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This talk is taken from a chapter in a book I am in the final stages of finishing. The larger argument is concerned with the meaning of Jesus’ parable in the Gospel of Luke, chapter 10, the story we universally know as the parable of the Good Samaritan. Pivotal to the story are three questions. Two from the lawyer: “What shall I do to inherit eternal life,” and: “Who is my neighbor?”; and Jesus’ counter question: “Who is the neighbor to the one…?”  What could Jesus mean by telling this story? Jesus means, I believe, to tell us the true meaning of what I would call radical, combative love; of true, radical, revolutionary neighborliness. But what would that mean if applied to the situation in South Africa, specifically for the purposes of our discussion, that crucial period after Sharpeville when the ANC, a banned organization with a banned leader (Albert John Mvumbi Luthuli) took decisions that would have such momentous consequences for the struggle, the people, and the country. So in this paper (like I did with “reconciliation” elsewhere, I will speak of love as a political force for good. 

Way back in 1974, in a then startlingly fresh approach, French theologian Jean Cardonnel raised a question, as disturbing and challenging now as it was then, the question I believe Jesus was trying to get the lawyer to ask. It is a question that at once reveals the real-life situation Jesus was recalling and the revolutionary nature of what is called for in such a situation. What would have happened, Cardonnel asks, if the Samaritan had come upon the scene while the robbers were still attacking their victim? What would then be the act of true love toward the neighbor? Should he have waited, hung back, until they have finished and departed for him to then perform his act of mercy? Or would the true act of love have been to intervene and stop the bandits from causing harm to their victim?
  That, I submit, is the question. It is a question that immediately exposes the total inadequacy of all spiritualizing, all generalized allegorizing, and all fantasized sermonizing, because it raises another, even deeper question: if love intervenes, what form would this intervention take? In any case, that is the question both driven by love and expressive of love.
Cardonnel argues that true love of neighbor is not just a healing love, a love that tends the wounds but fails to ask where the wounds come from, and who made them. It certainly is not a sentimentalized love that speaks vaguely of “setting a good example”; it is a “combatant love, which needs to be transformed into an inventive, prophetic, pioneering, creative love.” That is the love of the Jericho Road. It is a love not lured into safe, distant deeds of charity, a love not afraid to engage the situation as one finds it, a love that seeks to understand the causes of suffering and seeks to engage these causes, not just their consequences. It is a love that not only seeks to understand who caused the wounds, but also why? A love that asks not only how to stop the bleeding, but how to stop the wounding.
Let us turn to Dietrich Bonhoeffer, theologian of the resistance against Hitler, the Nazi’s and the complicity of the Christian church.  Dietrich Bonhoeffer saw with prophetic clarity what was at stake as the church grappled with what the Nazi’s called “the Jewish question.” Bonhoeffer knew, as all true prophets would discover in other times, that at heart this had nothing to do with “the Jewish question”, as for us today it has nothing to do with the “race problem”, the “gender problem” or the “queer problem”. Fundamentally and principally the question then was as it would always be: “How radical is your love? How revolutionary is your neighborliness?”
At the time when he decided to join the resistance, Bonhoeffer reflected on the realities of the German situation. He did not philosophize about the general ruinous condition of humankind; he did not spiritualize the kingdom of God. He did not flee into academic theological vagueness or eschatological escapism, even though that would have been safer. With our parable in mind, we return to Bonhoeffer as he pondered “three possibilities” open to the church in life and death situations where fundamental choices must be taken on behalf of the victims of oppression. Having established that the church challenges the state as to its actions towards the people; and that the church has an obligation towards the victims of any societal order (whether they are Christian or not), Bonhoeffer comes to the only possibility proper for the church in such a situation:

The third possibility is not just to bind up the wounds of the victims beneath the wheel, but to seize the wheel itself.
 

In light of our parable, what Bonhoeffer was asking, in effect, of the church and of himself was this: what is the calling of love and neighborliness in this situation in which we come upon the Jericho Road scene while the robbers were still attacking? Hitler was still very much present, in control of the machine that was crushing his victims. The third option was really the only option left, if one were not, like the priest and the Levite, to turn away and walk away. For Bonhoeffer the call of love in his situation was to join the resistance and, as a consequence the plot to take Hitler’s life. 

I will argue that not merely incidentally, facing the same historic decision with consequences of the same significance, this is also the question that confronted Albert Luthuli and Nelson Mandela in South Africa’s struggle for freedom after that crucial moment in our history, the Sharpeville massacre. And even though the two men came to radically different conclusions, I contend that the fundamental question that drove them was the same. 
In December 1961, after the Sharpeville massacre in March of the year before, the African National Congress made the decision to embark on a military strategy and formed its armed wing, Umkhonto we Sizwe, meaning “the spear of the nation” (MK). On 12 June 1964, Mandela, Walter Sisulu and six others were sentenced to life imprisonment. At that time Luthuli proceeded to issue a statement, much quoted since, fiercely debated and according to UKZN historian Scott Couper, “frequently used to support the claim that he supported the initiation and the formation of MK.”

Luthuli began his statement by stating that the ANC had “never abandoned” its method of what he called a “militant, non-violent struggle, and of creating a spirit of militancy in the people.” That underscored at least two things. First, that even though a decision was taken to form a military wing, for Luthuli militant, non-violent action was still an option, in fact remained foundational for the liberation movement. Second, and crucially, Luthuli states that the claim on “militancy” with all the richness of its attendant symbolism for any revolutionary movement should not be restricted to the choices for violent struggle only. There is such a thing as “a spirit of nonviolent militancy” that could be instilled in people, and for him it should always remain a real, live option.
 Despite his own convictions, however, he did not openly criticize the move toward armed tactics. Indeed he insisted that no one could blame those “brave, just men” who resorted to a military option given the circumstances.  They were, in Luthuli’s eyes, still “seeking justice” albeit by the use of violent methods, and still represented “the highest in morality and ethics in the South African political struggle.” By sending them to prison, he added in a remarkably perceptive sentence, the South African courts have in fact “sentenced this morality and ethics to an imprisonment it may never survive.”

The statement as a whole reveals an immense generosity of spirit which is more than merely democratic. One must not underestimate the serious tensions the pro-military decision created between Luthuli and proponents in the ANC, including Mandela. But Luthuli’s love for Christ led him not only into the struggle but to radical love for his people, black and white, including those like Mandela who differed from him on this crucial matter and derided him for it. 

These words have caused a great and continuing debate on the question of violence, the ANC’s decision and Luthuli’s attitude toward it. Even though, Scott Couper remarks, “nationalistic commentaries rarely state categorically” that Luthuli supported the initiation of violence, they “frequently imply it,” because, they argue, Luthuli’s own words – “no one can blame brave just men [for choosing violence]” – pave the way for that understanding. This interpretation and its rationalization are not always honest,
 but I think that from an ANC viewpoint it is nonetheless understandable. Because of this decision the ANC had invested almost all of its years and energy in exile in the armed struggle, the defense and the justification thereof. It was vitally important for the credibility of the liberation movement in their view, to claim that the struggle for freedom had therefore been won by military means. The almost ritualistic glorification of violence and the constant characterization of the violent struggle as the heart of the “National Democratic Revolution” – which in turn is at the heart of the ANC’s vision - made that stance not only unavoidable but an absolute necessity. 
The fact that it did not happen that way, and that the ANC guerilla forces, without in any way belittling their fervor, commitment and sacrifices they believed were for a good cause, nevertheless never stood a realistic chance against the best equipped and trained military force on the continent, did not really matter. What also did not seem to matter is that the struggle was ultimately and finally won by the internal forces and their persistent, sacrificial nonviolent resistance rather than by the sporadic acts of violence done by MK or APLA, or for that matter, by the “Self-Defence Committees” the ANC had set up in the townships during the states of emergency in South Africa half-way through the eighties. For them, what matters are the romanticized revolution and the sacrifices of MK soldiers. It is almost as if the sacrifices of those who stayed home and fought the daily battles on apartheid’s killing fields in a nonviolent revolution for almost two decades did not count.
 

But let us further examine Couper’s discussion of this matter. Couper makes the point that Luthuli “could not and did not support the formation and launch of MK because his domestic and international constituency bound him to never countenance the loss of moral high ground.”
 That is strongly plausible, but if that were the only “smoking gun evidence” for Luthuli’s nonviolent stance, one would perhaps be right in describing him as more opportunistic than principled. In this same vein follows the suggestion that in deference to Martin Luther King Jr., Luthuli took seriously King’s reading of Reinhold Niebuhr that helped King to be cautious about humanity’s “potential for evil” which many pacifists, wrote King, “fail to see.” “All too many had an unwarranted optimism concerning man and leaned unconsciously toward self-righteousness.”
 Scott Couper concludes, “Luthuli was, in King’s words, wary of perceiving himself as ‘self-righteous’ and ‘not free of the moral dilemmas’ faced by Mandela and the others who also had lost patience.”
 So, by Couper’s reckoning, at least part of Luthuli’s ambiguity should be understood in light of the ambiguity of Martin Luther King Jr. on this point. Luthuli, like King, was a “strategic pacifist” rather than an “ideological” one.
In response, we should first turn to what seems to be the core of the debate. The debate centers almost exclusively on the question whether Luthuli would have called himself a pacifist. Luthuli, like King, counted many pacifists among his circle of friends and supporters, but never joined a pacifist organization. Defenders of the 1961 MK decision insist he was not pacifist and therefore must have supported the decision and the violent struggle. More than once, Couper points to Luthuli’s declaration, “I am not a pacifist, I am a realist.”
 Yet he comes to the conclusion that Luthuli, both as a struggle activist, a leader of the movement, and as a Christian, could never have chosen for violence. His nonviolent stance throughout was too consistent. “He did not, as an individual, nor as the ANC president general, ever advocate or justify violence prior to or after the 1961 decision to form MK, to which he had been party.”

But perhaps the issue here is not so much whether Luthuli would describe himself as a pacifist, strategic or not, trying to grasp “the moral high ground” over against Mandela and Tambo. Perhaps the question is not whether, with an eye on his international support base he felt compelled to follow Martin Luther King Jr.’s reticence as to perceptions of “self-righteousness.” Is, all these other considerations aside, the simple truth not that Luthuli’s understanding of the call of Christian discipleship on this issue was fundamental in his beliefs and actions? Couper concludes that Luthuli’s “strong Christian leanings… combined with his belief that a violent solution would be suicidal for oppressed and oppressors alike and the advent of new strategic opportunities afforded by his reception of the Nobel Peace Prize persuaded him against supporting the initiation of violence by MK.”
 Fundamentally it was these convictions, rather than politics, that caused the tensions between Luthuli and his movement and Luthuli and Mandela on this sensitive issue.
 
This brings Couper closer to Luthuli’s truth, I think. One cannot deny the fundamental convictions based on Luthuli’s understanding of the way of Jesus of Nazareth. That much is certainly true, and to me that sounds more in line with Luthuli’s consistent thinking and actions than to explain his nonviolence as more or less a political response to the demands of his domestic and international supporters, or in terms of his relationship with Martin King. Moreover, if one considers the fact that Martin Luther King Jr. and Albert Luthuli had never met, with King working in the United States under a completely different set of circumstances, why would Luthuli be so much more concerned with King’s opinion of him than the opinion of his peers in South Africa and the movement he had led for so long despite his admiration for the American leader? And considering his banning that had made his leadership far more complicated and more difficult to exert, why would he hope for “more opportunities” for nonviolent action, which he could no longer lead and personally inspire with his presence, especially if he had to concede Mandela’s point about white intransigence over a protracted period of time? It was a point Luthuli himself had made repeatedly and in his statement in court Mandela quotes him in this regard. 
Neither could it simply have been the utilitarian consideration whether nonviolence as a strategy “works”. It often does not work, and purely on political analysis, South Africa at the time, as well as later in the final phases of the struggle in the seventies and eighties, did not offer much in the way of evidence that it would work. At the same time there was not much evidence that violence as strategy for resistance in the South African situation “worked”. What fundamentally drove Luthuli was that nonviolence as a way of resistance and therefore as a strategy of struggle was indeed the way of Jesus of Nazareth; that politically and strategically it could indeed be very effective, and that it did offer the greater future for oppressed and oppressor alike, creating space for the reconciliation without which no revolution is really complete.
Luthuli himself had long had the sense to take into consideration that arguments for nonviolent struggle would become increasingly difficult to make in the face of the viciousness of apartheid oppression. And even though this did not make him choose for violence it does explain his insistence that he was not a “pacifist.” I understand this to mean that Luthuli was wary of making of pacifism an ideological platform as it so often is understood, bringing with it the moral entrapments he eschewed and knew were not helpful in the South African situation. Moreover, despite his holding on to his own convictions on this matter, and while he was always trying to persuade others to hold onto this view, which the ANC, he believed, had “never abandoned”, he was, under the circumstances, not prepared to force others to hold the beliefs he did. It may be that Luthuli hesitated to take a stance which resolutely, as a matter of doctrine and principle, and under all circumstances would condemn the use of violence, not so much for himself, but to create freedom of choice for others. Nonviolence, after all, is a philosophy no one can be coerced into; one has to freely, willingly, soberly and courageously embrace it, consciously opening oneself to the consequences it brings. It was the choice of discipleship, and as such it is always costly.
For himself, that he has said again and again, violence would never be acceptable, but he was willing to accept that for others, situations may arise in which they found themselves without options left. In that case, Luthuli would not be a partner, but he would remain a steadfast witness to another possibility. He could not follow them, but he would not condemn them - both as a realist about the South African situation and as a Christian driven by hope for the South African situation. Luthuli understood the reasons why some in South Africa would turn to violence. He knew very well, as he stated in his Nobel Peace Prize acceptance speech, that “in my country, South Africa, the spirit of peace is subject to some of the severest tensions known to men.”
 Unforgettable is his pain-filled cry from the heart:
How long before the Union’s African people are seeking a new embodiment of new wishes? How long before, out of the depths they cry, ‘If the man of peace does not prevail, give us the men of blood?’ 

That is not a rallying call for the justification of violence. It is a cry of mourning for the hardness of heart in white South Africa, and the temptation for the people, in response to that hardness, to risk their soul in embracing what is closest to their oppressors’ hearts. In South Africa at the time, and at every stage of the struggle, one would be utterly irresponsible if one did not take that into consideration. If one wanted to lead credibly, a doctrinaire attitude, without consideration of our own historical context and the hugely hypocritical stance on this matter of the supporters and beneficiaries of apartheid at home and abroad, would not be helpful or add to one’s integrity in discussing the question of violence and the arguments against it. One could not simply, under such extreme duress and provocation, call oppressed people to nonviolent responses. That was already, and constantly, done by too many from within the comfort of their far-removed places of safety, protected privilege, and unthreatened wisdom. One had to persuade the masses who were risking their lives in a struggle that was nonviolent only from their side that even though violence was an option, nonviolence was the better, life-giving option. 
Nelson Mandela’s famous statement before the court in his trial was a reasoned, scientific appeal, devoid of emotion, to understand the choice for violence. That is one reason why one should take this issue so seriously and respond to it with the same seriousness with which it was posed. But that was years after, in a rationale in his trial. In situations of extreme violent oppression such as South Africa was, and in the actual moment of confrontation, it was the appeal to violence that was the emotional appeal, far easier to make, calling upon those natural desires for revenge and retribution, those longings for “heroism” that always live just beneath the surface in all of us. In contrast, it was the appeal to nonviolence that had to be reasonable, well-considered, politically and philosophically responsible and persuasive. In such situations it is always the harder choice.  
Violence appeals to the feelings and responses in the heated moment of confrontation, in which the consequences are almost always confined to, and justified by the immediate gratification of the need for retribution, for a response to oppression and the call of freedom. Nonviolence calls for the consideration of the possibility that one might be seen as weak, meekly crumbling before the violent onslaught, not willing to make the sacrifices necessary for victory. Nonviolence has to persuade people of a more distant, but infinitely more real victory than the immediate satisfaction of a victory written in blood. It has to persuade people to make the same sacrifices unrelieved by retribution; to believe in and hope for things not yet seen, but nonetheless essential for a peaceful, humane future. In my experience that is always the harder choice. 
Mandela’s famous words, “an ideal for which I am prepared to die”, were meant as an expression of his willingness to give his life in the struggle for freedom and dignity, even if it has to be a violent struggle. And in the minds of many that makes him the struggle hero he has rightly become. But the choice for nonviolent struggle reveals one’s willingness to die for the same ideals, in the process of which, however, one is willing to lay down one’s life, but not willing to take the life of the other, hoping that on the other side of the revolution the room created by this sacrifice would be a possibility for reconciliation and shared freedom. This was not only Albert Luthuli’s choice, but the choice of the generation after 1976, that, especially during the eighties, despite the unavoidable violence that attends all struggles, mostly succeeded in turning the struggle into a wave of nonviolent, militant deliberateness that the apartheid edifice finally could not withstand. And that, I contend, was what Mandela knew when he stepped out of prison in 1990.  
Couper makes the valuable point that Luthuli made a subtle but important distinction between “sympathy” and “support.” Sympathy or solidarity with Mandela and the others, he argues, “does not assume support or agreement with their methods.” He then continues, “Luthuli also made the same distinction between the ANC as an organization he led as president general and the “brave just men” who could not be blamed if their patience became exhausted.” That much, I think, is clear. The ANC that Luthuli led has indeed never, throughout its existence, abandoned the method of “a militant, nonviolent struggle.” The historical record, which Mandela would recall during his statement at trial, verified this. “However,” Luthuli continues, “in the face of the uncompromising white refusal to abandon a policy which denies the African and other oppressed South Africans their rightful heritage – freedom – no one can blame brave and just men from seeking justice by the use of violent methods…”That historic record would now be departed from, but not nullified.
But we need to dig deeper. Luthuli, in insisting that Mandela and the others remained “brave, just men”, even in their decision for the use of violence, compels us, in following his logic, to ask a different question, all the more important because, besides being a political question, is also a moral question, namely: who created this dilemma? Who is really to blame for the decision to turn to violence? Certainly not the leaders of the ANC, whose patience, after years of nonviolent struggle, had finally worn out? And Luthuli knows where the blame lies: with the white government who refuses to abandon a policy of racist oppression, especially in the light of decades of extraordinary patience and endurance: “How easy it would have been,” Luthuli makes plain in his Nobel Lecture, “for the natural feelings of resentment at white domination to have been turned into feelings of hatred and a desire for revenge against the white community…”
 But that did not happen. 
And the reason why it did not happen was not accidental. Nor was it simply because of the pressures of white power. It was because, “deliberately and advisedly, African leadership for the past fifty years… had set itself steadfastly against racial vaingloriousness.”
 This is a strong choice of words. The African leadership, in Luthuli’s view, resisted the temptation to see in violence a proof of their dedication to freedom, a vindication of the validity and quality of their leadership, a measurement of the integrity of their struggle. They refused to have their response to oppression dictated to by the immorality of the apartheid mindset. Neither was turning the violence of the white oppressors against them evidence of some kind of muscular African “manhood”. That, Luthuli argues, is all vainglory: it is no achievement, he is saying, to ape the mindless destructiveness of one’s oppressor.   
So Luthuli’s words here are not uttered to justify violence. They are meant to put into perspective the historical circumstances, to expose the hubris and hardheartedness that forced South Africa’s oppressed people into decisions they, given a choice, would rather not have taken. They are meant to raise the issue of ultimate moral responsibility. Indeed, keeping the brutality of apartheid rule in mind, Luthuli argues, those who take such decisions against such odds, laying their lives on the line for the sake of justice, are indeed “brave” and “just.” It is the South African government and its immoral legal system that had brought new, and greater, risks to the South African situation: “They [the apartheid regime and its beneficiaries] have put the highest morality and ethics in the liberation struggle in a prison where it might not survive.” 
Luthuli was not referring to the decision by Mandela and the ANC to ultimately turn to violence I think. He was referring to those high and impeccable moral standards, embodied by Mandela and the others, in fact by the oppressed people of South Africa as a whole that have kept the struggle nonviolent for so long, that have honoured the noblest goals of the struggle for decades in the face of the immorality of unspeakable oppression. It was those high moral standards which were now punished with imprisonment, where “it might not survive.” If Mandela and the others would now turn as bitter, as filled with racist hate as their oppressors, convinced of the justness of revenge and retribution, and if that would be the message sent to their people, who would have to take ultimate responsibility?
If understood thus, what Couper calls “even more difficult to explain,” might not be so difficult to explain after all. He refers to the words in the statement that describe Mandela and the others as possessing “the highest morals and ethics within the liberation struggle.” This is how I understand Luthuli: If black leadership had done all they could, if they had led their people with all deliberateness on a path of nonviolent resistance despite the odds, the unbearable provocation, the harshness and the brutality of the regime; nonetheless all the time working towards a vision “of a non-racial, democratic South Africa which upholds the rights of all who live in our country to remain there as full citizens, with equal rights and responsibilities with all others…”
 - who would now point the finger of blame?
Who would call them immoral? Certainly it cannot be the representatives of one of the most brutally racist regimes of the twentieth century, perpetrators of a system declared a crime against humanity? It cannot be the supporters and beneficiaries of apartheid who grew fat and comfortable feeding on the violence of apartheid and the exploitation and oppression of South Africa’s black masses. Their immorality in creating, maintaining and supporting the immorality of an evil system precludes them from ethical judgment. And certainly not Albert Luthuli, who understood that not everyone in the struggle who did not share his views had therefore become “immoral”? He would rather honour them than belittle them as “immoral” in the eyes of an evil regime who had no claim on honour, and of a world who through its complicity and complacency with apartheid had together caused the fateful decision to be taken.   

But there is a still deeper reason for Luthuli’s words, I think, and this brings us back to our question whether this whole argument is merely about (some form of) pacifism, and it returns us to our parable. I think Luthuli understood that at the very heart of the issue lies not the question of pacifism, or who exhibits the higher morality. Rather, Luthuli understood that it was about the question Cardonnel called our attention to: What happens if this (revolutionary, combative) love is expressed during the struggle, not after?
 It is the question Jesus raises in the parable: how combative is your love, and how revolutionary is your neighborliness? At its essence it was love for the oppressed people of South Africa, and the love for justice that made them join the struggle despite the dangers, the risks and the sacrifices. It was for love of a country where at that moment, Luthuli lamented,
The brotherhood of man is an illegal doctrine, outlawed, banned, censured, proscribed and prohibited; where to work, talk, or campaign for the realization in fact and deed of the brotherhood of man is hazardous, punished with banishment, or confinement without trial, or imprisonment; where effective democratic channels to peaceful settlement of the race problem have never existed these three hundred years; and where white minority power rests on the most heavily armed and equipped military machine in Africa.

In his address to the Court from the dock, Mandela was at pains to point out the long road of what he called “anxious assessment” that preceded the decision to turn to violence.
 He and his comrades spoke of the need of “responsible leadership to canalize and control the feelings of the people;” (p.2) how, if left unaddressed, those feelings would explode into “outbreaks of terrorism” that would produce an intensity of bitterness and hostility between the races “which is not produced even by war.”(p2) He recounted the long litany of state violence as response to nonviolent resistance, how “all lawful modes of expressing opposition” had been closed by legislation. He told the Court that the “volunteers,” mendaciously described by the apartheid prosecutors as “soldiers of a black army pledged to fight a civil war against the whites” were in fact called volunteers “because they volunteer to face the penalties of imprisonment and whipping which are now prescribed by legislature for such acts.”(p.2) They volunteered not to kill and rape and pillage, but to sacrifice and serve. 
He repeatedly made the case against the dangerous and ultimately fatal intransigence of the apartheid regime, and again and again stated how difficult it was for them to make this decision. “This conclusion was not easily arrived at. It was only when all else had failed, when all channels of peaceful protest had been barred to us, that the decision was made to embark on violent forms of political struggle... We did so, not because we desired such a cause, but solely because the Government had left us with no other choice.” (p.3) Then Mandela uttered words weighted with historical portent and responsibility: “There comes a time in the life of any nation”, Mandela said, “when there remain only two choices – submit or fight.” (p3) Their love for the people and their love for freedom, their dignity and their concern for South Africa’s future left them no choice: they decided to fight. Luthuli’s hope that this fight would remain nonviolent was set aside for the moment. It would take a new generation to rekindle that hope.
    Like Bonhoeffer, both Mandela and Luthuli were driven not by hatred or vengeance or the desire for retribution or murder, or what Luthuli called “vainglory”, but by the fundamental question: what is the quality of my love for the neighbor? What does love, politically interpreted, mean in this situation? What does it mean “to grab the wheel” and put a spoke in it? What is the dictate of love while the robbers are still doing harm to the victim on the road? For Jesus in occupied Judea, for Bonhoeffer in Nazi Germany, and for Albert Luthuli and Nelson Mandela in apartheid South Africa, this was the ultimate question. For Mandela, it meant a turn to violence in response to the violence of the oppressor. Luthuli could not make that choice. 
     But if the crucial issue here is the issue of combative, revolutionary love rather that a debate about pacifism, there is no contradiction between the Mandela of 1961 and the Mandela of 1990. It was this love for all the people of South Africa, white and black, that made Mandela make the choice for forgiveness and reconciliation. And for him that love was a legitimate political expression.
    I remain convinced that Luthuli, in 1961, made the wiser choice. Even love can make one make choices that one later, when love meets greater wisdom, sees differently or even regrets. For far too many across the world, Mandela is the hero he was because of his choice for violent struggle. That is far too simplistic, I think. Mandela took that step only after much debate, intense, and intensely honest internal struggle, and critical, agonizing hesitation. It was not ideological recklessness, the gratification of retribution, or superficial desires for heroism that drove him. That would be what Luthuli called “vaingloriousness”. The “cherished ideal” for which he was prepared to die, was not “military struggle.” The ideal was the continuing fight against white domination and black domination, the dream of “a democratic and free society in which all persons live together in harmony and with equal opportunities.” 
     The argument has been put to me that the fact that Mandela refused to renounce violence when it was set as condition for his release by the National Party government in the 1980s, is proof of his life-long commitment to violence. It is another reason for his iconic status. But they have it wrong. If that were true, Mandela’s politics of reconciliation as at the heart of the struggle “all along”, would have been hypocritical and cynical in the extreme. If Mandela had accepted that condition, he would have denied the historical circumstances that drove him to that decision. Such denial would have removed the blame from the apartheid government, cleansed the historical record of the truth that the deepest reason for it all was not a desire for violence on the side of the oppressed, but the ruthless use of violence as means of domination and the worship of violence as salvific power by white South Africa. 
     Acceptance of such a condition would have meant sanctifying the hypocrisy of a regime which was still, at that very moment, unleashing unrelenting violence against nonviolent protesters in the streets of South Africa whilst daring to speak of nonviolence to Mandela. Acceptance would have been vainglorious: putting one’s own freedom above the freedom of one’s people, blessing the apartheid regime with legitimacy when one’s spiritual children, their struggles and their courage have called into question the regime’s very right to even dictate terms of freedom to their leader and to themselves, and were paying the highest price for that refusal.  

     And now, looking back at 1990, with Mandela emerging from prison, recognizing the impact and nonviolent militancy of the internal struggle since 1976 and especially 1983 that finally and ultimately broke the back of apartheid oppression, reminding the ANC and the world that the militant, nonviolent tradition of the struggle was indeed never abandoned but embodied in and embraced by a new, nonracial generation; Mandela calling for all violence to cease and for his people to respond not with hatred or retribution but with forgiveness and reconciliation, proclaiming that reconciliation has “always been” at the heart of our struggle for justice and freedom, is it not the wisdom of Luthuli and the deepest traditions of the struggle that have ultimately triumphed? I think it is. 
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� See Couper, op. cit., 204-206


� It is remarkable that those who choose the way of violence never have to defend their decision as “unrealistic”, even though violence rarely “works” and its consequences remain devastating for those who engage in it as well as for those who are its victims. Contrarily, the defenders of nonviolence are almost always automatically seen as “unrealistic.” Hence the necessity for even Luthuli and Martin Luther King to point out that they were “realists”, not “pacifists.”


� Couper, op. cit., 168


� Couper op. cit., 170, quoting Martin Luther King, Jr., from The Autobiography of Martin Luther King Junior, found at � HYPERLINK "http://www.stanford.edu/group/King/publications/autobiography/chp_3.htm" �http://www.stanford.edu/group/King/publications/autobiography/chp_3.htm�  


� Op. cit., 177


� Op. cit., 170


� Op. cit., 178


� Op. cit., 177


� Op. cit., 160: “His publicized views directly contradicted Mandela’s views found in MK’s manifesto.” These views “deeply disturbed many of his more militant colleagues.”


� Couper, op. cit., 219


� Couper, op. cit., 182; 


� Couper, op. cit., 230


� Idem


� Idem.


� See Cardonnel, op. cit., 120 


� Couper, op. cit., 225


� See Nelson Mandela, “I am Prepared to Die”, � HYPERLINK "http://www.historyplace.com/speeches/mandela.htm" �http://www.historyplace.com/speeches/mandela.htm�, accessed January 30, 2014 
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