised Edition 1986, Volume I, II,  III,  IV. Translated, 

with addition  and revisions,  from the German Theologisches  Begriffslexikon  zum 

Neuen Testament, Edited by Lothar Coenen, Erich Beyreuther and Hans Bietenhard, 

1971-1986 by Theologischer Verlag Rolf Brockhaus Wuppertal.

KITTEL,  Gerhard  (ed.).  Theologisches  Wörterbuch  zum  Neuen  Testament. 10 

Volumes.  Stuttgart:  Kohlhammer  1933–1973;  The  last  volume:  Register-

Literaturnachträge in  2  parts,  1978–1979.  English  ed.:  BROMILEY,  G.  W. 

Theological Dictionary of the New Testament. 10 Volumes. Michigan: Grand Rapids, 

Eerdmans 1964 – 1976. (TDNT).

20



Luther’s  Works.  American Edition.  Published by Concordia Publishing House and 

Fortress Press in 55 volumes. General Editors are Jaroslav Pelikan (for vols. 1-30) and 

Helmut T. Lehmann (for vols. 31-55).

 

Commentaries and monographs

ALT, Albrecht. Die Ursprünge des Israelitischen Rechts. Leipzig: S. Hirzel, 1934.

BARRETT,  Charles  K.  A  Commentary  on  the  Epistle  to  the  Romans.  Peabody: 

Hendrickson, 1991.

BÁNDY, Juraj. Dekalóg (Rozbor Desatora). Bratislava, 1999.

HÁJEK, Miloslav. Evangelium podle Matouše. Část I. Výklad kapitol 1 – 9. Praha: 

Kalich, 1995.

FITZMYER,  Joseph  A.  Romans.  A  New  Translation  with  Introduction  and 

Commentary. New York: The Anchor Bible. Doubleday, 1993.

KÄSEMANN, Ernst. Commentary on Romans. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980.

SODERLUND, Sven K. and N. T. WRIGHT (ed.). Romans and the People of God.  

Essays in Honor of Gordon D. Fee on the Occasion of his 65th Birthday. Michigan / 

Cambridge: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company. Grand Rapids, 1999.

WILCKENS, Ulrich. Der Brief an die Römer (Röm 12–16). Evangelisch-Katholischer 

Kommentar zum Neuen Testament, VI/3. Benziger/Neukirchener, 1980.

Electronic sources

DEFFINBAUGH, Bob. An Overview of the Ten Commandments (Exodus 20:1 – 17). 

Available on the Internet: http://www.bible.org/page.php?page_id=146.

HOLMES, Arthur  F.  The Just  War, Intervarsity Christian  fellowship,  USA, 2001. 

Available on the internet: http://www.intervarsity.org/news/the-just-war. 

Peer reviewed by:

Prof. Dr. Ulrich Nembach

Prof. Dr. Günther Gassmann

21

http://www.intervarsity.org/news/the-just-war
http://www.bible.org/page.php?page_id=146

	Good News and Just War – a perpetual controversial issue
	Introduction to the Studies
	The Old Testament and Just War
	The New Testament and Just War
	The Relationship of Christians to civil authorities
	The Obligation (v. 1)

	Conclusion

	Bibliography

