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Foreword

Tuesday, September 11, 2001 wasthefirst day of classesin thefall semester at
University of Waterloo. At Conrad Grebd University College, students and
professorsalike began the day anticipating new encountersand afresh exchange
of ideas. Asnewsunfolded of theterrorist attackson the World Trade Center and
Pentagon, academic agendawas put aside as people gathered around televisions,
internet, and also together in discussion and prayer. Little did we know that the
exchangeof ideas, opinions, and emotionsthrough theschool year to comewould
be shaped by the horrific eventsin the United Statesthat Tuesday morning.

Asthis special issue of The Conrad Grebel Review goesinto production,
peoplearound theworld areanticipating thefirst anniversary of 9/11. Undoubtedly,
anew waveof anayss, reflection, and commemoration will happen at that point.
Most of thewritinginthisissuewasproduced inthemonthsimmediately following
September 11. In our Cal for Papers, we offered as a theme “Responding to
Terrorism: Does Nonviolence Work?” And so most of the essaysin some way
reflect onthedilemmasof apacifist or nonresistant stancein light of theenormity
and closeness (to North Americans) of the September 11 terrorist violenceaswell
asinlight of the organized state violencein Afghani stan that followed.

Theessaysinthisissuehave gpproachesthat aremulti-varied— philosophical,
historical, autobiographical, biblically-rooted, for instance. Wewere struck by the
fact that the piecessubmitted did not easily fadl into theregular categoriesof scholarly
article, reflective essay, or crestive writing. The table of contents without our
regular sectionsreflectsthisblurring of the boundariesin genresof writing. The
Literary Refractions in poetry and prose are found throughout the issue. The
booksreviewed are a so relevant to thetheme.

Thisissueismy last aseditor of The Conrad Grebel Review. Beginningwith
theFal 2002issue, anew editoria teamwill bein place, cond sting of Stephen Jones
asManaging Editor, and C. Arnold Snyder as Supervising Editor. Arthur Boerswill
continueasBook Review Editor and Carol Lichti asCirculation Manager.

We hope thisissue stimulatesyour mind and spirit.

Marlene Epp, Editor

Cover: Computer artwork by Christopher Tiessen. Chrisisa 2002 graduate
of Conrad Grebel University College at the University of Waterloo.



Roots of Violence, Seeds of Peace

Grace M. Jantzen

It was agood piece of land, about half an acre, well drained, gently sloping,
and sheltered from the east wind: perfect for growing vegetables and a few
raspberries. | was gradually making my way as an academic in London
University, but | had come from aprairie farm in Saskatchewan and love the
soil and all growing things. Working a vegetable patch would be a perfect
balanceto long hours at my desk. There were some weeds and acoarse grass
growing on the patch, but it was autumn; | would have until spring to prepare
it for seeding. So whenever | could take a break from my books | spent an
hour or two pulling up the weeds and digging in aload of farmyard manure. As
| turned the soil over | noticed long whiteroot systemsfrom the coarse grass:
| pulled up what | could, and chopped up what was left with my spade,
carefully burying it as| went along. After some weeks| wasrewarded with a
lovely clean plot of land ready for spring planting. But when spring began to
arrive, long before any seeds could go in, the plot was covered in virulent
coarse grass. It was, of course, couch grass; by chopping up the roots and
burying them | had propagated it in just the way it likes best, and | had al to
doagain.

Intheyearssincethen, astheworld has continued its escal ating spiral of
hatred and violence, the labyrinthine system of that couch grass has cometo
be a metaphor of buried violence aways ready to spring up and stifle the
fruitfulness of the earth. In thisessay | proposeto look again, not so much at
the particular outbreaks of violence, worrying as they are, but at its root
system, thelabyrinth of aggression and violencewhich springsup in destruction
and warfare. In the discourses of modernity, aggression has been taken as

Grace M. Jantzen is Research Professor of Religion, Culture and Gender at the
University of Manchester, U.K. Her latest books are Julian of Norwich: Mystic
and Theologian (SPCK 2000) and Becoming Divine: Towards aFeminist Philosophy
of Religion (Indiana University Press and Manchester University Press, 1998).
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“natural,” an innate feature of what it isto be human. If that is the case, then
non-violence cannot work; sincewhat isinnate will alwaysfind away to erupt
into expression. | wish therefore to show how violence has been naturalized
and how it can be denaturalized, exposing its tangled roots to make way for
seeds of peace.

Underground: TheCultural Habitus

Pierre Bourdieu, a French sociol ogist, devoted hiseffortsto developing alogic
of practice, an account of how peoplein aculture develop a“practical sense
for what is to be done in a given situation.”* He calls this shared practical
sense the habitus. The habitus is the common sense world as it appears to,
and isinhabited by, its participants. As children, we acquire asense of how to
behave: awhole range of attitudes, tastes, and val ues acquired and absorbed
through our upbringing devel op within usasense of “how thingsaredone” in
themultiplesituations, trivial and complex, which makeup our daily life. Itis
this complex of tastes and preferences and learned behaviour patterns, this
habitus, that enables usin most situationsto know spontaneously what to do:
we have asense of what isneeded or appropriate and how todoit. Andit feels
completely natural or even instinctive: indeed not to behave in accordance
with the habitus — to wear beach clothes to afuneral or to eat stew without
cutlery — could only be donewith deliberate forethought and to achieve some
(perhaps shocking) objective. The habitusmakes social life possible: withina
fairly limited range of possibilitieswe know what sort of behaviour isexpected
invarious social roles and contexts, and can give our attention and energy to
putting our own distinctive personal style on the waysin which wefill these
roles and encounter new situations.

Because the habitus is the disposition formed by the internalization of
cognitive structures and past experience and training, actions and attitudesthat
spring from this disposition feel entirely natural: they are not perceived as
unusual or against the grain. As Bourdieu puts it, “the habitus — embodied
history, internalized as a second nature and so forgotten as history — isthe
active presence of the whole past of which it is the product. As such, it . . .
produces history on the basis of history” and the social norms that are thus
reproduced and perpetuated “tend to appear as necessary, even natural.”?
“Natural,” here should betaken initsstrong sense, that is, as part of the laws
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of nature. Thereare, of course, endlessillustrations of this: women have been
seen as “naturaly” the ones who should look after the young; boys are
“naturally” better at math and woodwork while girlstake* naturally” to sewing
and cooking; same sex attractionis* unnatura” or “contrary to nature;” Blacks
are" naturaly” superiorinsportsand dance. . .. Aboveal, men® are“naturaly”
violent: aggressionispart of human nature. But isit?

Because the habitus is largely below the level of consciousness, it is
entirely possiblefor asociety to bein the grip of adominant symbolic system
without bringing it to critical scrutiny. When thisisthe case, then not only will
individuals“ naturally” act in accordancewith it, but society, ranging fromits
choicesof expression and entertainment toits policiesand structures, will al'so
reflect and reinforceit. Culturewill befilled with symptoms of thishabitus; its
master discourseswill frame and beframed by it; the everyday functioning of
systemsand individualswill bein accordancewith it — and yet it may never
becritically scrutinized. Indeed, there may be astrong resistanceto bringingit
to consciousness, sincecritical awareness could fedl likeachallengeto human
nature itself and would certainly be a challenge to “common sense.” Thus
history will be produced onthe basisof history, patternswill repeat themselves
ever and again.

Violent Rhizomes

My suggestion is that the habitus of the west is violent, and that western
history, including its most recent history, is a re-enactment of this violence
which has been internalized to such an extent that in any situation requiring
response, violence seemsnaturd, the only alternative. Violence has so colonized
our habitusthat we have collectively lost the capacity toimagine other sorts of
response. In the global context thisis regularly expressed in military terms:
from the Gulf War to Bosnia, from Kosovo to Afghanistan, the alternatives
are presented as either “ doing nothing” or military bombardment. Sincethere
isafelt moral and political need to do something, thewest, claiming God and
goodness on itsside, goesto war.

Yet it is not war, worrying though that is, upon which our attention
should be focused. Many thoughtful people deplore war — sometimes all
wars, sometimes specific wars, as unjustifiable morally or tactically — and
would hold that the val ues of western soci ety are and should be fundamentally
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peaceable. But if | am anywhere near right, war isno more than an explosive
exportation of the systemic violence which spreadsits underground tentacles
throughout our cultural habitus. Susanne Kappeler, in her book The Wil to
Violence, putsthispoint starkly:

War does not suddenly break out in a peaceful society; sexual
violenceisnot thedisturbance of otherwise equal gender relations.
Racist attacks do not shoot like lightning out of a non-racist sky,
and the sexual exploitation of childrenisno solitary problemina
world otherwise just to children. The violence of our most
commonsense everyday thinking, and especially our personal will
to violence, congtitute the conceptual preparation, theideol ogical
armament and theintellectual mobilization which makethe * out-
break’ of war, of sexual violence, of racist attacks, of murder and
destruction possibleat all.#

Once we are dert to it, we can see violence everywhere, expressing and
reinforcing our habitusin ways that seem entirely natural, taken for granted.
Consider for example language itself, saturated with images of war evenin
contextswhereamoment’s thought showsthe inappropriateness of metaphors
of violence: the battle against homel essness, afight against cancer (or AIDS,
or child abuse), war on want, the weapons of effective argument, an arsenal
of antibiotics. . . if our choice of words expresses and reinforces our habitus,
alook at the vocabulary of any newspaper (and even many a sermon) should
giveuspause.

Whenwe movefrom language to wider cultural manifestations, violence
is similarly endemic. Science and technology, the emblems of western
rationality, are skewed in many western countriesto amajor focuson military
research and development, and the economies of these countries is heavily
dependent upon the manufacture and trade of arms. From theater and film to
novelsand music, from video gamesto children’stoys, weare asociety which
consumesviolence, taking for granted its“ entertainment” value, reproducing
and naturalizing violence. My argument is not that we become more violent
(or that children learn violence) by watching violent television and playing
violent video games, though that may well be so. Rather, | am pointing to
some symptoms of the endemic violence of our cultural habitus, spreading its
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underground rootsthrough every areaof our socia and cultural lifeand springing
up wherever opportunity offers. None of thisisnew; | rehearseit only to give
substance to my claim about the violence of our habitus.

TheMaster Discour ses: Violence Natur alized

But what if violenceisinevitable, apart of the human condition that cannot be
escaped? If thisis so, then we can work against this or that manifestation of
violence, but violencewill alwaysbreak out again becauseit ispart of human
nature. It goes deeper than our habitus, deep as that goes. The habitus is
ingrained by linguistic and cultural conditioning so that responses seem
instinctive, but actually they are not: with different conditioning we could
learn to behave otherwise. But perhaps violence not only seemsbut isrooted
inhuman nature: inoriginal sin, perhaps, or intestosterone, or in an externalized
death drive. In this section | will survey some of the major narratives of
western modernity and show briefly how each of them naturalizes violence,
givingit aplaceas part of human nature and thus as having explanatory value.
My contention is that none of these theories is correct; they assume rather
than provethat violenceisessential, and in so doing are further manifestations
of the violent habitus of western modernity. As such, however, they produce
history onthebasisof history: by naturalizing violencethey render it theoretically
inevitable and practically repeated. What isnecessary isto dig up theroots of
these master discourses and expose them for what they are, in order that more
creative alternatives may find room to grow. Herel can only offer the briefest
of sketches of these discourses. What follows should therefore be taken as
programmatic, aninitial indication of how the master discoursesthat shapethe
habitus of western modernity naturalize violence.

Theological Discourse

In theological discourse violenceis frequently taken to be inseparable from
human nature, especially “after the Fall”: with origina sin, violence is
naturalized. To choose one example from many in recent theology, Marjorie
Suchocki in her study of original sin entitled The Fall to Violence writes that

atendency toward aggression is built into human nature. . . we
are by nature an aggressive specieswith ahistory of physical and
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psychic violence. . . . The capacity for violenceis built into our
speciesthrough aggressiveinstinctsrel ated to survival. When that
violenceisunnecessary and avoidable, itissin.®

Unnecessary to whom? For what? In the Darwinian terms underlying these
assertions, presumably Suchocki sees violence as sometimes necessary and
thereforejustifiable— not sinful — for the survival of thefittest. | will return
to Darwin below: here | want only to point out how violenceisnaturalizedin
standard theological discourse, even (as in the case of Suchocki) discourse
that considersitself progressive and in tune with modern science.

Earlier theologians, more concerned with fidelity to patristic sources
than to scientific speculation, werejust aswilling to naturalize violence. John
Calvin, reaching back to Augustine and forward to the various Protestant
theologies of modernity, asserts baldly, “Original sin . . . may be defined a
hereditary corruption and depravity of our nature, extending to all parts of the
soul . ..” from which proceed such works as“theft, hatred, murder, revellings
...." Eveninfants, though they have not yet done these deeds, are“ polluted.”
“Nay, their whole natureis, asit were, aseed-bed of sin, and therefore cannot
but be odious and abominable to God.”¢ In Calvin’s uncompromising view,
the violence which the Bibl e attributes to God — the genocide of theflood or
of the Egyptians at the Red Sea— islabelled divinejustice and power, while
theviolence of humanity issinful and an abomination.

Karl Barth, standing in the Calvinist tradition, shows how amore subtle
reading ispossible. Barth says,

In most of usthe murderer is suppressed and chained, possibly by
the command of God, possibly by no more than circumstances,
convention, or the fear of punishment. Yet heisvery much aive
in his cage, and ready to leap out at any time . . . Homo homini
lupus [Man is awolf to man]. There exists in every man a very
deep-seated and amost origina evil readinessand lust tokill. The
common murderer or homicide is simply the one in whom the
wolf slipsthechain.’

Yet Barth backsaway just slightly from the Calvinistic naturalizing stance: the
lust to kill is“amost original” — but not quite. Barth continues: “Moreover,
the point has also to be considered that no single man and therefore no criminal
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is identical with the indwelling wolf. It is not his nature. It belongs to the
corruption of hisnature.”® Barth thus allows himself an escape from theidea
that violenceis part of human nature as created by God; neverthel ess, because
of origina sin and the resulting bondage of the will, the “indwelling wolf” is
the prevailing reality of human interaction. Wewill meet thiswolf again.

Political Discourse

The political discourse of modernity, inits early phases much influenced by
Chrigianteaching,® smilarly foundsitsalf on aggression and violence asinherent
in human nature and the structure of society. Thisis most overt in the social
contract theory of Thomas Hobbes. According to hisportrayal of humanity in
the “state of nature,” human appetites and aversions keep peoplein constant
competition: “they arein that condition called Warre; and such awarre, asis
of every man against every man.”® Two fundamental facts structure this
situation: (1) death isthe evil most to befeared; (2) “ nature hath made men so
equal” that it iswithin the power of anyoneto kill anyone else: “the weakest
has strength enough to kill the strongest, either by secret machination, or by
confederacy with others . . . .”* Unless some remedy were found, human
beings would destroy one another: in Hobbes's most famous phrase there
would be “continuall feare, and danger of violent death; And the life of man,
solitary, poore, nasty, brutish, and short.”*? In order to avoid this miserable
situation people join together in a social contract, one which in Hobbes's
formulation involvesgiving up mutual violence and ceding theright of violence
to asovereign in return for protection from enemies and a rule of law. The
aggressive impulse has not gone away; violenceis still natural; but natureis
subordinated to a political arrangement which each participant recognizesto
befor their own good.*®

Subsequent social contract theoristslike L ocke and Rousseau modified
Hobbes's position: Locke, for example, in his Second Treatise on Government
described the state of nature as“ a state of perfect freedom” and “equality” in
which thelaw of Nature prescribes mutual respect for one another’slivesand
property.** Violence is justifiable only when one's property (including the
property one hasinwife, children, and one'sown life) isunder threat. But for
al the urbanity of Locke's account, the “murderer” is never far away;*® the
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social contract isstill theforcible suppression of violence and tyranny which
even in Lockeisendemic in human nature.’®

Biological Discourse

Of all the discourses naturalizing aggression and violence, perhaps the most
influential upon late modernity isthat of Darwin and hisfollowers. According
to Darwin’s account in The Origin of the Species, the variety of flora and
fauna have come about by a principle of natural selection working over vast
periods of time. All of lifeisastruggle for existence, species against species
but also oftenindividual against individual . Applying Malthus stheory of the
increase of populationsif |eft to reproduce without check, Darwin argued,

A struggle for existence inevitably follows from the high rate at
which all organicbeingstendtoincrease. ... Asmoreindividuas
are produced than can possibly survive, there must in every case
be astruggle for existence, either one individual with another of
the same species, or with the individuals of distinct species, or
with the physical conditionsof life.””

Darwin’sreference hereto “ physical conditions of life” makes clear that the
strugglefor existence should not be equated with aggression and violence: it
might equally be the enhanced ability to manage with little water in a dry
place. Nevertheless, Darwin lapses easily into the language of war. In a
restatement of his theory in his later book, The Variation of Animals and
Plants under Domestication, Darwin returned to the Malthusian idea of
populationincrease, and said:

Theinevitableresultisan ever-recurrent Strugglefor Existence. It
hastruly been said that all natureisat war; the strongest ultimately
prevail, theweakest fail ... the severeand often-recurrent struggle
for existencewill determinethat those variations, however slight,
which are favourable shall be preserved or selected, and those
which are unfavourable shall be destroyed.®

Inasituationwhere“al areat war” aggressionwill bean advantagefor survival,
and it istherefore consistent with natural selection to assume that aggression
will be bred into those who survive as central to their nature.
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In fact, that conclusion goes beyond what Darwin himself said, and
perhaps beyond what he would be happy with, but it wastaken for granted by
the proponents of Social Darwinism from Herbert Spencer onwards, who
were willing to use Darwin’s theory of the survival of the fittest to validate
every sort of conquest from the colonial appropriation of Africato the unification
of German states under Prussia. It became taken for granted that aggression
and violence are hard-wired into the human psyche. Moreover, (in something
of areversal of Darwinian theory which would imply that aggression should
increase over time as a selective advantage) aggression became associated
with primitive cultures. Therise of civilization involved finding waysof deding
with aggression in waysthat did not harm society: sportslikefootball and fox
hunting; vicarious participation in violence through film, video, and games,
and from time to time the necessary blood-letting of war.X®

Philosophical Discourse

In his famous account of the lord and bondsman in his Phenomenology of
Soirit Hegel set the agendafor modern and postmodern philosophical discourse.
In Hegel’ susage the question isthe emergence of subjective consciousness, in
relation to the material world and to other people. AsHegel presentsit, inthe
encounter between the self and the other “ each seeks the death of the other”
and to that end stakeshisown life: only through such alife and death struggle
can they gain the freedom of self-consciousness.?® The struggle is for
recognition: each attempts to force it from the other in this “trial by death.”
Theonewho finally choosesto give way rather than die becomes subservient,
the other becomes the lord.

But just when thelord seemsto have achieved hisdesire, thingsturn out
differently. Thelord putsthe bondsman to work for him, work in the material
world, where the bondsman'’s strength and skill are taxed in anew struggle,
this time with physical reality. In this struggle, which the lord has spared
himself by requiring it of the bondsman, thelatter comesto aself-understanding
that would never have been possible had he not done battle both with the
material and with his own limitations in relation to it. Therefore, “through
work . . . the bondsman becomes conscious of what he truly is,” a self-
awareness not available to the lord and superseding his own self-
consciousness.?
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Many following Hegel made this multi-faceted struggle and itsimplicit
or explicit violence central to their understanding of social reality. Marx and
Engelsfamoudly took it over asan account of classstrugglein the development
of modern capitalist economics. Their Communist Manifesto begins:

The history of all hitherto existing society is the history of class
struggles. Freeman and slave, patrician and plebian, lord and serf,
guildmaster and journeyman, in aword, oppressor and oppressed,
stood in constant opposition to one another, carried on an uninter-
rupted, now hidden, now open fight, afight that each time ended,
either in arevolutionary reconstitution of society at large, or inthe
common ruin of the contending classes.?

Marx’s theory of the emergence of a communist society is based on this
naturalization of violence, drawn explicitly from hisradical reading of Hegel
but compatible a so with Social Darwinism. But the naturalization of violence
belongs as much to theright asto the left. The entire basis of the free market
economy isthe competitive strugglefor survival, the competition which seeks
to vanquish and eliminaterivals. Even thelanguage of economics— thehostile
take-over bids, the conquest of markets, and the dominance or defeat of one
company by another — ingtitutionalizes aggression.

Psychoanalytic Discourse

The master discoursethat has become perhapsthe most effectiveininscribing
violenceasnatura isthat of psychoanalysis. Sigmund Freud, in hisCivilization
and its Discontents, saysthis:

... Men are not gentle creatures who want to be loved, and who
at the most can defend themselvesiif they are attacked; they are,
on the contrary, creatures among whose instinctual endowments
isto be reckoned apowerful share of aggressiveness. Asaresult,
their neighbour is for them not only a potential helper or sexual
object, but also someone who temptsthem to satisfy their aggres-
sivenesson him, to exploit his capacity for work without compen-
sation, to use him sexually without his consent, to seize his pos-
sessions, to humiliate him, to cause him pain, to tortureand to kill
him. Homo homini lupus.?
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Re-enter the wolf. Freud was deeply influenced by Darwin.?* For Freud,
ultimately biology and psychology wereinseparable; and at their heart liesthe
ingtinct of aggression, asprimary andinescapableasingtinctsof self-preservation.
Violenceand mutual hostility are asinevitable aseating, s eeping and sex: “the
inclinationto aggressionisan original, self-subsisting instinctual dispositionin
man.”

Freud, therefore, considers how thisaggressiveinstinct isto be satisfied
without destroying humanity. Aggression turned inwards, in guilt or depression,
isunhealthy. But if the aggression isturned outwards, “the organism will be
relieved and the effect must be beneficial” — at least for the organism itself.
Because of itsinstinctual nature, moreover, “thereisno useintryingto getrid
of men’s aggressive inclinations.”?® The only question is how they can be
diverted in such away as to be containable within civilization; whether the
instinct of Eros, which stands in the balance against this destructive death
instinct (Thanatos), will be strong enough to enable humanity to sublimate
their destructiveimpul ses.

Denaturalizing Violence

In theface of such unanimity in modernity’smaster discourses, it must at first
seemfoolishto resist the claim that aggressionisinnate and violenceinevitable.
The best we could do is try to channel it into the least destructive ways,
though even that isan endless and possibly unachievabletask. If aggressionis
instinctual, on apar with the need for food or sex, then pacifismisat best like
virginity: perhapsafew can chooseit, with varying quotients of liberation and
personal cost, but it is neither possible nor desirable for humanity asawhole.
Socia conditioning can teach usto eat with aknife and fork, and to behave
sexually within socially sanctioned parameters, but it would befutileto forbid
eating or sexual expression. If the urgeto violenceis similarly natural — an
innate part of human nature — then it isjust asfutile to bewail it. We would
do better tofind a“knifeand fork” for aggression, achannel for itsexpression
which does the least amount of damage.?’

Against al of this, | suggest that it isfalse that violence is natural. My
claimisrather that violence saturates the western habitus, and that those who
see violence as innate — Hobbes, Darwin, Freud and the rest — have not
made their case. Rather, they have reflected their violent habitus, built it into
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their theories, and thereby reinscribed it in western thinking and practice. Itis
aclassic exampleof Bourdieu'stheory of history being produced onthe basis
of history, the habitusreinscribing itself at an ever deeper level. To substantiate
thisclaim, consider thefollowing.

1. Eachof thediscoursescited isof course vast; there are wholelibraries
of theology, evolutionary biology, psychoanalysis, and therest, in which their
claimsandimplicationsare carefully scrutinized. However, perhapsjust because
of thisvastness, their accounts of human aggression are seldom all considered
together. But such ajuxtaposition reveal san intriguing pattern. Each discourse
assertsthe centrality of aggression to human nature (and, in the case of Darwin,
to our animal ancestorsaswell), and usesthisclaim asthe basisof their larger
theory. Theinnateness of violenceis an assumption, not the conclusion of an
argument. That assumption isthen pivotal for the theory that follows. So, for
example, because Hobbes takes the state of nature to be “the war of all
againg all,” hedevisesthetheory of thesocial contract; smilarly, Hegel assumes
that astruggleto the death isthe only way in which the desirefor recognition
canbegratified.

But whereisthe evidence? The claim that aggressionisinnate or natural
is presumably meant to be an empricia claim. As such it can ground the
theory that isbuilt uponit. But it canonly do soif it isitself true; and itstruth
is dependent upon evidence that confirms it. Yet not one of the theorists |
have cited evaluatesthe empirical evidencefor the premisethat aggressionis
natural. What they do instead is look around them at all the aggression and
violenceintheworld, and movedirectly fromits perceived ubiquity (sometimes,
like Barth or Freud, acknowledging that they find itin their own heartsalso) to
theassumption that it isinnate. Granted, theworldisfull of human-produced
violence, and it isimportant not to pretend otherwise. But if the question is
whether that violenceisrooted in innate aggression or better understood asa
result of socia formation, an expression of our habitus, then simple appealing
to the sheer prevalence of violence proves nothing one way or the other. So
far, theevidenceiscompatiblewith either hypothesis. It istherefore unwarranted
for the theorists of modernity simply to assumethat violenceisinnate.

2. What happens, if instead of jumping to either conclusion we take more
time over the evidenceitself?\We might begin with the simplest question: Who
is violent? It is immediately apparent that violence is much less equally
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distributed in the human population than istheinstinct for food or sex. Inthe
first place, violenceis strongly gendered. When Hobbes or Locke write of the
state of nature, it isthe men who come together to form the social contract to
preserve their property; in psychoanalytic theory aggression is masculine,
connected to the boy’s Oedipal phase; in Marxist accountsthe capitalists and
the workers are assumed to be male. The masculine pronouns and the
supposedly generic‘man’ intheir writingsturn out to be specific and accurate.

By and largeit is men who make war; men who commit violent crimes
such as rape or murder; even men who play football or engage in other
aggressive sport-substitutes for violence. Thisis not to say that women are
never violent: some of them are. Neither isit to argue that women aremorally
superior to men. There are other moral evils besides violence; some of them
arguably worse. But theincidence of violenceis heavily skewed to the male.

The implication is obvious. One can hardly alege in one breath that
violence is part of human nature but in the next breath say that it appliesto
only half of humanity: think of the parallel with food or sex. If women are
very much less aggressive than men, then aggression cannot be a human
instinct or innate to human nature. At most it could be argued that aggression
isingtinctiveto male human nature. Thetheoristswhoseviews| have presented
notoriously do not even consider women in their master discourses: they take
for granted that male nature is human nature, or putting it another way, they
take the male as normatively human and render thefemaleinvisible.

Now, one response is to retreat to essentialism, either biological or
psychological. The biological version links aggression to testosterone; the
psychological to theway alittle boy must negotiate his Oedipal complex. In
either case, aggression is or becomes rooted in the male body or psychein a
way that does not apply to females. But again the logic does hot stand up to
scrutiny. For the argument to be persuasive, it would have to be possible to
measure testosterone levels (or grade the negotiation of the Oedipal complex)
and correlate the findings with violent behavior over a large experimental
cohort, complete with a control group. Only if the correlates were strong
could the hypothesis have credibility. Once again the argument is based on
assuming the very thing that isin question: theinnateness of aggression. First
itisassumed that men areviolent by their very nature, and then some gender-
specific explanation for that violence must be found.
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3. Moreover, not all men areviolent. Very many men are gentle and abhor
aggression. That isobservably trueof many individual meninwestern societies,
itisalso true of whole societies and culturesin other parts of the world. The
aboriginal peoplesof Australiaand North America, for example, seemto have
livedinrelative peace before European contact, asdid many Asian and African
peoples. Some, but by no means all, tribes and peoples have been warlike.
Once European contact generated insecurity and introduced alcohol, guns,
and measles, the propensity for warfare increased, though even then it is
noteworthy how hard many aboriginal peoplestried to keep their peace-loving
ways.?®

Because so much of what countsas history hastraditionally been written
by European men for whom wars and conquests have been of central
importance, |ess notice has been taken of peaceable societiesin which “nothing
happened”; but thisis yet another inscription of aviolent habitus. The case
should not be overstated or romanticized: it is certainly not true that all
precontact societies were peaceable (or indeed that war is the only kind of
violence). Nevertheless, it is demonstrable that the idea of the “ savage” was
largely aEuropean invention, projected onto peopleswho were being subjected
to European behavior much more deserving of that term.?

Theexistence of largely non-violent societiesand of non-violent menin
western society drivesacoach and horsesthrough the argument that violence
ispart of (male) human nature. Of courseit is always possible to narrow the
argument: one can movefrom “violenceispart of human nature” to “violence
ispart of male nature” to “violenceispart of asub-group of male nature,” but
thisdwindlesto the claim that violenceisinnate to those who areviolent, and
only the violence itself can be adduced as evidence. Although modernity’s
master discourses naturalize violence, the argumentsfor such naturalization
simply do not hold water.

Taking Responsibility for Peace

But sowhat? Evenif | am right that violence should not be naturalized, there
isstill the same amount of actual violencein theworld. How doestheorizing
help? When it comes down to the conflict between Palestinians and Israglis,
or the so-called “war against terrorism” that is used as a mantra to justify
whatever violence strong states wish to unleash, what difference doesit make
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whether violence isinherent in human nature or not? No amount of theory,
however logical and correct, can take the place of practical peaceable action.
But neither should theory be underestimated. If asindividuals and asasociety
we tend to act out of our violent habitus, then it is important to understand
that habitus in such a way as to effect change. Our actions reflect our
assumptions: better to bring them to consciousness and critical assessment. In
that way we can take fuller responsibility for our actions and attitudes than if
they areleft at thelevel of uninvestigated “common sense.”

| suggest that naturalizing violence has precisaly the effect of undermining
such responsibility. If violenceis“only naturd,” if gendered aggression can be
shrugged off with the comment that “boys will be boys,” if war istaken as
inevitable, then ultimately non-violence cannot work: thewolf will at best be
chained and sooner or later will break loose. Of the theorists whose discourses
were sketched above, only Freud |ooked for waysin which civilization might
sublimate aggression; and even he conceded that periodic blood letting was
inevitable and probably healthy. We seein hiswritingsathemelatent in much
modern thought: if violence is naturalized it is partly justified; if it can’'t be
helped, it must be condoned.

If, however, the assumption that violenceis natural isdestabilized, then
so alsoisthat justification. We have no choice but to take responsibility for it,
no shirking from the critical evaluation and re-formation of our habitus. The
assumptions that form our habitus and the violent language, practices, and
theorieswhich entangleit must be brought to light, not | eft buried underground
to spring up into new batches of war and terror. Only by patient removal of
the roots of violence in our habitus can there be a clearing for the seeds of
peace. Only then can non-violence work.

Notes

! Pierre Bourdieu, Practical Reason: Or the Theory of Action (Cambridge: Polity, 1998), 25;
cf. his The Logic of Practice (Cambridge: Polity, 1990).

2 Logic of Practice, 56, 53.

8] usethe masculine deliberately, and will discussitsimplicationslater in the essay.

4 Susanne Kappeler, The WII to Violence: The Palitics of Personal Behaviour (Cambridge:
Polity, 1995), 9.



Roots of Violence, Seeds of Peace 19

5 Marjorie Hewitt Suchocki, The Fall to Violence: Original Sinin Relational Theology (New
York: Continuum, 1994), 85.

6 John Calvin, Institutes of the Christian Religion, trans. Henry Beveridge (Grand Rapids, MI:
Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1957), Val. |, Bk. 11, . 8, 217.

7 Karl Barth, Church Dogmatics, Vol. Il1. 4: The Doctrine of Creation (Edinburgh: T&T
Clark, 1958), 413.

81bid., 414.

9 Note the extent to which both Hobbes's and Locke's political writings are saturated with
Biblical references. Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan (London: Penguin, 1985); John Locke, Two
Treatises of Government (London: J.M. Dent, 1924).

0] eviathanl. 13, 185.

2 1bid., 183.

21hid., 186; Cf. Alan Ryan, “Hobbes' s Palitical Philosophy” in Tom Sordll, ed., The Cambridge
Companion to Hobbes (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), 208-245.

13 To befair, Hobbeswas presenting thismovement from astate of natureto political stability as
alogical rather than ahistorical account. Moreover, it can be argued that “when Hobbes talks
about human nature, he usually does not mean to be saying something that he thinkstrue of each
and every human being, but only something that holds for a significant portion of the human
population...,” Bernard Gert, in Sorrel, 166. Neither of these pointsaffectsmy central argument.
14 Locke, Second Treatise on Government I1. 4, 6; 118-120.

5 1bid., 122.

16 Cf. Richard Ashcraft, “Locke's Political Philosophy” in Vere Chappell, ed., The Cambridge
Companion to Locke (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994), 226-51.

17 Charles Darwin, The Origin of Species (London: Penguin, 1968), 116-17.

18 Charles Darwin, The Variation of Animals and Plants Under Domestication (London:
John Murray, 1868), I. 5-6.

® Norbert Elias, The Civilizing Process (Oxford: Blackwell, 1994), 156-68; Stephen Mennell,
Norbert Elias: An Introduction (Oxford: Blackwell, 1992), 57-59, 140-58.

2 GW.F. Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit (Oxford: Clarendon, 1977), B. IV. A. 187; 113-14.
2 1bid., 118.

2 Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, The Communist Manifesto (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1992), 3.

2 Sigmund Freud, Civilization and its Discontentsin Civilization, Society and Religion. The
Penguin Freud Library, Val. 12. (London: Penguin, 1991), 302.

2 Cf. Lucille B. Ritvo, Darwin’s Influence on Freud: A Tale of Two Sciences (New Haven
and London: Yale University Press, 1990).

% |hid., 313.

% “Why War?”" in Civilization, Society and Religion, 358.

7 Thisis, of course, what Freud, Elias, et a. advocate.

B For aninstructive view of the variations, and the responses to European contact, see Ronald
Wright, Solen Continents: The“ NewWorld” Through Indian Eyes (London: Penguin, 1993).
2 Cf. Olive P. Dickason, The Myth of the Savage and the Beginnings of French Colonialism
inthe Americas (Edmonton: University of AlbertaPress, 1984).



Bread Not Bombs: Social Justicein a Fractured World

Senator Douglas Roche, O.C.

Itiscommonly said that the terrorist attack of September 11 has changed the
world. Hasit changed our thinking?Will thistragedy wake up society so that,
finally, we rise up and make of God's planet the peaceful, just home for
humanity that so many long for? That is the essential question | want to
address tonight. But first | must deal with the war now being waged in the
name of fighting terrorism.

Of course, theterroristswho committed theseterrible acts must be hunted
down just as the police capture a criminal in our own neighborhood. It will
take military action to do this, but the action must be proportionate, so that the
culpritsare caught without inflicting more death oninnocent civilians. Infact,
the number of deaths of innocent civiliansismounting. Therelentlessbombing
of Afghanistan isworsening an international catastrophe in one of the most
desperate and vulnerable regions of the world. Thousands fleeing the bombs
are massing at the Afghani stan-Pakistan border. UNICEF warnsthat thecrisis
“is threatening the lives of millions of women and children,” and that “1.5
million children may not makeit through thewinter.” The starving popul ation
of Afghanistan was not complicit in the terrorist actions of New York and
Washington, yet it isthey who are suffering the“ collateral damage” from the
bombardment.

Canadashould now takethelead in calling for cessation of the bombing
and the commencement of a comprehensive program of aid to the suffering
civiliansof Afghanistan. We must usethisterrible period we are passing through
to think and act beyond the immediate crisis to find an enduring solution to
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terrorism, not just onethat momentarily gives usthe satisfaction of responding
inkind to an attack.

During theworst days of WorldWaer 11, the Allied |eaders met to plan the
waysto lift the world away from the scourge of war. The result wasthe birth
of the United Nations — now the recipient with Kofi Annan of the Nobel
Peace Prize— to provide astrengthened basisfor peace, devel opment, equity,
and justice. That was a turning point for the world, which saw for the first
time that the common management of problems was a better route to peace
than reliance on militarism.

Now theworld isat another turning point when aggressors have found a
new way to attack humanity — not on the battlefield far away but in our
offices and institutions at home. We must find ways to end forever this
aggression. Shocked aswe are at the horrific attacks, we must — just aswas
doneinthemidst of World War |1 — lift oursel ves up and recogni ze something
more than bombing and the other methods of warfare is necessary to build
human security.

It isnot good enough for the Government of Canadato send our armed
forces, ships, and planes into military action in the perceived battle zone
surrounding Afghanistan. It isnot good enough for the government to introduce
anti-terrorism legislation and spend more than $280 million in an effort to
make Canadians safer from the ravages of terrorists. It isnot good enough to
rush through abill tightening regul ations dealing with immigrantsand refugees
in the hope that this will make our borders secure against the incursion of
unwanted people.

What isalso called for today, at thismoment of traumafor theworld, is
an all-out attack on the causes of terrorism. It is not just the criminals who
perpetrated these heinous actswho must be caught and brought tojustice. Itis
the de-humanizing economic and social deprivation that terrorists exploit that
must be stamped out. Let it not be said that | am insensitive to the victims,
their families, and friendswho suffered the horrors of September 11. | went to
New York and saw with my own eyesthe tangled wreckage of the twin towers
and the grieving of the people who stood silently watching the firemen and
policemen trying to find survivors. Let it not be said that | am falling into what
is known as “moral equivalence,” in which the actions of the terrorists are
explained away by theinjustices of theworld. The September 11 terroristsare
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criminalsguilty of attacks against humanity and do not deserve the comfort of
those who seek to understand them. Let it not be said that | do not understand
that it isonly the power of militarism that can make us safe. | understand all
too well that theinstant recourseto warfare in the name of curing aggression
has in the past, and will in the future, only lead to more violence and more
suffering.

Terroristscan potentially comefrom anywhere, live anywhere, and strike
anywherethat opportunity exists. Their cover liesin the society in which they
live; their weapons are toolstaken from everyday life, and their targetsarethe
people and ingtitutions of society. Their power isto disrupt through fear, to
provoke repression, and to sever thelinks of peaceful commerce, setting state
againgt state, nation against nation, race against race, and people againgt people.
Livingamong their victims, they present targetsthat cannot be eradicated with
thefirepower of conventional armed forces. Other means must be explored.

Theroad ahead must be trod with great caution with respect to reliance
on the military approach. Much greater emphasis must be placed on non-
military measuresthat will lay the foundation for aworld free of theterrorist
threat.

What we need is aglobal initiative to deter and punish terrorist actsin
the present and future. This means developing an effective system of
international criminal law inwhichindividualsare held accountable before an
impartial tribunal such astheInternational Criminal Court. A prosecutor with
strong powers of investigation and prosecution will be needed. It also means
strengthening international treaties dealing with terrorism and devel oping the
machinery for their effectiveimplementation according to the due process of
law. Thiswill require a strengthening of the United Nations and its ability to
define and shapethe actionswhich aretaken for theenforcement of international
law, and to monitor and verify these actions so that they are done proportionately
and in accordance with the UN Charter and international humanitarian law.

* * *

Terrorism, the epitome of hate, feeds on the hatreds and resentments that
have been built up intherest of the world against Western society. We do not
like to hear this, CNN does not broadcast it, the political processes do not
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want to deal withit. Nonethel ess, more conflict is coming because peoplewho
are downtrodden are rising up against aWest they perceive asrich, arrogant
and powerful. Anyonewho hastraveled widely, as| have, through thevillages,
teeming cities, refugee camps, and slums of Asia, theMiddle East, Africa, and
L atin America knows these words to be true.

It'stimefor Canadato listento ahigh-level panel of experts, headed by
former President Ernesto Zedillo of Mexico, who issued a UN Report on
Financing for Development in June 2001. The panel said that half theworld's
peoplearetill living in abject poverty, with 80 percent of theglobal population
living on less than 20 percent of the global income. Too many people in too
many countries lack the freedom to take advantage of the new opportunities
of modern technology and are consequently left on the sidelines of the
globalization process. People lack freedom when they lack food, education,
training, health, basic human and political rights, security, and employment
opportunities. Increasing polarization between the haves and have-nots has
become afeature of our world, the panel said. And then this sobering warning:

Reversing this shameful trend is the preeminent moral and hu-
manitarian challenge of our age. For people in the rich world,
elementary self-interestisalso at stake. Intheglobal village, some-
one else'spoverty very soon becomesone'sown problem: of lack
of marketsfor one’'sproducts, illegal immigration, pollution, con-
tagious disease, insecurity, fanaticism, terrorism.

Wefool ourselvesif werely on militarism to curb terrorists and do not
take a gigantic step to “reverse this shameful trend.” The high-level panel
issued a list of recommendations ranging from making the World Trade
Organization more equitable to recommitting the donor countries to the
international target of 0.7 percent of GNP for official development assistance
to aninternational tax organization to benefit the devel opment process.

Itisnot only individual measures, important asthey are, that are called
forinthepresent crisis. Itisawholenew strategy for the survival of humanity.
Thisiswhat UN Secretary-General Kofi Annaniscalling for. Commenting on
the anti-terrorism resolutions already adopted by the Security Council, the
Secretary-Genera said:
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To defeat terrorism, we need a sustained effort and a broad strat-
egy to uniteall nations, and address all aspects of the scourge we
face. The cause must be pursued by all the States of the world,
working together and using many different means — including
political, legal, diplomatic and financial means.

How much better for peace and security in the world it would be for
governmentsto put their full weight behind such an effort.

If weareworried about devel oping proper relationswith Islam, if weare
worried about how to cure the hate and racism that feeds evil acts, if we are
worried about our own safety inside the borders of Canada, then let us act
today to raise up our society and its political discourseto project out into the
international community the values that have made Canada a great country.
These arethe vauesthat the Catholic Bishops of Canadarecently called forin
promoting interfaith dialogue in acommon reach for international peace and
justicefor al.

An honest dialogue must pinpoint the double standardsin political priorities
today.

»  Governments plead that they havelittle money for social programs, yet
they are currently spending $800 billion ayear on military expenditures, which
is80 times more than the $10 billion they spend on the entire United Nations
system. Half of the world’s governments spend more on defence than health
care. There is aways money for war. In the 20th century, known as “the
century of megadeaths,” at least 110 million people werekilled in 250 wars,
six times as many deaths per war asin the 19th.

Having said in 1990 at the UN Summit on Children that they had little
money for the children’sagenda, governmentsthe next year found $70 billion
to prosecute the Gulf War. Last year, international arms sales jumped 13
percent to $37 billion, with the United States accounting for half of all sales.
The"legal” armstrade spillsintoillicit channelsfeeding guerillaarmies, networks
of terrorists, and drug traffickers. In the 1990s, 65 percent of world arms
deliverieswere sold or given to devel oping nations, wherelingering conflicts
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and societal violence scare away potentia investors. In 2000, 40 armed conflicts
were fought on the territories of 35 countries. There are 500 million small
armsin circulation around theworld, which kill 500,000 peopl e each year.

*  Therearenow morethan 22 million refugees|ooked after by the United
NationsHigh Commissioner for Refugees(UNHCR). Theseare migrantsforced
out of their homes by armed conflict, political persecution, or environmental
disasters. An equal number are known as “internally displaced” because of
armed conflict or persecution in their own countries. These numbers have
never been higher, yet UNHCR has been forced to cut its budget, shed staff,
and close offices (including seven in Africa) because governments have cut
back on their funding. Similarly, Official Development Assistance (ODA),
despite atime of unprecedented prosperity in thedonor countries, has dropped
to an all-time low of just 0.24 percent of GDP, a long way from the 0.7
percent target set by the UN decades ago. Meanwhile, developing countries
continueto lose up to $150 billion annually in potential incomefromtradeasa
result of protectionist measures by devel oped countries.

*  The planet’s over-arching problem, nuclear weapons, continues even
though themediaseldom focus on thisthreat to civilizationitself. Morethan a
decade after theend of the Cold War, there are still 30,000 nuclear weaponsin
existence, 5,000 of them on “alert” basis, meaning they could be fired on 15
minutes’ notice. Theworld’snuclear arsenalshave so far cost $8 trillion, and
the United States still spends $100 million aday to maintain its 10,500 nuclear
weapons, most of which are many times more powerful than the bomb that
destroyed Hiroshima. The major nations refuse to negotiate the elimination of
nuclear weapons even though they arelegally obliged to do so under the Non-
Proliferation Treaty. Weapons of mass destruction are spreading. The threst
of “nuclear” terrorism isreal. The coming U.S. missile defence system will
undermine existing arms control and disarmament treaties, and isthefirst step
in the weaponization of outer space.

Of course, there have been positive gains for humanity in the past few
decades. However, those who enjoy the gainsare for the most part those who
are dready strong, and the gap between them and the dispossessed grows
wider. Itill servestruth to glossover theimmensity of theviolationsto social
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justice, which are breeding groundsfor future conflicts.
U.N. Secretary-General Annan hasissued adirewarning:

Thecentury just ended wasdisfigured, timeand again, by ruthless
conflict. Grinding poverty and striking inequality persist within
and among countries even amidst unprecedented wealth. Diseases,
old and new, threaten to undo painstaking progress. Nature'slife-
sustaining services, on which our speciesdependsfor itssurvival,
are being seriously disrupted and degraded by our own everyday
activities.

The world’s population will increase by two billion over the next 25
years, and 95 percent of that growth will occur in lands that are already
weighted downwith poverty, wars, and environmental deterioration. Therich-
poor gap, the proliferation of weaponslarge and small, the ethnic hatreds, the
environmental destruction, the forced migration of peoples— all thisis not
sustainable. We must understand where these negative trends are leading.
They are leading to more conflict, calamitous suffering, widespread social
disorder, and ruination of whole sections of the planet.

* * *

For me, this assessment of the world and its future is not just a matter of
statistics and abstractions. My view of the world has been shaped by my
experiences. | have walked through disease-ridden slumsand shantytowns of
Africa, Asia, and Latin America. | have held adying Indian baby in my arms.
| have seen the gaunt bodi es, despoiled lands, the wreckage of Hiroshima. But
| have a so beenin villages of Bangladesh where child deathswere wiped out
by UNICEF's oral rehydration program. | have been part of international
negoti ations where inch-by-inch progress towards disarmament was made. |
have been lifted up by the soaring rhetoric of world leaderscalling for abetter
world, only to be deflated by the absurd skewing of governmental priorities
that emphasize preparationsfor war while starving the processes of peace.
Sothereiswithin me an outrage at the political duplicity of the powerful,
who espouse equality and peace whileusing military meansto maintain control
over theresources of the planet. | am critical of the hypocrisiesthat justify a
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political and economic system that spends countless sums on endlesswars but
cannot feed and put every child in theworld into aclassroom. Itisnot right to
spend $60 billion on aneedless and unworkable missile defence system, when
that same amount could provide adequate water and sanitation to the two
billion peoplewho have neither.

Railing against injustice does not accomplish much. But what
accomplishes even less is closing our eyes to massive discrepancies and
assuming that the status quo is sustainable. Our attitude to the status quo must
change, for peaceis not possiblein aworld where therich get richer and the
poor get poorer.

A distinguishing feature of our time is that morality and pragmatics have
intersected. What we have long known that we should do for our brothersand
sisters on the planet, we now know we must do if we are to survive without
themost wrenching dislocationsin our lives. Itisnot newsthat moral teaching
emphasizesthe corevalues of respect for life, liberty, justiceand equity, mutual
respect and integrity. It is news that technology has brought us to the point
where we all stand on one planet, breathe the same air, are affected by one
another’s problems, and possess the power to decimate all life. The physical
integrity of all human life today demands political policiesthat enhancelife,
not diminish it. The common good requires policiesthat promote sustainable
and socially equitable devel opment and peacein al regions of the globe.

| want aworld that is human-centered and genuinely democratic, aworld
that builds and protects peace, equality, justice, and development. | want a
world where human security, as envisioned in the principles of the United
Nations Charter, replaces armaments, violent conflict, and wars. | want a
world where everyonelivesin aclean environment with afair distribution of
the earth’s resources and where human rights are protected by a body of
international law.

I do not fedl alonein such desires, for thisisthe precise agendaadvanced
by the People's Millennium Forum held at the United Nations last year. The
riseof civil society groupsdefining their claim to amorejust world isanother
sign of thetimes. Thework of committed NGOs has undoubtedly strengthened
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the UN’s ability to develop programs of many kinds — education for all,
better health and nutrition for children, protecting the environment, human
rights, reproductive health, poverty eradication, the advancement and
empowerment of women, human settlements, and arms control in severa
categories. Civil society has been instrumental in the Campaign to Ban
Landmines and the devel opment of the International Criminal Court.

When the Millennium Summit of world leaderswas held, aDeclaration
was adopted, establishing priorities for the UN: to overcome poverty, put an
end to conflict, meet the needs of Africa, promote democracy and the rule of
law, and protect the environment. Governments alone will never fulfill this
vision. Theactive partnership of informed civil society isessential.

The essence of the new agendaisto improve the conditions for human
security, whose advocates have aimed their criticism at the globdization process.
They want globalization to bring anew understanding of theworld asasingle
community. Globalization must mean more than creating bigger markets. In
short, globalization must use the sweeping power of technology to raiseall of
humanity to higher levelsof civilization.

Do not doubt that the core of creative, active people working in their
own ways for a better world is expanding. The Dalai Lama recently noted:
“We are witnessing atremendous popular movement for the advancement of
human rights and democratic freedom in the world. This movement must
become an even more powerful mora force, so that even the most obstructive
governments and armies areincapabl e of suppressingit.”

Thebest of civil society movementsisto befound in such enterprisesas
the Hague A ppesl for Peace. In 1999, 7,000 peopl e of 100 nationalities gathered
a The Hagueto challenge the assumption of today’s skepticswho have given
up ontheessential UN ideathat succeeding generations can be saved from the
scourge of war. The Hague Appeal launched a citizens “Agenda for Peace
and Justice in the 21st Century,” in which citizen advocates, progressive
governments, and official agencieswork together for common goals.

* * *

Theagendal have described isthe minimum requirement for aworld of peace
with socid justice. A new global ethic of caring and sharing is required to
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achieveit. No onereligion can claim the agenda; it isthework of all. In fact,
thehalistic nature of religiousteaching helpsreinforce the understanding that
solutions will be most effective if they address disarmament, development,
and environmental protection together. The new ethic can be expressed sharply,
succinctly, and irrefutably, asthe World Parliament of Religions states: “Every
human being must be treated humanely!”

Thisiswhat it comesdown to. Do enough peopl e care about the conditions
of the world to demand change? Finally and inescapably, do | care enough?
Do | lovemy neighbor enough? Thisisaspiritual question, becausetheworld
crisiswefacetoday isessentialy spiritual. It isnot only human rightswe need
toaddress, itisalso human responsibility. Thegreat strategies, plans, proposals,
and dreamswill amount to littleif I myself — and the millionslike me— do
not take some responsibility for the continued peaceful development of God's
planet.

At thistransformation moment in world history, we must ask ourselves:
Are disarmament, economic and socia development, and environmental
protection achievable? Is racism so entrenched in the human character (the
recurrence of violenceinthe Middle East, Northern Ireland, and African states
are depressing examples) that it cannot be ended? Can the forces of power,
greed, and corruption ever be overcome? Prayer, poetry, art, rhetoric, while
all necessary to the full expression of our humanity, have not in the past
spared the world from wars and catastrophes. What will actually motivate us
to action for 21st century human security?

The New York/Washington catastrophe should serve to energize the
political systems to provide social justice in a shrinking — and much more
dangerous— planet. My own hopeliesin the blossoming of intelligence about
ourselves as a human community in aworld that is inter-connected in every
sphere of activity. Thisisan empowering discovery, capable of lifting up the
public policy formation process. But we must first adopt an attitude that we
can make adifference.

For me, hope is a verb. It must connote an active desire with the
expectation of fulfillment. Hope cannot guarantee that we will get what we
long for, but it activates usin the search and provides a pathway from vision
to reality. Hope, weaving itself like an essential thread through thoughts and
experiencesthat speak of the human condition, isthe greatest motivation. The
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bigger the dream for peace with social justice, the stronger must be the hope.
Through hope, we overcome.

Note on Sources: The statistics | have used here are found in Human
Development Report 2001, published for the United Nations Development
Program by Oxford University Press; Sate of the World 2001, the Worldwatch
Institute, W.W. Norton & Co.; Vital Sgns2001: The Trends That Are Shaping
Our Future, W.W. Norton & Co.; The Report of the High-level Panel on
Financing for Development, U.N. Report A/55/1000, 26 June 2001. | have
aso drawn on the analyses | presented in my book, Bread Not Bombs: A
Poalitical Agenda for Social Justice (University of Alberta Press, 1999).



Garnets and Pomegranates

Raylene Hinz-Penner

These days | want to rail against the way that Americans seem to me to be
wallowing in our September 11 “tragedy” — experienced by far too many
othersinthisworld before us, and to amuch larger degree, with respect tothe
lossof human life. Yet, last night when | flipped through thetelevision channels
and landed on the Westminster Dog Show honoring New York’s search and
rescuedogs, | wept again at their goodhearted heroics. Strangely, | havewatched
too many of these televised tributes and wept often in the past months. | was
not tempted, however, to see the opening ceremonies of the Winter Olympics
in Salt Lake City; waving our own torn flag when we should be serving as
gracious hoststo the nations of theworld seemsill-suited and maudlin to me.

Americanshave, apparently, been recommending to one another helpful
reading material these months since September. Novelist Anne Landsman, in
thelast issue of Poetsand Writers, takescomfort in thefact that she encounters
asubway reader of Pride and Prejudice, and indeed, finds othersreading old
favorites, perhapswith new eyes.* | thought of my own habitsin recent months:
retreatsinto Emily Dickinson, the Psalms, favorite contemporary poems, familiar
words. And suddenly, | longed deeply for the great myths of the human race
— storieslarger than myself or my own culture, my own age, my own country,
my own century, my own religion.

| want, in these times, to think of the cosmic, the over-arching, the
transcendent, and that desire sends me back to someonelike Joseph Campbell,
with his ability to bring together, in his search of mythologies, conflicting
religions— to see underneath differing trand ationsthe universal human longing
for God. “One thing that comes out in myths, for example, is that at the
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bottom of the abyss comes the voice of salvation. The black moment is the
moment when the real message of transformation is going to come. At the
darkest moment comesthelight.”?

In January, my birth month, | pull out again my tiny hoard of garnets,
my birthstones. Thisyear they seemed precious, carrying weight beyond what
they had held for me before as simple gifts of thoughtfulness from family
members. | reveled in their strong, ruddy, brown-red color, their refusal to
pale. And | read for the first time that the garnet gets its name from the
pomegranate, for their resemblancein color.

| have been hoarding apomegranate since Christmas— about the only
time we can buy them in Kansas— not eating it, for they dry beautifully and
last! — just holding its tough garnet leathery skin for comfort, rubbing its
dimpled lobeswhere athumb feel s so at home, remembering its mythol ogical
connections. The lingering uses of the Demeter/ Persephone myth come to
mind: thelament of my poet friend, the ex-nun, anguishing over her adol escent
daughter’s behavior: “ Sheis eating of the fruit of the dead, and she will pay
with astay in hell!” — or Eavan Boland’s poem “ The Pomegranate” from In
a Time of Violence, which begins,

Theonly legend | haveever loved is
the story of adaughter lostin hell.
And found and rescued there.

And the best thing about thelegendis
| can enter it anywhere®

Remember Demeter, bringer of seasons, life-sustainer, the Olympian
“who most loved mortals and the earth that fed them”? Remember her
daughter Persephone, lover of theflowering fieldsof Sicily, free-roaming beauty
snatched by thegod of the underworld? Remember how esting the pomegranate
seed condemns the beloved daughter to spend a portion of her lifein Hades,
condemns usall to the season of winter?

Ah, the cursed pomegranate, Eve' sapple, “thefruit of thedead,” symbol
of fertility (packed with its many jeweled seeds), inhabitant of modern-day
Pakistan, whirling dervish of contradictory associations! You can pull up on
the website of Archaelogical Sites of Isragl the picture of atiny thumb-sized
pomegranate recently acquired by the lsrael Museum inscribed with thewords
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“sacred donation for the priests of the house of Yahweh,” and believed to
have once decorated the scepter used by atemple priest in Solomon’stemple.
The pomegranate was a favorite motif of the temple and one of the seven
fruitswith which I srael was blessed (Deut. 8:8).

So what has this beautiful pomegranate here on my desk, this cursed
jewel, to do with September 117 It is a reminder of the dilemma of human
history, thelong experiencewhichisforever thelossof innocence, Persephone’s
loss (and gain). | think of the American loss of “innocence” September 11,
perhapsan experienceof “growing up” to reality which was destined to happen.
It reminds metoo, of my status as an American, between my miserable tears
of pain and my longing to put it behind for new life. | am caught in my
loyaltiesbetween | sragl and Pal estine (or Peakistan); between Greek and Hebrew
beliefs — between Demeter’s control of a world and her powerlessness;,
between my sense of my own country’slife-sustaining potential and awar of
retribution; between humanity’s heroics and sinful commitments of atrocities;
this dark “winter of our discontent” and the potential for something new in
Afghanistan, perhaps even healing and new life. What a crazy rideit is: one
day tears, the next day anger, the next day solace, marveling at the human
spirit. The flow of words, words, words, and then utter silence.

| have awaysthought thereis no more perfect capturing of our human
bl essedness/cussedness than Theodore Roethke's“In aDark Time” referred
toin the above-mentioned Joseph CampbelI/Bill Moyersinterview. “Inadark
time, the eye begins to see,” Roethke begins, and lists then the perplexing
paradoxes which constitute human existence, before he ends:

A falenman, | climb out of my fear.
The mind entersitself, and God the mind,
And oneisOne, freein thetearing wind.>

That timeafter afall isatime, mythically, for agreat learning. | thought
| sensed something of that maturity, for example, this past summer in Cuba.
The Cubans have withstood through recent decades the fallout from their
associationswith two Super Powers— Russiaand the U.S., and haverisento
anew understanding of who they are as a people. | remember how innocent
and naive | felt, as an American, upon my return to this country from Cuba
early July, summer of 2001 when | wrote this poem:
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Returning from Cuba

for July 4 in Kansas, | am home for the fountain
fireworksof the golden raintree, thelizard-green
spray and stream of itstoo-soon-tawny bleeding
hearts—already dimpling, brown-spotted, fizzling
in the heat. We have spent our nation’s youth
in aswagger, an apple-greeninnocencewefeign
before we explode (again and again) in bombast.

Here, under the golden raintree, | remember
thelong tired soul of the Cuban people, their African
rootedness— the cagey laughter which pullsthem up
onto the floor for the all-night Rumbathey know shakes
down all thisworld'smad politics: theselast forty years
economic leveling, ahundred hungers, the snubs and rumbling
of both Cold War Monsters — while they drum on, on, on,
their bodies holding the dance, unto the day of feasts.

If September 11 isour loss of innocence, may welearn fromit alonger
view; may weinthe U.S. seethe world asamuch bigger place than we have
in the past; may we hold a more mythic understanding of who we arein the
larger scheme of things.
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Nonviolence Works — If Somebody Does the Work

Ivan J. Kauffman

Recent history has answered the question “ Does nonviolencework?’ with an
unambiguous and categorical “Yes.” In every case over the past half-century
wherethere has been a sustained effort to pursue justice by active nonviolent
means,*it has not only been successful, it has also resolved long-standing
conflicts that appeared to be intractable, and has resulted in the creation of
much more stable and humane political structures.

The question is not whether nonviolence works, but how it works, and
on this question we still have agreat deal to learn. Despite having witnessed
morethan adozen successful national-scal e nonviolent movementsin the past
fifty years, the scholarly and political communities have only begun to accept
the implications for both ethics and practical politics represented by these
epochal events. Our descendents acentury or two in thefuturewill likely not
be astonished so much by the triumph of nonviolence in the late twentieth
century as by our hesitation in recognizing it. For them the superiority of
active nonviolencewill be obviousand widely recognized. What will astonish
themwill bethe evidencethat we continued to use the old methodsfor dealing
with international conflict, even after the power of nonviolence had been
demongtrated beyond any question, aboveall inthe defeat of the Soviet Empire.

This disconnect between our experience and our political actionswas
rather clearly evident inthefall of 2001 when the Christian churches struggled
to respond to the September 11 attacks on the World Trade Center in New
York and the Pentagon in Washington. What this response reveal ed was that
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the Christian churches as an international community very much wanted to
deal with thiscrisisnonviolently but were unableto do so. Thisessay describes
the international churches' responses to the September 11 attacks, and then
analyzesthereasonsthe churcheswere unable to propose anonviolent solution.

The Churches Responseto September 11

In the ten weeksfollowing September 11, more than seventy-five statements
dealing with the terrorist attacks were issued by heads of denominations or
denominational boards, or by heads of national or international associations of
churches.? Asagroup these statementsindicate the churcheswere engaged in
this crisisvery deeply. Christians throughout the world felt deeply involved,
andtheir leaders' statements convey awidespread consensusthat September
11 wasamgjor event for both the world and the churches — perhaps even a
turning point. “ Thisisatragedy of tremendous proportionswith unforeseesble
conseguences for the entire world,” said Archbishop Demetrios, head of the
Greek Orthodox Church in America?® “The terrorist acts of September 11,
2001, and the days and weeks to follow will shape the future of the United
States,” said the National Association of Evangelicals. Pope John Paul called
September 11 “a dark day in the history of humanity.”® The head of the
National Council of Churchesinthe U.S. called the day’s events “the worst
attack on U.S. territory since Pearl Harbor.”®

Within two days after the attacks some twenty major religious leaders
had issued statements. All were either pacifist in tone or at least sought to
avoid amilitary response. “Many are speaking of revenge,” wrotethe primate
of the Episcopal ChurchintheU.S. But, he said, “never hasit been clearer to
methan inthismoment” that Christians* are called to be about peace and the
transformation of the human heart, beginning with our own. I am not immune
to emotions of rage and revenge,” he added, “but | know that acting on them
only perpetuatesthevery violence | pray will be dissipated and overcome.””
“Let usnot engagein ethnic, religious, or national stereotyping for what may
betheactsof afew irrational terrorists,” said the U.S. Conference of Catholic
Bishops.? “We urge all Americans. . . to refrain from rushing to judgment
against whoever may have committed these heinous crimes,” said the United
Methodist Board of Church and Society’s general secretary.®
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At atime when the U.S. government was vowing to respond to the
attacks by using its full military force, the nation’s religious |eadership was
almost unanimously calling on the American peopleto “resist theimpulse to
respond to violence with violence,” asthe president of the United Church of
Christ put it.2° “We must renounce violence as a means of imposing the will
of some upon all,” said the president of the Disciples of Christ.'* “While
otherswill choose the weapons of war and destruction in the pursuit of reprisal
and revenge, we know that it isin the Cross that we will find the strength to
stand firm, to keep vigilant in prayer, and to turn the hearts and minds of men
and women to the ways of God's justice and righteousness,” asserted the
head of the Anglican Communionin London.*? “ As Baptists, who have long
suffered as areligious minority from religious persecution, we call upon our
peopleto pray and work for peace. We must never raise the sword,” said the
general secretary of the Baptist World Alliance.*®

Two days after the attacks Pope John Paul 11 made a statement that
summarizesthe position of virtually all hiscolleaguesin theworld’s Christian
leadership. “| pray that thisinhuman act will awaken in the hearts of all the
world’speoplesafirmresolveto reject thewaysof violence,” hetoldtheU.S
ambassador to the Vatican. He urged the United States government “to combat
everything that sows hatred and division within the human family, and to
work for the dawn of anew era of international cooperation inspired by the
highest ideal s of solidarity, justice and peace.” 4

But pollsindicated 85 percent of the U.S. popul ation expected war, and
more than two-thirds said they were willing to support awar even if meant
U.S. battlefield casualtiesin the thousands. President Bush, who announced
heintended to carry out avigorous military campaign against thoseresponsible
for the attacks, received some of the highest approval ratingsin recent history.
It quickly became apparent that the churches' leaders and their membersin
thelocal congregationsand parishesheld very different views.*®

Theresult wasagreat debatein the churches, pitting what canbecalled
consequentia pacifism against the doctrine of necessary war. The consequential
argument is based on the belief that military action isusually ineffective and
always produces negative effects, both short-term and long-term. The necessary
war argument holdsthat only military action can maintain international order,
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and the good derived from such order outweighs the violence involved in
achievingit.'

The consequential pacifist positionwasclearly evidentin ajoint statement
by the five mgjor Canadian Protestant church leaders shortly after the attacks.
“In the past, a single-minded campaign against communism in Afghanistan
hel ped create conditions of terror in Afghanistan, including support to the now
accused Osamabin Laden,” the Canadian leaders said, blaming the crisison
that past policy. “It spawned the Taliban, and it contributed to enormous
instability in Pakistan,” they added.'” The leadership of the United Church of
Christinthe U.S. took asimilar view. “In recent years military campaignsin
countless places have destroyed lives and threatened a whole generation of
childrenwhileleavingin place oppressiveregimes,” saidtheir statement. “ Short-
term sol utions have sown the seeds of future catastrophe asweally ourselves
with the enemies of our enemy, only to discover that we have fed and armed
those who would terrorize theinnocent.” 8

Even the historic peace churches based their opposition largely on
conseguential arguments. A Mennonite Central Committee statement said that
Mennonitesthroughout their history have opposed “aculture of violence” by
“witnessing against war preparation, enemy demonization and theuse of military
forceto solve difficult international problems.” But the statement concludes
by basing its opposition to military action in Afghanistan on predictionsthat
such action will have negative consequences. “We speak from years of
experience in the regions of the Middle East and Asia, where decades of
suffering and struggle, including ahistory of intervention by Western countries,
have led to feelings of suspicion and anger,” the MCC statement says. “A
military strike against Afghanistan risks massive human suffering. In an area
of the world where almost half the population is below the age of fifteen
years, this experience will shape attitudes and emotions for generations to
come.”

U.S. Cathaolic and L utheran bishops were the major exponents of the
necessary war position. After theU.S. military began bombing Afghanistan on
October 7 the presiding bishop of the Evangdlica Lutheran Churchin America
said, “we understand that under certain circumstances there may be no other
way to offer protection to innocent people except by use of military force.”
The U.S. Conference of Catholic Bishops said, “The dreadful deeds of
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September 11 cannot go unanswered.” The United States “has a moral right
and agrave obligation to defend the common good against mass terrorism.”
That response must be multi-faceted, but includes* thelegitimate use of force.”
But they added, even though military action may be “necessary” in some
cases, “because of its terrible consequences’ it must “always be undertaken
with a sense of deep regret,” even when it isjustified and carried out with
great care.?

Outside the United Statesthere waslittle support for the necessary war
position. The World Council of Churcheswas especially vigorousin arguing
the pacifist case. Itsgeneral secretary sent aletter to WCC member churches
in the U.S. calling on the United States to reverse its course, “rejoining the
global community inacommon pursuit of justice” and setting aside“itsreliance
on military might at whatever cost.”? After the bombing began the WCC
said, “Wedo not believethat war, particularly in today’s highly technol ogized
world, can ever beregarded as an effective response to the equally abhorrent
sinof terrorism.” The United States should “ bring aprompt end to the present
action.”% The South African Council of Churchesissued a statement saying
that U.S. military strikes in Afghanistan did not meet the requirementsfor a
just war.* The Church of Scotland issued a similar statement,® as did the
Catholic bishopsof Australia.®

Butintheend it was neither thelegal standards of thejust war tradition
nor the pacifist tradition’smoral principlesthat determined the outcome of this
debate. The question was not whether U.S. military attacks on Afghanistan
were moral — on either Just War or pacifist grounds — but whether they
were necessary. Thisdebateinvolved practical politicsrather than theol ogical
or moral principles, and asit becameincreasingly clear the available political
options were either to do nothing or to attack the a Qaeda militarily in
Afghanistan, thevast mgority of theU.S. population choseto support amilitary
attack. Many in the churches did so reluctantly, but they did so nonethel ess—
and even those who remained silent, neither supporting nor opposing thewar,
infact lent their support to it.

Thedoctrine of the necessary war has never been described as such by
theologians, nor officially adopted by any church, but itiswidely held in the
churches nonethel ess, especially among thelaity. Early inthewar a\Washington
Post reporter, writing as*aChristian believer” said hebelievesany war leader’s
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primary responsibility isto win, and the most any leader can hopefor “isto be
onthebetter side, morally and spiritualy, of what will alwaysbeabad business
... . If heisfortunate, his duty during war will not be the occasion for too
many sins, nor too grave. But that isnot his primary concern until after itisall
over. Hecanworry over that in retirement and plead his case come Judgment
Day.”?

Later a Washington-area pastor wrote in the same newspaper, “ Until
Sept. 111 would have described myself asapacifist. | grew up inspired by the
nonviolent teachings of Mahatma Gandhi and Martin Luther King Jr., and my
preaching consi stently opposed the use of violence.” But he hasnow concluded
that in“animperfect world. . . resisting evil through violence may sometimes
be anecessary evil.”# A letter to the New York Times stated thisview — that
violencefor some benefits humanity asawhole— very clearly: “The children
who have lost parents suddenly and violently suffer equally, in Americaand
Afghanistan,” the writer acknowledged. But, she added, we must “fight for
our survival withtotal dedication. If welet ourselvesget caught up in sympathy
for the enemy, wewill losethiswar, and untold numbersof children throughout
the world will suffer even more.”?

In the end this position was the one adopted by the great mgjority of
churchesin the United States, although with great reluctance. Even thosewho
continued to believe that military attacks in Afghanistan would only worsen
the situation were silenced by the sudden collapse of the Taliban regime only
six weeks after the military campaign began. Predictions that U.S. military
actionwould produce aVietnam-likeresult were almost completely discredited
by that unexpected outcome, and the flow of church statements, many of
them based on consequential arguments, came to an abrupt halt. Before
November 18 there had been on average more than one statement per day by
amajor church leader. After that date there would be none.*

There was no gloating among those Christians who had supported the
necessary war position. They too were troubled by the position they had
taken. They too would have preferred a nonviolent approach; they too knew
therewasabetter way, that supporting violenceviolatesour most basic Chrigtian
principles; that we were not following the example of Christ. But they also
knew the United States had to do something. And so, believing the choicewas
between passivity and violence, they choseviolence.
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Why Did Nonviolence Fail?

Statements issued by church leaders after September 11 contain numerous
indications that had a politically viable nonviolent response to the terrorist
attacks existed it would have had the religious community’s strong support.
Ever since the 1960s religious leaders have provided strong support for
nonviolent movements, beginning with the U.S. civil rights movement, and
continuing with the anti-A partheid movement in South Africa, the Solidarity
movement in Poland, and the nonviolent movementsin Central America, the
Philippines, and Koreain the 1980s. The clearest indication of the churches
readinessto engagein nonviolent action in this case wasthe Episcopal bishops
decision to commit themselves and their churchesto “waging reconciliation”
astheir response to the September 11 attacks.®

But there was no nonviolent movement for the churchesto support in
the post-September 11 situation. Why wasthis so? Several factorsemerge, all
of which have considerable significancefor thefuture.

The most obvious is that nonviolence works only when a committed
group of people have created an organization able to make it work. In all
previous cases where nonviolence has been successful, these organizations
have been created by people who were otherwi se powerless and had no other
wal to seek justice. But thiscasewasvery different. The party seeking justice
wasthe United States government — an exceptionally strong military power.
For nonviolent techniques to have been employed in this situation, it would
have required the United Statesto voluntarily give up theright to defend itsel f
militarily — something that has never before been done. The churches could
only urgethe U.S. government to act nonviolently if therewas some effective
nonviolent process that could be offered as an alternative to military action,
and at thispoint in time no suchinstitutional alternative exists.

The major obstacle that prevents the churches from creating enabling
institutional structures for successful nonviolent action isthat nowadays the
churchestend to seethemselves asreactivein the political realm, not proactive.
The churches take it as their primary role to criticize what others do, not to
promote their own policies. For the most part church statementsin response
to September 11 involved criticism of actionstaken by the various governments
involved. There were a few suggestions for actions to be taken, but they
tended to be tentative and general . Thistendency to equate social justice with
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calls for action by other persons and institutions, particularly governments,
has marginalized the churches palitically. The democratic process greatly
privilegesthose who have apositive agenda, even if aflawed one, over those
whose agendais essentially negative, evenif that agendaisvalid.

This problem is compounded when nonviolence is being advocated,
since in the present stage of political development governments capable of
military action do not consider nonviolent action to beaviable option. Successful
nonviolent actions to date have all been carried out by non-governmental
movements— movementsthat had clearly defined, positive agendasto offer,
ascontrasted to only opposing theregimein power. Simply to opposeinjustice,
no matter how valid that protest may be and how committed the protesters
are, often only compounds the evil being protested by giving people in the
middle of the political spectrum — the sensible center, who makevirtually al
political decisionsin ademocracy — theimpression that the only alternative
to what isbeing opposed isanarchy.

A third factor preventing the churchesfrom engaging in nonviolent action
isthe absence of appropriate leadership. At present the religious community’s
leadership is amost entirely theological and pastoral. These people’s skills,
great and necessary asthey are, are not what is needed to fashion a successful
nonviolent responseto an event like September 11. Unfortunately, we do not
have personsin the religious community, with afew notabl e exceptions, who
are commissioned, trained, and empowered to provide leadership in situations
of international conflict. Thisisequally the casein all the churches— Protestant,
Evangelical, Catholic, and Orthodox.

A substantial community within the churchesiscommitted to nonviolence
and expertiseinitstechniques, but that community isnow quite fragmented. It
consists largely of people dedicated to specific causes rather than to the
nonviolent process itself. These various movements contain great energies,
but thereiscurrently no way to focusthese energieson asingle effort. If there
had been an organi zation dedicated to promoting and devel oping nonviolence
it would have had a major impact in the post-September 11 situation. All
successful nonviolent movements of the past haveinvolved such an organization
— the Congress Party in India, the SCLCintheU.S. Civil RightsMovement,
Solidarity in Poland, the ANC in South Africa, etc.
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A fourth factor that prevented the churchesfrom acting nonviolently is
disunity. So long as each denomination actsindependently, speaking for itself,
political leaderscan easily listen only to those who support positionsthey have
aready adopted, and ignore those with whom they disagree. Even the Catholic
Church, which pridesitself on itsinternal discipline and its ability to speak
with asingle authoritative voice, showed great divergencein how its bishops
responded to this crisis. The clearest example occurred on November 14,
when the Catholic bishopsin the United Statesissued astatement supporting
U.S. military policy in Afghanistan, and the same day the Australian Catholic
bishopsissued astatement declaring that U.S. military policy violated all but
one of the six conditionsin thejust war doctrine and was therefore unjust.

Another major obstacle to successful nonviolent action that became
apparent in the post-September 11 period was the divergence between the
churches' leadersand lay members. At atimewhen church leadersintheU.S.
were either opposing government policy or trying to softenit, the vast majority
of the U.S. population — approximately half who attend worship services
regularly — were indicating that they fully supported the government.
Successful nonviolence requires popular support, and in this casethat did not
appear to exi<t. Instead, nonviolence appeared to belargely aleadership position.

We cannot solve problems we do not understand, but understanding a
problem in itself does nothing to solve it. Theological leaders have an
indispensable contribution to make, but they can only do so by entering into
intense, ongoing, practical dialogue with persons involved in action —
politicians, military leaders, business leaders, ordinary citizens. Successful
nonviolent movements of the past have demonstrated such dialogueispossible,
and by engaging in it workable alternatives to military action emerge. For
nonviolenceto succeed people must be offered redl solutionsto thereal problems
of their lives— solutionsthat provide concrete, immediate benefits, not utopian
ideals.

It also became obvious post-September 11 that the information the
churcheswerereceiving viathe secular mediawasincomplete and frequently
mideading. Leaderswho based their statementson thisinformation, especialy
thosewho took aconsequential position, were seriously discredited when the
Taliban regime collapsed almost immediately. Yet there are numerous people
in the churches with extensive expertise about the Islamic world. Many are
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affiliated with the various churches asmissionaries, aid workers, and scholars;
othersarein secular positions. Nothingismore essential to successful nonviolent
action than accurate information. The churches must become much more
intentional about gathering and disseminating information availablethroughits
worldwideweb of relationshipsif it wishesto offer viable nonviolent dternatives
to thepolitical community.

Therewasalso an evident disconnect between the churches' spirituality
andtheir political activities. The churches major source of power inthepolitical
arena comes from their moral authority, which in turn is derived from their
spiritual power. However, most church-based action after September 11
involved advocating positions based on political considerations, not on their
corereligious beliefs. This had the effect of reducing the churchesto merely
another voice among those of the many political interest groups seeking to
maketheir views heard.

What HappensNext?

Therewill beanother crisis. It will not be exactly like September 11; it may be
worse, possibly abiological or nuclear attack. But whatever form it takes, the
churches will be faced with the same dilemma again. If nothing is done to
prepare for that next crisis, it is virtualy inevitable that the necessary war
rationalewill prevail once againin the western Christian community.

Thereisrealy only one convincing argument against the necessary war
position, and that is a successful demonstration that war is unnecessary —
that there are other ways, equally and in fact often more successful inbringing
order to human affairs. Nonviolenceisnot the political equivalent of anATM
card that we caninsert into anideol ogical bank whenever war occurs, expecting
instant peaceto be dispensed. It must be demonstrated in actual practiceif itis
to betaken serioudly.

If nonviolence is going to be taken serioudly by political leaders, the
churches must take the initiative. We cannot wait until another emergency
occursto prepare; that isthe major |esson the nonviolent movement learnedin
the post-September 11 period. The military had alarge establishment ready to
respond to the attacks of September 11, and since it was the only institution
prepared, it wasthe one used. The religious community must institutionalize
thenonviolent optioninapolitically relevant way.
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What exactly that meansremainsto be seen, but thismuch seemsclear:
If nonviolenceis going to work we are going to have to do what is necessary
to makeit work — including creating institutionsthat makeit aviable political
option. If wedo not do this, we have helped to make war necessary, by failing
to provide an dternative.
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Judith Miller

under the tortured steel
of girdersof desth
torn and twisted
men and women weep

they weep sorrow
anger
and utter exhaustion asthey diginch by inch
intorubble
into anightmare of flaming cavesand riversof fire
at the centre of acity
that used to laugh

sturdy men and women
who know love and loyalty and working together
search for companions
they arenot willing to concede
to death and destruction
they stop only to consoleachild
or to gulp water

they are moving amountain
whilepeopleall over theworld
wait for the newsthey bring
out of that heart of fire
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Engaging “ Terrorism”: The Case of Palestine/l sra€l

Alain Epp Weaver

What counts asterrorism?A young Pal estinian man enters apizzeriaon Jaffa
Road in West Jerusalem, explosives strapped around his waist, and blows
himself up, killing with him twenty Israglis: thishorrific act isroutinely named
terrorism by media outlets and government officials. But how about the
following: five boysfrom Khan Younis are walking home from school when
one of them kicksametal object by the side of the road. The object turns out
to be abomb planted by the Isragli military; it explodes, and al five children
die. Wasthelsragli decisionto plant an explosive devicein an areafrequented
by civilians an act of terror? Or consider the case of three-month-old Iman
Hijo, also of Khan Younis, killed by a stray bullet from indiscriminate fire
from Israeli military outposts guarding coloniesin the Gaza Strip: terror victim
or collateral damage? And what about pregnant Pal estinian women trying to
reach ahospital but turned back by Israeli soldiersat acheckpoint? When the
baby dies, issheavictim of terror?

Terrorism, as a particular form of violence, is notoriously difficult to
define. Aswith the case of pornography, it’s hard to reach aconsensus definition
of terrorism, but aso like pornography, people think they know it when they
seeit. For apacifist to enter into the debate about what constitutesterrorismis
particularly challenging, asit requiresthe pacifist to differenti ate between species
of agenus, violence, which must be categorically rejected aswrong, assinful.

In this paper | undertake two interrelated tasks: first, examining the
case of the Paletinian intifada (uprising, shaking off) against | sragli occupation,
| describe how the discourse of terrorism as produced by government
institutions, think-tanks, and the media serves ideological interests by
delegitimizing the violence of onegroup asterrorismwhilejustifying theviolence

Alain Epp Weaver is country co-representative for the Mennonite Central
Committee in Palestine. He is the editor of a Festschrift for Gordon D. Kaufman,
and is co-author, with his wife Sonia, of Salt and Sign: Mennonite Central
Committee in Palestine, 1949-1999.
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of another group as counter-terrorism; second, rejecting the easy moral
equivalence suggested by the phrase, “One person’s terrorist is another’s
freedom fighter,” | suggest that pacifist Christians can makemoral distinctions
among types of violence while simultaneoudly maintaining our conviction that
all violenceisarebellious turning away from God, afailure to worship God
properly. Making such distinctions, | suggest, is part of the pacifist Christian’s
responsibility to use “middle axioms’ (appeals to standards recognized by
non-Christian actors) aswe encourage states and revolutionary groupswhich
aspireto statehood to place limitations on the sin-laden enterprise of war and
revolution.! Even as we make these distinctions, however, and even as we
promote practical alternativesto the politicsof violence, the case of Palestine/
Israel should prove a healthy reminder that our witness on behalf of the
nonviolent politicsof the Lamb will often appear foolish when measured against
theruling wisdom.

TheDeceptive Discourseof “ Terrorism”

Theway inwhich thediscourse of terrorism can be depl oyed to serveideologica
interests can be clearly seen in how it is routinely used to describe the
Pdestinian-lsradli conflict.? Israeli academics and military officersmake up a
significant percentage of theworld’ s self-proclaimed “ experts’ on terrorism,
pundits who present their purportedly objective and scholarly analysis over
talk show airwaves and in the pages of newsweeklies. Foremost in thisgroup
is former Israeli Prime Minister Binyamin Netanyahu. A self-made terror
“expert,” Netanyahu routinely expounds the view that terrorism presents a
unique threat directed against the West from fanatical stateless groups; the
notion that states might be purveyors of terror does not fit into Netanyahu's
conceptua scheme.® For Netanyahu, Israeli government officials, and pro-
Israeli apologetes generally, all violence directed against Israel qualifies as
terrorism. Not only, then, istheindiscriminatekilling of Isragli civiliansinside
Israel proper by a suicide bomber terrorism, but so are attacks on settler-
colonistsand Israeli military personnel in the occupied territories.

While the delegitimizing of all Palestinian resistance to the military
occupation has been astandard trope of Isragli discoursefor decades, it gained
new vigor sincethe attacks on the United States on September 11, 2001, with
thelsragli government not-so-subtly seeking to usethe U.S.-led “war onterror”
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for its own ends, namely, to tar all Palestinian resistance with the brush of
terrorism. Now perhapsAmericanswill understand thedaily redlity of Israglis,
severd punditsopined. Isragli PrimeMinister Ariel Sharon repeatedly described
Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat as” our Bin Laden,” with theimplication that
it would be hypocritical for the United Statesand itsalliesto criticize I srael for
itsactionsin the occupied territories, as|sragl wassimply engaged inasimilar
form of counter-terrorism to that of the United Statesin its battle against a-
Qaeda and the Taliban.

Gideon Samet observes that the Arafat equals Bin Laden equation
dominatesthelsragli security establishment, and notesthat thisrhetorical move
has had some effect in Washington. For example, at an Isragli conference on
security in Herzilyain December 2001, former CIA director James Woolsey
described Israel as a greater victim of terrorism than the United States,
calculating I sradli casualties since the beginning of theintifadaasat least three
times the Twin Towers disaster (when measured by percentage of victims
relative to the overall population of each country).* [Woolsey passed over in
silence the Palestinian casualties of theintifada, which at the time were well
over ten timesthe casualties of the New York attacks, again when cal culated
relativeto the percentage of the overall population.]

| will return later in this paper to discuss what this discourse omits:
specificaly, a) any acknowledgment of the indiscriminate, punitive, and
retributive character of I sragli violencein the occupiedterritoriesand the human
toll this has exacted on Paestinians; and b) any nuanced appraisal of the
formsof violence deployed against Israel. For now, | will [imit myself to two
points.

First, thelsraeli discourse of terrorism isflexible enough to stigmatize
all Palestinianresistance, even unarmed civilian (i.e., nonviolent) resistance.
Dov Tamari, aformer Brigadier-General inthe | sragli Defense Forces, recently
observed that in 1982 while serving in Lebanon, hefound that theterm “terrorist
infrastructure” was so vague that it essentially meant the entire people: “To
‘dismantle’ it you haveto start killing people en masse, and if you don’t want
todothat you shouldjust give up theidea.”® If entire political movementsare
labeled as terrorist (say, for example, the political factions within the PLO)
because of actions carried out by the military wings associated with those
movements, then all activities conducted by those movementsbecometerrorist
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activities. Thus, for example, a health clinic operated by an NGO whose
board members are predominantly affiliated with the Popular Front for the
Liberation of Palestine becomes aterrorist institution because of attacks by
the PFLP smilitary wing deemed to be“terrorist” attacks. When the Palestinian
Authority does not succeed in securing absolute calmin the occupied territories,
then it, too, becomes a terrorist organization, or at least an entity which
“harbors’ terrorists. Thisrhetorical move of guilt-by-association can be taken
to comical lengths: Uzi Landau, Israel’s Internal Security Minister, defended
hisdecisionto ban areception in Jerusalem for foreign diplomatsto mark Eid
a-Fitr, thefeast at the end of the Muslim month of Ramadan, on the grounds
that it was organized by Sari Nusseibeh, holder of the Jerusalem file for the
Pal estine Liberation Organization and wasthusa“ terror-related” activity.®

The second initial point to make is that the case of Palestine/Israel
confirmsabroader thesis, articulated most pointedly by Edward Herman, that
the news mediamanufacture consent to state policy, particularly military policy,
by presenting only certain formsof violence asterrorism; violent resistance by
statel essgroupsis stigmatized asterrorism, whileviolence carried out by states,
regardless of the extent of “collateral damage” to civilians, isjustified as a
legitimate attempt to secure order and justice.”

TheDifficultiesof Defining Terrorism

Theability of thediscourse of terrorism to legitimize certain formsof violence
while stigmatizing others depends, Herman suggests, on aspecific definitional
move, namely that of excluding states from the possibility of engaging in
terrorism. Once one questionsthe givenness of thisdefinitional move, thenit
becomes clear that states often engage in violent acts similar in nature and
scope to those classified asterrorism, save for the fact that the actors are the
state and its representatives rather than non-state actors. As the similarity
between the violence perpetrated by state and non-state actors becomes
apparent, the temptation becomes great for the pacifist to pronounce apox on
everyone's house and dismiss all talk of terrorism asideological attempts to
justify oneform of violence over another; the cynicism with which particul ar
governments (say, the United States and | srael) use the discourse of terrorism
increasesthistemptation. While understanding the appeal of thistemptation, |
suggest that, despite the ideological distortions to which the discourse of
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terrorism is prone, the word “terrorism” can minimally suggest to us that
certain formsof violence, regardless of the actor, areworse than others. Perhaps
theword “terrorism” itself istoo emotive and proneto ideological distortion.
John Rempel, director of Mennonite Central Committee'sliaison officeto the
United Nationsin New York, statesthat “‘terrorism’ isnot aneutral concept.
One person’sterrorist,” he continues, “is another’sfreedom fighter.”® While
Rempel captures an important truth, | suggest that Christian pacifists should
learn from an engagement with the discourse of terrorism to be nuanced about
theformsinwhich violence can manifest itself: all violence embodiesasinful
turning away from God, but not all violenceisthereby of the same scope and
quality.

But to jJump into the question of whether or not the word “terrorism”
can be used with integrity isto get ahead of ourselves. Let usbegin, rather, by
noting some standard definitions of terrorism and the forms of violencewhich
these definitions exclude. The U.S. State Department defines terrorism as
“premeditated, politically motivated violence perpetrated agai nst noncombatant
targetsby subnationd groupsor clandestine agents, usually intended toinfluence
anaudience.”® Three elementsin this definition are particul arly noteworthy:
(1) terrorism is violence which targets civilians, or noncombatants; (2) the
definition doesnot include acts committed by astate’smilitary forces (although
astate’s" clandestine agents’ could, apparently, implicate astateinterror); (3)
terrorismis designed to “influence an audience,” presumably by generating
enough fear to motivate a change of policy. The U.S. Defense Department’s
definition sounds the same three notes: “terrorism is the unlawful use or
threatened use of force or violence by a revolutionary organization against
individuals or property, with the intention of coercing or intimidating
governments or societies, oftenfor political or ideological purposes.”® More
clearly than the State Department definition, the Defense Department’s
construal of terrorism excludes states from the ranks of those who perpetrate
terror. The potential victimsof terrorismin Defense Department’ s definition,
however, form abroader group than in the State Department’s definition: not
only noncombatants, but individual s generally (presumably thiscouldinclude
soldiers) and property can beterror victims,

What is significant for our purposes here is how both definitions view
terrorismas predominantly, if not exclusively, an activity carried out by stateless,
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revolutionary groups, states are thus not terror agents. That stateswould have
avested interest in such adefinition should beobvious: after all, statesroutingly
engage in activities meeting all of the other criteria of the two definitions,
engaging in violence or threatening violence against individuals (including
noncombatants) for political and ideological purposes. Not only do theselimited
definitionsbetray states’ self-interest, they also reflect outmoded socia scientific
analyses of war. Dov Tamari notes that wars between “ a state and non-state
entity” have not been properly analyzed in standard socia scienceresearch, as
they do not “fit theidealized criteriaof Clausewitz.” Anything which doesn’t
fit the model of two states at war is then often lumped “under the simple-
minded label of ‘terrorism.””

At the international level, no consensus exists on what constitutes
terrorism. Eyal Gross, an expert on international law at Tel Aviv University,
insiststhat no obviousreason existsfor excluding statesfrom the purveyors of
terror: “When abomb explodesin aschool and 20 children arekilled —that is
terror, but when a plane bombs the same school and the same children are
killed— itisreferred to asamilitary action. Thesethings should besaid,” he
continues. “According to the various international conventions, there is no
legal differentiation between the attacks on the Twin Towersand the bombing
of aschool in Kabul. Why isan attack in Ma aot [atown in northern Israel]
considered terror, while an attack on Lebanese soil not terror? Why are the
actsnow being committed by the Palestinianscalled terror, whilelsragl’ sactions
intheterritoriesare not? Thereisterror committed by organizationsand then
thereis state terror,” he concludes.’

Gideon Levy, echoing Gross, pointed in November 2001 to the planting
of an explosive charge along the roadside in Khan Younis as an example of
Israeli stateterror: “ A state places explosive chargeswherechildren arelikely
to pass and then claims that only the other side practices terrorism?’ Levy
asked indignantly. “We haveto admit that an act of thiskind can be considered
an act of terrorism because it strikes at the innocent and doesn’t discriminate
between the victims, even if the intention was not to kill and even if the goal
was the war on terrorism . . . Isragl must direct the demand for a cease-fire
and for a cessation of terrorism not only at the Palestinians but, to a certain
degree, toitself, too.”** Two months later, following the destruction of over
fifty homesin Rafah by I sragli military bulldozers, Levy returned to thistheme:
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“A country that opposesterrorism against civilians cannot demolish homes of
innocent civiliansand then claim that what it did isnot an act of terrorism.” 4

In hiscondemnation of Israegli military actions, Levy’simplicit definition
is clear: terrorism is violence against civilians, violence which does not
discriminate between the“innocent” and others. It appearsthat hisunderstanding
of “innocence” involves non-participation in military confrontationsor in other
attacks against Israel. In other words, terrorism is violence motivated by
ideological purposesthat does not discriminate between combatants and non-
combatants; both states and revolutionary groups practice it, under this
definition.

Thisunderstanding of terrorism formsthe foundation of the mainstream
Pal estinian consensusthat while attacks on civilians should be avoided, attacks
onlsradli targetsin the occupied territories are legitimate. Thus, the shooting
of an Israeli soldier near Nablus would not be a terrorist act under Levy's
working definition, while agunman opening fire at abat mitzvahin Herzilya
would be. Or, to take another example, when Hizbullah (repeatedly cited by
the United Statesand | srael asaterrorist organization but viewed throughout
the Arab world as a liberation movement) attacked Israeli military targets
during I sragl’ soccupation of southern Lebanon, thisdid not congtituteterrorism,
whilethefiring of aKatyusharocket at Kiryat Shmona could beviewed asa
terrorist act.™®

Levy’s working definition has, | believe, much to recommend it: it
capturesour moral repugnancefor attacks on civilianswhile not masking the
fact that statesroutinely engage in such objectionabl e acts. Before accepting
thisdefinition, however, let us consider some objections. For onething, there
isasignificant moral difference between thekilling of thousands of civiliansin
the Twin Towers and the killing of thousands of civilians in Afghanistan as
part of the“war against terror.” Binyamin Netanyahu recently articulated this
position, lauding the United Statesfor firmly establishing“amord differentiation
between terrorism and self-defense through military action that could
inadvertently affect civilians.” Netanyahu went on to stress “the importance
of victory, namely . . . the end justifies the means.” ¢ If the end justifies the
meansin thiswar against terror and unlimited collateral damageisacceptable,
thenit becomesvery difficult to see how Netanyahu proposesto establish his
firm “moral differentiation” between terrorism and counter-terrorism. Both



Engaging “Terrorism” 55

aimfor particular visionsof peace, of world order, and both, if theend justifies
the means, arewilling to sacrifice noncombatants to secure those visions.

A second challengeto L evy’sworking definition involvesthe observation
that both states and revol utionary groups maintain that distinguishing between
combatants and othersis difficult-to-impossible. Thelsraeli government, for
example, staunchly defended the demolition of fifty-plus homesin Rafah on
the grounds that gunmen shot from between the homes and that Pal estinians
had dug tunnel s underneath the homesto smuggle weapons. Regardless of the
fact that most international and human rights organi zations dismissed these
explanations as propaganda, viewing the demolitions as coll ective punishment
for thekilling of four Israeli soldiersthe day before, what isimportant hereis
that the I sragli justification blursthe distinction between combatant and non-
combatant. If someciviliansarekilled and injured and their property damaged,
that simply constitutes “collateral damage,” an incidental, perhaps even
regrettable, effect of amilitary action against military targets. The Palestinian
death toll during the current uprising against the occupation shows that the
level of “collateral damage’ has been quite high. Of the 686 Palestinianskilled
from September 29, 2000 to September 29, 2001, 59 percent died when no
Palestinian-Israeli clashes were underway, 36 percent died in unarmed (i.e.,
stones, not guns) clashes, while only 5 percent died in armed clashes.t”

Stanley Hauerwas, meanwhile, hasobserved that “ terrorist” organizations
offer strikingly similar justificationsfor attackswhich indiscriminately affect
civilians. “Fromthe‘terrorist’ point of view,” he notes, “ distinctions between
combatants and non-combatantsare not easily maintained.”*® A crowd of people
along Jaffa Road in West Jerusalem will mostly consist of unarmed people,
but how many of these people contribute to the successful functioning of the
violent military occupation of the West Bank, East Jerusalem and the Gaza
Strip, serving asmilitary officers, paying taxes, etc.? Hauerwas acknowledges
that “those called terrorists’ do not necessarily attack non-combatants, “but if
they do,” he suggests, “they are not without some moral response. Such an
attack may be an attempt to make clear the kind of war they understand they
are forced to wage — namely awar of the desperate that must use selective
targeting in non-selective ways.” A bus bombing “may be tied to policy
objectives that may even make such a bombing analogous to the defense of
civilian deaths on just war grounds of indirect effect; for alleged terrorist
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strategies are meant — like war itself — to make people prefer peace, or at
least order, rather than continue the conflict.”*® Isragli military personnel who
demolish homes and carry out various types of attacks (shelling from tanks
and helicopters, sniper fire, shooting into acrowd, assassinations) can claim
(often cynically) ajust intention — the apprehension or killing of agunman,
for example, or creating the conditions in which Palestinians will accept the
“peace” of permanent I sraeli control over the occupied territories— even as
itsactionshavetheindirect effect of significant civilian casuaties. A Palestinian
“terrorist,” meanwhile, even a bus bomber, could claim that his actions are
framed by ajust intent, one which aims for adifferent form of peace.

Thejustifiablewar tradition, of course, claimsthat constraints can and
should be placed on the waging of war so that, for example, civilians are not
targeted; acts traditionally labeled “terrorism,” meanwhile, disregard such
constraints. The unspoken assumption in efforts to distinguish between the
violence of stateless groups and the violence of state armiesisthat states can
and do place more effective constraints on the use of violence. Any distinction
between “terrorism” and war, observes Hauerwas, “gains its moral warrant
from the assumption based in just war theory that thereis continuity between
the policefunction of the state and itswar-making potential.” Thisassumption,
he continues, isunwarranted, for “war lacks exactly the prior institutionsand
practicesthat limit the violenceintrinsic to the police function of the state and,
at least to some extent, make such violencelessarbitrary.” # Statesmay claim
that they limit violence and wagejust wars, but, Hauerwas poignantly suggests,
the constraints of thejustifiablewar tradition regularly break down during war
time, proving ineffective at placing controlsand limitson themilitary.

Pacifist ResponsesAmidst the“ Terror” of Palestine/l srael

Defining “terrorism” isan ambiguousenterprise. Definitionally excluding states
from being terrorists appears purely arbitrary, given that both state and non-
state actors engage in similar types of violent actions, in quality and scope.
Even abare-bones definition of terrorism as violence against noncombatants
proves hard to sustain, as both states and revol utionary groups often blur the
distinctions between combatant and noncombatant. If, finally, we cannot offer
auniversally acceptable definition of terrorism, we must neverthel essgrapple
with how to respond as Christian pacifists to a conflict which has seen its
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share of horrific violence, whether or not one callsthat violence “terrorism.”
Inwhat follows| proposefivetasksfor Christian pacifistsliving and working
inthemidst of the Palestinian-1sragli conflict, withitsvaried forms of violence
and its charges and counter-charges of terrorism.?

1. Unmasking Deceptive Language

Christiansmust not fall prey to the deceptive use of language which stigmatizes
certain formsof violence whilelegitimizing others. As| suggested above, the
discourse of terrorism routinely functions in this deceptive manner, both
generally and particularly in the case of Palestine/lsrael. We must exercise
healthy suspicion of claimsby statesthat they dispensejustice (even “infinite
justice’!). Ya'ir Hilu, an Israeli conscientious objector, succinctly pointed to
the similarities shared by Palestinian and Israeli violence when he refused to
serve “inthe Israeli army or in any other terrorist organization.”# A critical
reading of history, meanwhile, will remind us that, in the case of Isradl,
yesterday’s"terrorists’ aretoday’ sstatesmen: retired U.S. diplomat Phil Wil cox,
former head of the State Department’s unit on terrorism, recently observed
after reading an article on events in Mandate Palestine between 1946 and
1948 that he was “struck by how much the role of the Jewish terrorists,
principally fromthe Irgun (Etzel) and Stern Gang (L ehi), sounded likeldlamic
Jihad and the Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine, and how much the
Zionist leadership sounded likeArafat, in itsunwillingness to cooperate with
the British in apprehending them.”

2. Naming Forms of Violence

Suicide bombings, gunmen opening fire in a pedestrian mall: these are the
dramatic formsof violencein Palestine/Isragl routinely covered in the Western
media. Christians must unquestionably deplore such violence and lament its
victims. At the sametime, however, we must a so lament the many and varied
forms in which people exercise violent power in Palestine/lsragl. Not only
have hundreds of Palestinians been killed during the past el ghteen months —
most of them, as noted above, civilians, and many of them children — and
not only have thousands upon thousands of Palestinians sustained injuries,
many permanently disabling: in addition to this violence one must add many
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other manifestations of violence, actsrarely captured on radio and television
newscasts. “ Aren’'t massiveland expropriations, systematic house destruction,
the uprooting of orchards and groves, also aform of violence?,” asks Gideon
Levy pointedly. “Isn’t cutting off entire towns and villagesfrom their source
of water a type of violence? Isn’t limitation on freedom of movement by
dlicing whole areas of the population off from each other and denying medical
attention to the residents — even when it's a matter of life and death, as
painful as highway shootings? The humiliations and beating, and the settlers
own violence against Pal estinians— what should that be called?’# Christians
from the United States, for that matter, should remember their complicity in
violenceasthe U.S. government provideshillions of dollars per year to I srael
in military assistance. Referring to the unseen violence on which Isragl’s
occupation of the West Bank and the Gaza Strip depends and to U.S. aid to
Israel, MCC worker Ed Nyce cautions that “the violence which we see will
not cease until the violence which we do not see ceases. In the meantime,
telling Palestinians to stop their actions, given our own military might, is
presumption enough. Selling and giving | srael weapons and technology and
providing training assi stance simply addsto the audacity.” 2

3. Appealing for Limits to Violence

Atoneleve, al violence shares notabl e characteristics. Lee Griffith correctly
says that at the spiritual level terrorism and counter-terrorism are strikingly
similar, both partaking in the assumption that striking fear in one's opponent
can generate significant change.?” All violence, one could argue, isaform of
terror, aimed toingtill fear, to disrupt the status quo. Theologically, all violence
represents a rebellious turning away from God, a failure to worship God
properly.

Recognition of these similarities, however, should not prevent usfrom
recognizing theimpul se behind the emotive and ideol ogically-fraught discourse
of terrorism to declare certain violent practices unacceptable. Establishing
universal consensuson which practicesthese arewould probably prove elusive:
judgments on what constitutes unacceptable violence in a war-time or
revolutionary situation will vary from context to context. Nevertheless, the
fact that different peoplesroutinely make such contextual judgments provides
pacifistswith apoint of appeal to warring partiesto limit their violence. These
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appeals, to standards recognized by parties engaged in armed conflict, are
what thelate John Howard Yoder called “middieaxioms.” Appedingto Israglis
and Palestinians, for exampl e, to refrain from attacks on noncombatantswoul d
use Palestinian and | sraeli leaders' own self-proclaimed standardsfor thebasis
for that appeal .

Using theworld's (admittedly ambiguousand context-relative) standards
for what constitutes unacceptabl e violence would not only push usto protest
and lament suicide bombings, but also indiscriminate | sragli fire, extra-judicial
killings (assass nations), house demolitions, and sieges on Pal estinian popul ation
centers. More and more in the Israeli peace camp, one hears vocal protests
against Israeli military actions in the occupied territories, protests that these
actionsgo beyond the acceptable use of force. Adi Ophir of Tel Aviv University
declared at asymposium organized by the I sraeli Peace Bloc (Gush Shalom)
that “ Thearmy in the Occupied Territoriesisinvolved inwar crimes. ... The
problem isto find tribunals where those responsible can be tried.”?® Former
Israeli Minister of Education Shulamit Aloni echoed Ophir’sassessment, urging
fellow peace activists that “We have to call a spade a spade. We have to say
out loud that our government is committing war crimes, to say it clearly and
explicitly and repeat it again and again. And, yes, the time has come to start
compiling dossiers on the war criminals!”® Insisting that Israel respect the
provisions of the Fourth Geneva Convention to regulate its behavior in the
occupied territorieswould be a concrete exampl e of appealing to theworld's
s f-proclaimed limitsonviolence (limitswhich |sradl hasofficialy acknowledged
but which it denies have relevance in the occupied territories) in an effort to
curb death and destruction.

4. Promoting Nonviolent Alternatives

The myth that violence can bring security gripstoo many Israglis. The myth
that violence can secure liberation captivates too many Palestinians. These
mythsexerciseapowerful hold on peopl€e simaginations, constricting the sense
of the possible and blinding people to the ultimate impotence of violence.
Chrigtian pacifists must expand the sense of the possible, both raising questions
about the effectiveness of violence and encouraging alternatives to violent
struggle.
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In both instances, Western Christians would not speak in a vacuum,
but would join their voicesto those of Israeli Jews and Palestinian Christians
and Muslims. Even as the military-security mentality reigns supreme within
Israel, many questionit, recognizing that no military solution existsto Palestinian
“terror.” “ All of the anti-terror measureswhich we' veimplemented during the
past year can be compared figuratively to trying to empty the seaby using a
spoon,” said asenior Israeli security officer. Aninternal | sraeli Defense Forces
study admits that the siege network of roadblocks and checkpoints which
severely constrict Palestinian movement do not enhance Isragli security. A
former chief of Israel’s internal security services, the Shin Bet, Ami Ayalon
acknowledgesthat “ You cannot kill ideologies by killing leaders. It's easy to
prove that under circumstances of negotiations and political hope and
expectation, selectivekilling of aterrorist will lead some away from theterror
side, and bring them to the discussion sphere. But when thereis no political
expectation [of apeace agreement], nations do the opposite.” % When
even those within Israel’s security establishment acknowledge the
ineffectiveness of the occupation’sviolence at suppressing “terror” attacks, it
comes as no surprisethat agrowing number of |sraglisassert that real security
will only come from justice, from areal end to the occupation, from a real
withdrawal from all of the occupied territories.

Palestinians, for their part, while unwilling to accept imposed solutions
whichwould perpetuate | sragli control over the occupied territoriesand would
create a Palestinian quasi-state, or Bantustan, increasingly question the
militarized character of the current intifada against the occupation. The
Palestinian Center for Rapprochement between Peoplesin Beit Sahour, the
Sabeel Ecumenical Liberation Theology Center, the Pal estinian NGO network
all in different ways promote nonviolent resi stance against the occupation as
not only themost moral but also themost promising path of struggle. Palestinian
Christian lawyer Jonathan K uttab highlightstheineffectiveness of violencein
aconfrontation with Israel. During thefirst intifadaagainst I sragl, says K uttab,
“the nonviolent struggle highlighted the justice of our cause, which rests on
morality, international solidarity and international law rather than on brute
force and overwhelming military superiority. Toinsist on waging the struggle
only inthemilitary sphere,” he continues, is*doubly foolish becauseit deprives
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usof our natural advantages and allowsthe conflict to play out in an arenaof
military violence where our enemiesare vastly superior.” 3!

5. Embracing the Foolishness of the Cross

Mennonites have in recent years developed a professional identity as
peacebuilders. Establishing graduate programs in conflict transformation,
cultivating expertise in mediation and conciliation, organizing activists to
intervenein Haiti and Hebron: no longer the quiet in theland, Mennonitesare
ready to offer the world solutions. The laudable commitment to peace which
drivessuch activities, however, can easily be deformed into aprideful conviction
that, armed with adequate training (and adiploma), we can manage tensions,
defuse conflicts, make history come out right. Asmuch asweare called to cry
for justice, transform conflicts, “build” peace, we must not become peace
technocrats, promoters of one moretechnique by which to regulate and manage
the world, but must rather confess that ultimately it is not we, but God, who
builds peace, who has built and builds the Kingdom, and that God's way of
peacebuilding goes through the cross. Sometimes, at a kairos moment, our
critiques of the politics of violence will resonate with our neighbors and our
suggestions for nonviolent alternatives will strike a chord. But other times,
perhaps most times, our colleagues and neighbors will find our withessto a
politicsof nonviolencejarring, foolish, eveninfuriating. We must beready to
sound foolish to our neighbors; thisisadifficult discipline, asfew among us
wish to appear foolish.

Inthewhirlwind of occupation and resistancein Palestine/lsrael, witness
to a nonviolent politics, be it by Palestinian, Isragli, or expatriate, is often
drowned out by the deafening storm of voices clamoring for retribution. We
can maintain this witness only if our lives are grounded in the seemingly
foolish history of God'swork intheworld, joined to God'slifethrough prayer
and sacrament. May God grant us the courage to embrace the foolishness of
the cross and the wisdom to deconstruct the world’s knowledge of violence.
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A New National Anthem: the Morning Shower Version

David Waltner-Toews

| sing of myself in the shower

thewater tumbling likean ad

for soapless soap and tropical fantasies.

| celebrate my armpits, thegrassy gullies
of my upstretched arms, voi ces splashing
down my chest and belly. | sing

to therabbitinmy loins,

to your body next to mine, the hillocks
and the warren door.

| singintearsof love

of my germanic heritage, four-part,

six-part multi-hearted harmony:

beethoven, bach, my grandparents,

adolf hitler, dietrich bonhoeffer and albert einstein,

the millionswho were massacred,

and the millions who made uswho we are
becausethey lived. | celebrate the mennonites

who would not kill and the anarchistswho killed them.
We areacornucopiaof history’scompostibles.
recycled rage, wisdom, control, chaos, achoir

of ayatollahs, borks, falwells, herzogs,

netanyahus, arafats, stalins, maos, john-pauls,
binladens, guevaras, mandelas, ghandis, mother theresas;

David Waltner-Toews is a veterinary epidemiologist who teaches at the
University of Guelph. His most recent collections of poetry are The Impossible
Uprooting (1995) and The Fat Lady Struck Dumb (2000).
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| sing of roots, equality, peasants, pageantry,
leaves, earth, & never again
from generation to generation.

Ah, we are the witty ones, so scathing in our freedom,
so beautifully tired of being moral,

of caring, of castro, of kids, of anyone-not-us,

so smartly anti-correct, essayists and bums and
goldiemoviestarswith cigaretteswe are,

cigarsand no-cigar, and all that other junk and dazzle
that tiesusto skeletal children

half aworld away, so happy to give their meagre
beans or riceto grow tobacco and foreign exchange,
dying with pleasurejust to know that we exist,
leaning so cool

against the coke machine.

We are the wonders

of theworld.

| hug my arms around mein the shower

to bring you close, bringinto meold

wrinkled men and blue-skinned girls,

the raped and the rapists,

the free traders and the prostitutes, those with sad
liversand despairing immune systems,

the starving mothers, the alcoholic glue sniffers
the bank presidents who make them possible.

Ohthedelight of our efficiencies! | singto
theweary oil workers of shell and exxon,

the otter-slickerswho give usjobs,

and the sleek auto-makers who take usto them.
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Praiseto the nigerians and arabswe sacrifice
with firing squads. Praise to the desert storms
that swirled our skirtsup to new self-
indulgent heights.

| waltz buck naked with clasping tree-huggers,
with lumbermen who cannot grasp theimport
of al this, with tight-wad menin slick suits,
with honest-muscled tree-cutters

selling their children for another year

of labour lost.

I hum of the saws and the green chain,

my sleepless body, my aching back,
theteachers paid from this store

of fallentrees,

the students at the wooden desks,

the poets scribbling wisdom and garbage
onthese sacrificial leaves,

the grandchildren who will inherit

our silt.

Praiseto therighteous

who remind uswith guns and crosses
of god within and without.

Praiseto the preaching neo-Darwinists
who snort to us of non-God
fromlogical pulpits.

Death comesto usall,

andlife, illogicaly.

Praise to the french for

underground nuclear teststo protest,
for wineto help usforget,
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for arrogance to make usfeel humble.
Praiseto the nazisthe staliniststhe taliban the 700 Club
for making us seem like the good guys.

And oh the chinese japanese

javanese how can | thank you enough

for the wonders of your orchids your walls
your sand beaches your stereo sets your batik
therain forests you have devastated

the gold and nickel and oil

that enrich and enrage us

the jaundiced jokes you have given us?

All that | amisthanksto you.

| shout whiteisfineand

black isbeautiful.

| belt out the happy blues of the half breed,
thedilly-dallying sperm, the twisted tongue,
the sugar babiesfranglophonesmétis

flat germans mulattoes creol es.

L et us create amovement and call it

one-quarter chinese one-eighth black

some part indian-semitic-arab apinch of aboriginal
some russian mongolian abit of monkey

and alittlewhite

isbeautiful.

L et uswiggleour buitts,

sing our faith and the delights of our impurity.
L et us dance our despair.

Let usloveourselves,

al of us, inthe deluge,

in the shower.



A New National Anthem

69

Sing now, at last,

to the lambs we were,
what welost sight

of, have become,

little tygers, burning bright
our might undone, down
on our knees

as we step out,

the sky ashivery blue clean,

in the next room the cracked sun,
sunny side up,

Sizzling, watching, waiting RaRa
for another

good morning.



Growing Up in aViolent World:
Narrow Escapes and the Call to Peacemaking

Fred Guyette

1955-1960: Popeyethe Sailor and Hound Dog Missiles

There was a four-year-old boy who lived in Pensacola, Florida. When he
wasn't playing outside under the sunshine and God'’s big blue sky, he was
watching Popeye cartoons on the family’s black and white television. While
he waited for his father to come home from work, Popeye would fight with
Brutus. Brutus had the advantage in the beginning, because he always started
the fight. It was often aclose call, but Popeye alwayswon. Always.

The boy’s father worked at Eglin Field on a giant airplane, the B-52.
TheB-52 carried amissile, the Hound Dog. What little boy would be afraid of
a“hound dog,” with itsfloppy ears and its wagging tail? But later in life he
learned that this Hound Dog carried a weapon, a nuclear bomb.* It was a
forerunner of today’s Cruise Missile. It was poised tokill millions of peoplein
faraway lands. Not just soldiers, but fathers, mothers, children. The boy
couldn’t have known this, and if told, he couldn’t have understood. But this
much he knew and understood very well: Popeye and his father were on the
sameside.

1960-1965: Combat Theatreand Getting Baptized

As he grew older, there were more movies on TV. On Saturday night it was
Combat Theatre. Twelve O’ Clock High, The Flying Tigers, From Here to
Eternity, On aWing and aPrayer. “ Those dirty Krauts.” “ Those stupid Japs.”
Those were familiar lines. When he went to Cub Scouts, too, they wore
uniforms and often talked about God and Country. They seemed to be the
same big thing— both “high and lifted up.” “ Onward Christian Soldiers’ was

Fred Guyette is theological librarian at Erskine College and Seminary, Due
West, South Carolina. He abstracts The Conrad Grebel Review for religious and
theological abstracts.
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hisfavorite hymn at church. He always asked for it when they took requests.
It sent shivers of pride and glory up and down his back when they sang it
together. “Christ, the Royal Master, leads against the foe. Forward into battle
— see his banners go.” When the boy was baptized, no one told him the
Messiah, the Prince of Peace, might lead him to choose a different path.?

That same summer he was baptized, his family made a pilgrimage of
sorts to the Air Force Museum in Ohio.® They walked through a B-17 from
World War 11, looked through the Norden Bomb Site, and sat where the tail
gunner sat. There was a P-51, the plane they called the Mustang. The P-47
Thunderbolt wasthere, and the Lightning, the P-38. Helearned them all, their
numbers, their names. He knew the stories of the pilotswho had flown them
and how many enemy planesthey had shot down. They had exhibits dedicated
to “Fat Man” and “Little Boy,” the atomic bombs they had dropped on
Hiroshimaand Nagasaki. The Nagasaki B-29 was there, too, the one named
“Bock’s Car.” But where were Sadako and her thousand paper cranes? The
Air Force Museum hadn’t heard about her story. The boy only learned about
Sadako much laterinlife.t

That Christmas, he memorized the Sears catalog. He made a list of
what he wanted, and most of his wishes came true on Christmas morning. A
Civil War set, with Lincoln and Grant leading the Union. Lee and Davisled
the Rebels. A machine gun. A combat helmet. Toy grenades. Gl Joewasthere
under thetree, too.> He knew in adim way that Gl Joe was protecting someone
important, and that was Barbie. Not that they were meant for each other —
Barbie had Ken, after all. But moreto the point, he couldn’t imagine Joe and
Barbie getting along together. Joe’ s virtueswere meant for battle and he could
never have settled down to the life Barbie enjoyed — aworld of fashion and
dating, where prettiness counted.® Joe probably wouldn’t be any good on a
date. He had too many things he had to blow up and too many things he had
to shoot down. But somehow the world needed a lot of guys like Joe, so
Barbie's seamless and predictable world would be possible. Joe seemed to
understand that, and if it bothered him, he never let it show.

1965-1975: Vietnam, Armageddon, and the Gospel of M atthew

When the boy was thirteen, his father died of cancer. Everyone said how
young the boy’s father was. Only 35 years old. At church, he learned to tell
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the story of his life — BEFORE, when Dad was there, for fishing and for
basebdl. AFTER, whentheir littleworld collapsed. And LATER, whenfollowing
Jesus seemed to make life bearable again. He remembered how his heart was
pounding when he told the story in church for the first time. They called it
“giving testimony” and “letting your light shine before men.” It took some
time to make the pieces fit together, but he couldn’t think of anything that
could ever betruer about hislife.”

In Israel, there was fighting and awar that lasted only six days, they
said. But then there was morekilling and more retaliation — it never seemed
to stop. The two sides seemed to hate each other, and there wasn’t anyone
who wanted to make peace. Haven't they read the Sermon on the Mount?
That was what the teenager thought. They areliving the Old Testament ethic
of an eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth — if they only would listen to
Jesus, and turn the other cheek! Don’'t they believe what he says about
peacemakers being blessed??

At school, there was a prayer group that met before classes started in
the morning. There was a preacher who came and talked about Israel and he
added a new key to the story: The Battle of Armageddon. It seemed to take
the chaos of the news and reshapeit so that it had atheme. There was another
war in Vietnam that was part of the same big picture. The preacher said there
was a lieutenant, William Calley who accidentally killed some peoplein a
village called My Lai. He was being court-martialed for doing his duty over
there, and he needed our help. Signatures were needed on a petition to show
that patriotic Americans supported him and didn’t want him to go to jail. At
the shopping center, the boy asked strangersto sign the petition, and alot of
them did. He gave the list to the preacher, who seemed to know where it
should be sent to do the most good. As he grew ol der, that was something he
couldn’t forget. Ever.®

There was an ROTC unit at his school. He wore a uniform once a
week and sal uted the ol der guyswho had rank. He was dreaming about learning
to fly and the F-15 was the plane he wanted. It was faster and better than
what the Russians had. But he learned that his eyesight wasn't good enough
— he had to wear glasses, and pilots couldn't wear glasses. That was a
roadblock to a promising career. If the recruiters could have seen into his
heart, they would know how much he wanted to be a pilot, and they would
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have made an exception to get him into the cockpit. But they couldn’t see his
motives, and they didn’t make exceptions— not for anyone.

Meanwhile, a church, there was a lesson on Jesus outsmarting the
Phariseesin Matthew, chapter 22. “Bring meacoin,” hesaid. “Whose picture
ison it? Caesar, you say . . . . Then, render to Caesar the things that are
Caesar’s, and to God thethingsthat are God's.” Heloved that story. And that,
too, was something he never forgot.*°

1975-1985: Liberation Theology and the Kingdom of God

Now | haveto confessthat thislittle boy — the onewho loved to play war —
he and | are the same person. But | was beginning to change and want a
different kind of lifefrom theonein theAir Forcefor which | had been preparing.
WasGod “calling” me?Thosewerethewordsused in our church: God “called”

thisperson or that oneto theministry. | wasn't “hearing” the“ call” in theway
my church seemed to know about, but | was reading the scriptures on my
own and starting to find adifferent way of life described there.

When | went away to college, we had a wonderful professor of
philosophy who encouraged usto read Plato and Aristotle. He taught theol ogy,
too, and talked about the Christian Platonism of C.S. Lewisand the struggle
between good and evil in the world of Tolkien. Dr. Patteson could weave a
spell in class, and you would forget about the outside world for hours. We
needed that in 1975. | dated a girl whose brother had volunteered to go to
Vietnam; he had died when he jumped on a grenade to save his friends. She
seemed to have asadnessthat | couldn’t reach, in spite of my good intentions.
In the news the sailors were pushing helicopters off the decks of the aircraft
carriers into the ocean. That seemed bad, too, but we were learning about
something more important, something that might even be unnameable. God
wastherein our classroom conversations. Some scientists and historians had
him penned up, they thought, and they were preparing afinal assault togetrid
of him. But Dr. Patteson seemed to know that God was bigger than that and
that the scientistswould ultimately fail. God was a so judging our way of life
and our selfishness, he said. Dr. Patteson admired Martin Luther King Jr., too,
and hewasthefirst teacher | knew who said so openly. King wasapeacemaker,
though some peopleaccused him of being atroublemaker. | couldn’t understand
why in our church wedidn’t hear sermonslike those that he used to preach.™*
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In such aplace, Dr. Patteson couldn’t last, and the college soon got rid of him.
Soon | would beleaving, too, with the thought of making anew lifefor myself
onceagain. For thefirst time, | was certain that it would not beamilitary life.
Through our new church we “adopted” a Vietnamese family. They had been
“boat peopl€” who escaped from Vietnamin 1975.12 After an uncertain status
for several yearsin Hong Kong, they cameto America. Asrefugeesthey had
been through untold dangers. | tried to see Americathrough their eyeswhen
we had Thanksgiving dinner together. | was al so thinking more and more of a
baby who was ailmost killed by aking's soldiersin Israel long ago, and the
Flight into Egypt, wherethelittle family found safety. My wifeand | had our
first child about that time, too, and | was praying for families everywherewho
had lost afather or ason or abrother in war. God did not send souls to earth
for this.

Next, at alarge university | studied “Liberation Theology.” Gutierrez
and Bonino were writing about “doing” theology. That seemed strange —
people “doing” rather than “thinking” theology. But did they mean by this,
killing people? The question of violence was aways coming up intheir books
— agpira of violence, asthey described it. Violence that on the one hand was
already imposed on themin Latin America. Violence again with respect to this
question: How could they hopeto befreewithout first killing their oppressors?
They loved the story of the Exodus, and | thought they were right to do so.
But | wasalso thinking — the Hebrews didn’ t do thekilling at the Red Sea—
God did that. “ The horse and the rider He has thrown into thesea . . . .” |
couldn’t see that Christians armed with guns, killing the rich, was anything
closeto New Testament discipleship. But then, weren't there Christiansin our
military, too, blessed by chaplainsand the prayersof faithful peopleat home?
It seemed to methat Reinhold Niebuhr’sview of war and violence were often
used to justify America s policies, and that liberation theology had made the
mistake of applying his thought to their own situation rather than to North
American policies. The North American rejection of Latin American theology
seemed hypocritical to mein that light — away of saying “Our violenceis
justified — yoursis not.” Yet my heart wasn't satisfied with one side or the
other. 13

There was a fellow named William Stringfellow who came to our
campus. | went to hear him speak. He said that for far too long we had been
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“reading the Bible Americanly” rather than “reading America Biblically.” 4

That was for me a thunderbolt and a flash of lightning of a different sort
altogether. When | began to take Stringfellow’s words more and more in
earnest, it set me apart from old friends. But | remembered what the disciples
said in Acts: “We must obey God rather than men.” God was calling meto a
lifethat didn’t involvekilling, even for the sake of righting injustice. Thiswas
very hard to explainto others, andintheend | didn’t try to explainit anymore.
It was hard to understand how Americans could read the same Bible that |

was reading and come to such different conclusions. Another teacher quoted
from Tertullian’scommentary on Jesusin the Garden of Gethsemane: “When
Jesustold Peter to put away hissword, he disarmed every Christian.”*® Later,
when Pilate asked Jesusin John 18:36 whether hewas aking, Jesus answered,
“My kingdom is not of thisworld.” | knew people who used that verse to
arguefor astrong military, onewhich could rulein thisworld. But | couldn’'t
make myself hear it that way any longer.

Threeimages stand out in my imagination from theseyears. They were
important for confirming these peacemaking convictionsin my heart. First, in
Kurt Vonnegut’snovel, Saughterhouse-five, Billy Pilgrimhasavison—itis
likewatching amovie about World War 11, but thefilmisbeing run backwards.
The bulletsare magically sucked from broken bodies, the bombsrise up toward
the planes, which capture them and fly backwards to England. They land,
then turn off their motors, and send the bombs back to be dismantled carefully
by women in factories, and sent back to mines, where the metal is put back
into the earth and hidden.*® Secondly, at the end of All Quiet on the Western
Front, Erich MariaRemarque's soldier isweary of war and iskilled when he
reaches out from his protected position to touch a butterfly. Hislonging for
beauty cannot exist in that world of hate and destruction.t” And thirdly, from
thetelevsion seriesM* A* S*H*, Radar meets adisoriented bomber pilot who
believes heis Jesus. The pilot has killed over and over from a distance, but
the enormity of what he has done hasfinally caught up with him, and hismind
can’t takeit in.’® Theseimages helped me seethat | was moving in the right
direction, and that following Jesusin the way of peace wasthebest kind of life
that aperson could live.
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1985-2001: John Howard Yoder, the Book of Common Prayer, and
Rumor sof War

As an adult, my reading of the Bible owes more and more to John Howard
Yoder’s The Palitics of Jesus.’® This puts me at odds with many of the
people | worship with in the Episcopal Church. Inthe Prayer Book, we have
“TheThirty-NineArticles.” Articles 37 and 38 are especialy troublesomefor
a Christian pacifist. Article 37 states: “It is lawful for Christian men, at the
commandment of the Magistrate, to wear weapons and serve in the wars.”
Article 38 is about property: “The Riches and Goods of Christians are not
common, as touching the right, title, and possession of the same, as certain
Anabaptistsdo boast.”?° Thisisnot what draws meto the Episcopal church, |
can promiseyou that. What keegps methereisthe eucharist, whichisaltogether
bigger than Articles 37 and 38. The eucharist is about something so huge that
no statement can captureit — thelife that God is calling usto with Jesus.

Thisiswhat | think President George Bush never understood in the
Gulf War of 1991, and what our current President George W. Bush doesn’t
understand about war in Afghanistan and the Middle East. If they had been
thinking of God's call and his claim on their lives, they would have been
following Deuteronomy 17:16-19.2 Deuteronomy tells any leader to meditate
on God's law all the days of his life. No leader has time for war if he's
following that command. Nor ishe allowed to acquire* horses” which will be
used as weapons in war. What does Psalm 146 say? “Put hot your trust in
princes. . .. And Psalm 46?“He breaks the bow, shattersthe spear, and burns
the shield in thefire.” %

American heartswere broken when terrorists crashed airplanesinto the
towersin New York City. It was more than any of us could bear, asthe mayor
of that city said. Every fiber of our souls, it seemed, cried out for vengeance,
or at least the kind of military strike that would make us safe again. So many
Americans wanted to be like the sniper, Jackson, in Saving Private Ryan.
Jackson praysfrom the Psalms continually while aiming hisgun at the enemy.
“In Thee havel put my trust. Let me never be ashamed” (Psalm 31), he prays
ashedefends hisunit. Many Americans have also prayed Psalm 140 in these
last few months, which asks God to “Preserve me from violent men, who
deviseevil thingsintheir hearts.” 2 These are heart-felt prayers— my aimis
not to criticizethem, but to probe alittle more deeply. My own degpest thoughts,
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which come to me through these same Psalms, are something morelikethis:
When you start down that path of bloodshed, wherewill you stop? There’sno
reason to stop. There's no country big enough to make you stop. There are
violent men in every country on earth. Will you go after them all so as“to be
donewithit,” whileyou’ ve got the momentum and the clear moral advantage?
Then, won'’t there be prayers offered up by your victimsinwhich you arethe
violent person devising evil plans?

America smilitary campaigns make perfect sense from an Augustinian
point of view. Just war is meant to restrain evil doers, after all, and there are
plenty of them out there.* Only, to do it, you've got to circumvent God's
command not to kill. That's what John Book comes up against in director
Peter Weir’'s film Witness.?® |Is he going to kill these violent men as he's
always been taught and trained to do, before they kill him? Or, is he going to
try a different way? What saves him in the end and grants him a narrow
escape from the shedding of blood?Itisachild ringing abell, onevery much
like achurch bell, summoning the believersto hisaid. Part of what's at stake
isthe future of the boy he’s trying to protect. Isn't it that way for us too?
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Responding to September 11 — and October 7 and
January 29: Which Religion Shall We Follow?

J. Denny Weaver

The events of September 11 shocked the world, and as the towers of the
World Trade Center tumbled, the United States seemed shaken to its very
foundations.! Most Americansfelt themselvesto be personally offended and
attacked by the suicide pilots on planes in New York, Pennsylvania, and
Woashington, D.C.2 TheAmerican public called overwhelmingly for amilitary
response, and voices were also raised to say that this unprecedented series of
events challenged our categories of pacifism and justifiable war, and that the
peace church may need to rethink the meanings of peace and nonviolencein
thisnew world.

For people not committed to nonviolence, the questions What would
you do about bin-Laden? or What would you do about 9-117? have become
the virtual equivalents of the perennial questions What would you do about
Hitler? and What would you do if a crazed person came after your mother/
wife/daughter with agun? In each case, the questioner assumesthat these are
the ultimate situations for which the only possible answer isto use violence.
People committed to nonviolence also pose these questions, often wistfully
wishing for nonviolent answerswhen there appear to be none.

However, when we examine the September 11 events in historical
perspective, thereisaprofound samenessin both the U.S. president’s policy
direction and military response to September 11, and the public’s patrictic
response and support for him. And the sameness reveals that this particular
challengeto the peace church isnot anew chalenge; itismerely anew form
of the sameold arguments. Although George W. Bush likely doesnot recognize
it, heisfollowing ascript that prescribes hiswords and actions asheleadsthe
nation inthisso-called “war against terrorism.” Sotoo, without recognition of
it, theAmerican public followsthe same script asthey sing in the choir that the

J. Denny Weaver is professor of Religion at Bluffton College, Bluffton, Ohio.
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president isleading. Thisessay sketchesthe script by meansof abrief overview
of American civil religion, and provides arealist nonviolent response to the
events of September 11.

American Civil Religion®

The script that both George W. Bush and the American people are following
comesfromwhat isknown asAmerican civil religion. American civil religion
consistsof a“ set of sacred persons, events, beliefs, rituals, and symbols,” all
the elements of religious tradition. These elements imbue the United States
with adivineidentity and divineagenda.* The purpose of thiscivil religionis
to associate the American nation with the divine, to infuse the nation with a
sense of divine chosenness and a belief that it has a sacred mission in the
world. Civil religion teachesthat the U.S. is God’s country, and that carrying
out its national missionisto do God'swork.

These sacred connotations about the American nation are derived from
a founding myth. According to this myth, oppressed peoples from Europe
came to Americaseeking freedom, which wasthen vouchsafed and forged in
revolutionary fashion by awar against England in 1776. Therighteousness of
thiswar wasanchored in an appeal to God, asthe Declaration of Independence
put it, in “a firm Reliance on the Protection of Divine Providence.” This
founding myth becomesthe story of every American, even recent immigrants
sworninascitizens, who learn that their newly acquired freedom comesfrom
George Washington’s defeat of the evil British in 1776. A central feature
emerging from this myth is the idea of the nation’s chosenness. This idea
comesfrom the Pilgrimsand Puritanswho settled in M assachusetts beginning
in 1620. Shaped by predestinarian Calvinism, they believed themselvesto be
God's new, chosen people, making an exodus from evil England parallel to
ancient |srael’s escape from Egypt, and now destined by God to inherit the
promised land of thenew world. Asa*“new Isragl,” they intended to basetheir
civil lawson God'sreveaed law, the Bible, and believed that to disregard that
law threatened the new society’s special destiny. This was an established
church, with religious beliefslinked to political structures.

A fundamental dimension of an established church is the assumption
that Christian faith encompasses the socia order. There is one structured
church for the state, because Christianity has become identified with and
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encompasses all of the social order. And when Christianity does that, the
church as “people of God” has become identified with a society, an ethnic
group, or apolitical entity. Church no longer consists of thosewho respond in
faithtothecall of Jesus Chrit, but instead consi sts of the mass of the population,
identified by geography, palitics, or ethnicity. Modern terminology for this
amalgam of church and stateis Christendom or a“ Christian society.”

Later versions of the mythology kept the Puritan world view but
trandated being a divinely ordained society into secular language. In the
Declaration of Independence of 1776, for example, the Christian God of the
Puritans became Nature’ s God, the Creator, Supreme Judge of the World, and
divine providence. Laws were no longer based on God's revealed law, but
protected ‘inalienablerights,” asecular way shaped by the deistic thinking of
the Enlightenment to identify innate rights without mentioning God. In the
nineteenth century, the sense of being apredestined, chosen people eventually
became a “manifest destiny” for European settlers to possess the continent
and displace the native inhabitants. Thus modern American civil religionisa
contemporary expression of an ancient idea, with theAmerican nation replacing
thechurchin being called to carry out adivinemission.

Closely linked to the sense of divine chosennessisthe belief that this
chosenness is vouchsafed by the success of the nation’s endeavors. On the
Arrabella asthe Puritans were appoaching landfall, Governor John Winthrop
said, “Now if the Lord shall please to heare us, and bring us in peace to the
place wee desire [the North American coast], then hath hee ratified this
Covenant and sealed our Commission.”® Winthrop and his flock assumed that
arriving without shipwreck would be God'sratification of their endeavor. In
the Declaration of Independence, this claim of divine approval became an
appeal “to the Supreme Judge of theWorld for the Rectitude of our Intentions,”
which takes place“with afirm Reliance on the Protection of divine Providence.”
The claim of divine blessing warranted through success continues in the
pervasive American need to display divine favor by being the richest and
strongest country in theworld both militarily and economically, to befirst to
the moon, to control space, to win the most Olympic medals, to function as
theworld’spoliceman, ad nauseam.

The founding myth is built on war. War gave birth to the divinely
sanctioned people and inaugurated their entry into the new era. War preserved
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the Puritansfrom the indigenous popul ation whose land God was supposedly
giving them. In 1776, war supposedly freed the col onistsfrom the clutches of
the evil British. Asthe supposed supreme event in the nation’s founding, the
story of thiswar is placed in school curriculato teach that war isthe basis of
freedom and that without it there will be no freedom.

Participantsin theoriginal founding myth arethe® saints” of civil religion:
George Washington, who led the armies in 1776; Thomas Jefferson, who
penned the foundational documents of the nation; and Abraham Lincoln, who
supposedly preserved the unified nation and freed the dlavesthrough the Civil
War, and then paid the price of unity with his own blood. National holidays
such asthe Fourth of July and Memorial Day — the holy daysof civil religion
— celebrate the link between violence and freedom. On these occasions, the
president asthe “high priest” of civil religion leads the nation in celebrating
past wars and honoring the people who fought them. Asthe high priest, heis
expected to personify the nation’s virtue, which explainswhy Bill Clinton’s
sexua philandering attracted great opprobrium, while even more blatant sexua
offensesaretolerated or ignored for entertainment and athleticidols.

Civil religion portraysitsversion of religionin primarily civil or secular
terms. In the Declaration of Independence, the God of civil religionisreferred
toinrather vague, distant terms— Supreme Being, Supreme Judge, Providence,
and so on. More recent usage has employed additional imprecise terms for
God — such as Richard Nixon's profession of hisgreat faith in “ Something
Elsg’ inatelevised Billy Graham crusade. Such vaguereferencesareintentiond.
They both alow and presume that every religious group and denomination
will include itself as a smaller subgroup under the umbrella of the wider or
higher national civil religion. Each denomination then becomes a particular
representation of the national religion. American flagsin churches symbolize
thisunion.

American civil religion haslifted a specific political philosophy (one-
person, one-vote democracy), and a specific economic philosophy (neoliberal
capitalism) tothelevel of ultimate, unquestioned belief. Alongsidethese socia
doctrines stand a number of individual rights, also given ultimate — that is,
inalienable, by right of birth — significance: the freedoms of speech, press,
assembly, and so on. The ultimacy of these social and individual beliefs
becomes clear when one noticesthat the nation reservesfor itself theright, in
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the name of these beliefs, to invoke the supreme sanction — death — on
people and nationsthat challengethe U.S. version of ultimate beliefs.

Millennial Outlook

American civil religion hasadistinctly future-oriented or millennial outlook —
the belief that apast or present evil ison the point of being overcome, so that
the nation stands perpetually on the verge of the millennium — anew era of
unprecedented opportunity, goodness, and prosperity.® For the early Puritan
settlers, the golden age woul d be the new epoch in God'shistory they planned
to create. A few decades later, the idea of standing on the verge of a new
epoch was translated into secular terms, and became the “novus ordo
seculorum” or new order of the ages, as proclaimed on the great seal of the
United States. Former president George Bush may have been unaware of the
myth-shaped, theological tradition he was continuing when he announced that
the 1990 war against Irag would produce a“new world order.”

Restatement and reenactment of the myth of the looming millennium
hasfollowed acyclical patternwhichiswell depicted in William McLoughlin's
Revivals, Awakenings, and Reform.” A given cycle starts with an assumption
that the society should be unified. When thefragmentationis perceived, blame
for the break-up must be placed somewhere. Finally, an enemy isfound that
can represent all the evilswhich appear to threaten the fragmented society, the
last obstacle between the present circumstances and the realization of the new
order. Suddenly it seems that arapid, violent elimination of the enemy will
speed the process of creating unity and usher in the new age.

That cycle hasrepeated itself several times. As previouswarsremoved
the Native A mericans, who stood between European Puritansand their destiny,
thewar in 1776 eliminated the British, who held back later colonistsfrom their
destiny. Then came the Civil War, supposedly fought to eliminate the sin of
davery and to preservethe sacred unity of the nation. In the twentieth century,
wars were supposedly fought to eliminate the Kaiser and “make the world
safefor democracy,” and to eliminate the scourge of Hitler and the Axispowers.
Ronald Reagan’sarms build-up and hisrhetoric about the Soviet Union asthe
“Evil Empire” clearly fit the paradigm. Some readers may recall Reagan’'s
joke when he spoke into an unexpectedly open microphone, saying “I’ve
outlawed the Soviet Union— the bombing startsin five minutes.” However,
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the Soviet empire collapsed without agreat conflagration, and it remained for
George Bush to proclaim the war that was supposed to inaugurate a “new
world order” by eliminating the last evil, namely Saddam Hussein. In all of
these examples, war was good. It was aways also a crusade, fought in the
name of agood cause with the blessing of divine power, and wrapped in the
terminology of the mythical model of the last war before the dawn of the
golden age— the millennium.

The Shaping Power of the Myth

The myth of the American nation founded in revolutionary violence shapes
the understanding of United States history. It makes war one of the nation’s
most important endeavors, virtually an ultimate good. The result isa public
ethosand asystem of valuesthat predisposes particular individualsaswell as
American society in general to choose violence and war asameansof solving
problems, even asindividuals— whether as private citizens or politiciansin
the public sphere— fervently profess and believe themselvesto support peace
and to oppose war.

A few additional factsrevea the myth’s power to reshape both past and
present reality. Its shaping power makesit convenient to forget that in 1776,
only athird of the population actually supported the rebellion, and that the
taxes colonists resented paying were being collected to pay debtsincurredin
the war only thirteen years earlier when they had considered Britain their
savior from the heinous French. The myth of war as the way to purge the
nation’s sin led the nation to pretend it had solved the race problem with the
Civil War. The same mythol ogy | eads modern peopleto forget that possession
of great quantities of armaments was a principal cause of World War |, that
the harsh settlement imposed on Germany after that war produced resentment
that cameto fruition in the Second World War, and that thislatter war was not
really fought to savethe Jews.®

The Vietnam war was traumatic because it did not fit the mythical
pattern. It showed that the nation was not invincible, an idea unthinkable if
God had given America a specia destiny. Atrocities brought home via the
televised evening news disproved mythical assumptions about national
goodness, purity, and selflessness. The war’s end ushered in no new erain
which the nation could take pride. On the contrary, it gave birth to atime of
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suspicion and distrust of government, and to serious doubts about national
direction. Because this war did not fit the mythical formula, it troubled the
United States grestly for the last quarter of the twentieth century.

Thetraumatic experience of Vietnam played aroleinthe U.S. rushinto
the Gulf War of 1991, aswell asitsinterpretation afterward. Asthe spokesman
for war and asthe civil religious high priest for the divinely called nation, it
wasimportant that president George Bush let it be known he had spent timein
prayer with Billy Graham before declaring war. When the president addressed
Congressto announcethe end of hostilities, hetold war storiesthat supposedly
showed thetrue character of Americans— their compassion. A very significant
Bush comment was his declaration that “ we have excised Vietnam.” The Gulf
War alowed the U.S. once again to reclaim its status as the invincible and
selflessforce on the side of freedom anywherein theworld. Onthe other side,
the myth hasin effect caused the nation to ignore some very sad dimensions
of the Gulf War — the 100,000 Iragi battle-related casualties, hundreds of
thousands of children dead from food shortages and epidemics caused by the
massive destruction of water and sewage disposal systems, considerable
ecological damage, and uncounted millionsof barrelsof oil wasted by thiswar
to secure American control of the flow of oil to Japan.

The United States' national mythology requiresan enemy to blamefor
its problems. After al, how could the elect, invincible, and righteous nation
have fundamental problems of its own making? For fifty years, the Soviet
Union and itssatellitesin Eastern Europe served well in the enemy role. Since
the demise of the Soviet Union and the tearing down of the Berlin Wall, the
national mythology required creation of anew enemy. Irag has done service
asthe enemy of choice but has needed periodic augmentation in that rolefrom
both the Clinton and current Bush administrations. With externa enemies
difficult to sustain in recent years, until September 11 some of the search for
an enemy had also turned inward. Those blamed for the nation’sillsincluded
illegal aiens, thepoor, criminals, and homosexuals.

Inthe understanding of Robert Bellah, whose 1967 article has stimul ated
discussions for athird of acentury, civil religion was a phenomenon arising
spontaneously from the people and was a creation of culture. For Bellah, the
product of this spontaneous creation could perform two salutary functions.
Onewasto promote national unity. Since each particular religiousor cultural
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group could be a version of the national civil religion, Bellah saw it as a
unifying agent for a culturally diverse population. The second function was
prophetic critique. Since civil religion arose spontaneously from the culture
and wasindependent of government, and sinceit allegedly represented adivine
mission and the nation’s highest values, it should function as critic and judge,
reminding the nation of itsneed to act justly and challenging it when it did not.

Bellah used civil religion asacritique of the nation’sinvolvement in Vietnam.2

In arecent book, Marcela Cristi has distinguished two models of civil

religion, one offered by Jean-Jacques Rousseau, who first used the term, and
the other from Emile Durkheim. Although Rousseau isthewriter whom Bellah
and most other scholars reference for the beginning of modern discussion of
civil religion, Cristi points out that Bellah's description actually follows
Durkheim’s account.’® Her emphasis on Rousseau’s concept interjects an
important element into the discussion here. In contrast to Durkheim, Rousseau
pictured civil religion asthe creation of theruler, used by him to establish and
maintain socia order, and toimposeand legitimate hisprogram on the popul ation.

The difference between Durkheim’s and Rousseau’ s concepts is significant.

For Bellah, one unifying myth can bring together adiverse society. But from
the perspective of Rousseau’s understanding, competing cultural versions of

civil religion can and do exist, and more than one cultural myth can striveto be
the unifying factor. And with myths being created and used by rulers, it is
apparent that the myth functions both to shape the views of the population
and to expressthose views.

Civil Religion and the American Responseto September 11

Since September 11, George W. Bush has been calling the nation and the
world to a supposed last great war to rid the planet of the last great evil.
Bush’smanner of interpreting the horror of September 11 and of justifying the
subsequent “war against terrorism” is strikingly consistent with, and a
continuation of, the American myth depicted thus far. In both presidential
rhetoric and the apparent view of the overwhelming magjority of thepublic, al
theelementsof American civil religion appear front and center. Quiteobvioudy
thereisanewly-identified enemy — an ultimate evil — to eliminate. And the
nation picturesitself asthe aggrieved innocent victim of thisintrinsically evil
person who hatesthe United States because of itsvirtues, val ues, and goodness.
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As President Bush encourages citizens to resume their daily lives and enjoy
the freedoms of America, the scenario being pictured is removal of the last
real obstacleto the nation’srealization of itstrue destiny. Already forgottenin
thisrhetoric isthat little more than a decade ago, there was another ultimate
evil, namely Saddam Hussein, whose defeat would bring in the “new world
order,” and before him Ronald Reagan’s designation of the Soviet Union as
theevil empire.

War, the sacred act, was the only response to September 11 actively
considered. When measured against theforegoing sketch, it appearsthat both
the violent response and the language in which it is couched come directly
fromthecivil religion script. Theonly real questionswere how soon and how
big the response would be. As the leader of civil religion, the president has
benefited from his position asits spokesman — his popularity hasrisento the
highest level of any sitting presidentin U.S. history. Thisevent has generated
itsown holy days— as| write, there are still commemorations on the 11th of
eachmonth.** The response— to root out terrorism once and for all wherever
itisfound anywherein the world — fitsthe millennial outlook of the United
States, namely to exercise its sacred calling to rid the world of the last great
evil through one last war to speed the arrival of security and prosperity for
peace-loving people everywhere.

The myth is also shaping the interpretation of the events and of the
response. One exampleisthe description of theinstallation of Hamid Karzai
as head of the new interim government in Kabul. For days before Karzai’s
install ation there was an extensive American bombing campaign, and Americans
gave considerable assistance to armies of the Northern Alliancein adriveto
oust the Taiban. Yet after all thismilitary activity and bloodshed, when Karzai
wasinstalled, James Dabbins, the U.S. Special Envoy for Afghanistan, called
it “the first peaceful transfer of power in decades if not in centuries’ in
Afghanistan. Without attributing the idea to any particular spokesperson,
newspaper accounts of theinstallation began “In thefirst peaceful transfer of
power in Afghanistan for decades, . . .” Under the shaping power of the myth,
the extensive military action, massive bombing, and violent removal of the
Taliban was almost magically transformed into a“ peaceful transfer of power.”
| heard no mention of thisirony anywherein the public media.
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Under the power of the myth, other things seem to become invisible.
An exampleisthe report in the foreign press of the publication of a book*2
that claimsto document negoti ations between the administration of George W.
Bush and the Taliban early in the Bush administration. According to the
published account, the Bush administration slowed down FBI investigations
of a-Qaida and terrorism in Afghanistan in order to make a deal with the
Taliban for an oil pipeline across Afghanistan. As late as a month before
September 11, the Bush administration was apparently willing to deal with
peopleit now claimsto know arewholly evil. Although thisbook was mentioned
in a CNN interview, the major American media have ignored the story, as it
does not fit with perceptions of an innocent nation and afearlessleader in a
transcendent battle with evil.

Thetransformative power of the national myth apparently rendersboth
president and population incapable of recognizing possible American
contributionsto the events of September 11. Theforemost issue concernsthe
indifference of American foreign policy to the plight of Palestinians living
under increasingly brutal military occupation, coupled with the overwhelming
financial and military support that the U.S. providesto Israel. Thisaid stands
officialy at approximately $3 billion per year. The figure is actually much
higher, since an equivalent amount isgiven as guaranteed |oans— and to date,
al suchloanshavebeen forgiven. Thiscombination of indifference and support
has undoubtedly contributed to the depression and hopelessnessin a lot of
people. Itispeoplewithout hope, without asense of afuture, who do desperate
thingslike undertake suicidemissions. Violenceisnever right, andthisanalysis
isinnoway ajustification of the eventsof September 11 or any other terrorist
acts. Rather, the purpose here isto point out an issue that needs to be part of
the discussion when deciding how to respond, particularly in away that will
undercut the possibility of such futureterrorist acts.

Beyond the Israeli-Palestine conflict, another issue here concerns
American wealth and influencein theworld. The United Statestakes pridein
itsstandard of living and in being theworld’ swealthiest country. The U.S. has
4.5 percent of theworld’s popul ation while consuming about 40 percent of the
world’sresources. And the nation considersit an inalienable— God-given —
right to consume more than its proportional share. On top of that over-
consumption, there is aso the fact that the United States is parsimoniousin
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terms of contribution and assistance to poorer nations. According to figures
from the World Health Organization, among the developed nations the U.S.
“ranksdead last, well behind far poorer countries such as Portugal and Greece”
in terms of gross national product given in foreign aid.®® It requires little
imagination to suspect that such attitudes and actions contribute toward
resentment of the U.S. in which terrorism could fester.

These observations belie theidea of the United States as only innocent
victim. And they render rather laughabl e the presumed innocencein the Bush
administration’smoveto engage Charlotte Beersat thelevel of Undersecretary
of State to develop an advertising campaign to present the American casein
the Arab world. As an innocent victim, the administration claims, America
does not need to change. The problem is rather that America has been
misunderstood in the Arab world — amisunderstanding that can beremedied
by advertising. HereAmerican civil religionisfostering appalling ignoranceon
the part of both official Washington and the public. Thefocus on victims and
victimization also underscores the presumption of innocence of the nation. A
victim is both blameless and helpless, one who suffers through no fault of
herself or himself. The nearly 3,000 people who died on September 11 are
clearly innocent victims. They wereliving their daily lives and just happened
to be at thewrong place on that fateful day. But Americans have extended and
transferred that innocent victimage to the nation itself.

The difference between the approaches to civil religion in Durkheim
and Rousseau seemsvisiblein the public responsesto September 11. One has
only to observe the ubiquitousAmerican flagsto know that alot of spontaneous,
grass-roots expressions of patriotism— civil religion — have emerged since
that day. These expressions have generated arenewed sense of national unity,
and a manifest desire to rally behind the president. Gone from view is the
controversy about Bush's election by less than a mgjority of the votes cast,
and the claims that the election was handed to him by the Supreme Court.
Much transformed under this sense of national unity wastherising controversy
about the disappearance of the budget surplus, and the massive tax rebate and
tax reduction that primarily benefited the most wealthy (top 1%) of taxpayers.
Bellah's sense, in the Durkheim line, that civil religion arises spontaneously
and has the potential to promote civic and national unity is certainly evident
here.
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However, there are elementsof control through civil religion that recall
Rousseau’s philosophy. President Bush's defining the conflict aswholly good
versuscompleteevil, and the declaration that other nationsaswell asindividuals
are either “with us or against us,” are clear attempts to manipulate public
opinion through assertion of the myth of American chosenness and goodness.
Thismanipulative effort continueswith Bush’sdeclaration of an “axisof evil”
— despite the fact that Irag’s military was destroyed in 1991, that Iran and
North K orea have both made overtures about normalizing relationshipswith
the U.S., that soon after September 11 there were even reports that [ran was
being supportive of the U.S., and that early in the administration of GeorgeW.
Bush hisfather had counseled him not to condemn North K orea because such
condemnation undercut American ally South Korea's efforts at reconciliation
with North Korea. Another example of control through use of civil religionis
the abridgment of individua freedomsproclaimed inthenew policiesof Attorney
Genera John Ashcroft — trials in military tribunals where legal protection
need not be followed, approval of more invasive and secretive search
procedures, monitoring of communication, and more.

A Nonviolent Response to September 11

Themythology of United States history posesapowerful challengeto would-
be peace people. Thetemptation isto believe that violence, or structures and
movementsof violence, arethe ultimate moral agentsin God'sworld, and that
by serving those agents one advances the purposes of the reign of God. The
events of September 11 have made this aways present temptation more acute,
particularly because those events are unique in United States history. Even
people who generally resist the American myth can find themselves asking
whether this series of eventsisfinally aninstance where aviolent responseis
the only realistic and responsible one and thus requires a suspension of our
nonviolent commitment “just thisonetime.”

Returning to the standard What-about-Hitler and now What-about-bin-
Laden guestions intended to ensnare pacifist arguments, does a pacifist or
nonviolent response merely leave the door wide open for futureterrorist acts
to take more (American) lives? Can there be anonviol ent responseto September
11 that isfully cognizant of the situation in the so-called “ real world,” and that
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would act to avoid more victims and to prevent future terrorism? Has this
terrorist event changed the answer for those committed to nonviolence?

A necessary part of a response is recognizing that the What-about
question now in the bin Laden form is not usually an open question. Likethe
previous What-about questions, itisreally an assertionintheform of aquestion,
arhetorical devicethat assumes only one possible answer. As usually posed,
the question assumes that the pacifist has been confronted with the ultimate
example of why nonviolence is unworkable and violence is necessary. John
Howard Yoder’sWhat Wbuld You Do? providesan answer for thewife/mother/
daughter question. Thefollowing discussion drawson analysisfrom that book,
aswell asother Yoder comments, and on material from Walter Wink’sEngaging
the Powers.*4

The first part of an answer is to establish a starting point or frame of
reference. | amwriting asa Christian who believesthat Jesus srejection of the
swordisintrinsicto hislifeand work; | writeasaChristian pacifist. Establishing
the meaning of Jesus, or developing theology about Jesus, without making
visible hisrejection of the sword, poses an inadequate, incompl ete statement
of who Jesuswas and what he callsusto today. Positing Jesus asintrinsically
nonviolent is afaith commitment, not an assertion of a political philosophy
founded on supposedly neutral claimsgenerally accessibleto anyone. That is,
I am aChristian pacifist because | identify with the nonviolent story of Jesus,
not because nonviolence can be validated by appeal to aneutral or universal
or universally accessible and authoritative norm. At the same time, if one
beginswith the assumption that nonviolenceistrue (becauseitisareflection
of the reign of God made visible in Jesus), it is possible to make a coherent
argument for nonviolence in the real world that God created. What follows
attemptstoillustrate that argument.

The What-about-bin-Laden question isunfair to pacifistsin at least two
ways. 1) Itisunfair to assumethat pacifists, who did not create thelong build-
up of frustrationsthat produces people with afeeling of hopel essnesswho do
terriblethings, can now be dropped into themiddle of it with an instantaneous
solution. Similarly, it isequally unfair to plunge pacifists into the middle of
World War Il and ask them to “stop Hitler” when they did not engineer the
humiliation of Germany in the Treaty of Versailles after World War | that
created the climate in which Hitler and the Nazi party could fester and grow.
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2) The question is also unfair because it assumes that there are very few
pacifists, and that these few would be helplessin stopping terrorism/bin Laden/
et a. The usual assumption is that because | and perhaps a few Christian
Peacemaker Team (CPT) reservists cannot parachute into a situation and
resolvethe problem on the spot, pacifismisproved irrelevant and misguided.

For the “What-about” gquestion to be fair, pacifists need equal time to
prepare and equal numbers of peopleinvolved — say, three peace academies
(pardld to the Naval Academy, West Point, and the Air Force Academy)
graduating several hundred men and women each year highly trained in
nonviolent techniques, plus standing reserve companies of thousands of men
and women trained in nonviolent tactics, all of whom have accessto billions
of dollarsto spend on transportation and the latest communi cations equipment.
Merely observing that compared to national military preparedness, the nation
spends practically no money on nonviolence and has no structures in place
eventothink about it, makesit glaringly obviousthat no serious attention was
givento anything but violent responsesto September 11. The nation’sresponse
wasfar from acal culated decision based on careful consideration of arange of
options. Quitetransparently, it was shaped by — and isthe current expression
of — the national myth that shapes American identity. Both for government
policy and in the mind of the public in general, violence was the only option
considered, anticipated, and prepared for. Peace peopl e, people committed to
nonviolence, ought not to be deceived that a clear consideration of options
reveal sthis specific situation asdifferent, ascalling for an abandonment of the
commitment to nonviolence. In fact, these observations should makeit clear
that October 7, when the American “war againgt terrorism” began, and January
29, when the president’s State-of -the-Union address conjured up the exi stence
of the“ axis-of-evil,” are part of the violence problem.

Alongside analysis of the source of the response to September 11, we
should apply somerealismto the violent approaches. Ask how often violence
really works. First, note that in any violent conflict, both sides assume that
violenceworks. This conflict is no different. Someone has said that the only
way to get Americans to see reason and change their behavior was to use
violence. The Americans are responding on the same basis — that the only
way to deal with the perpetrators of September 11 isto use violence. Every
war and violent conflict proceeds on the assumption that violenceworks. But
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since each side believes this, violence is guaranteed to fail half the time. In
fact, sincethe“winning side” also experiences|osses, and outcomes are often
lessthan clear cut, violence actually failsmorethan half thetime. Contrary to
theassumptionsin the“What-about” questions, on areal-world scale, violence
cannot always work. The Isragli-Palestinian conflict constitutes an obvious
example. If violence and retaliation alwaysworked, either | srael would bethe
most secure statein theworld, or Palestinianswould befree of | sraeli occupation
and enjoying an independent state.

For another striking indication of how frequently violence fails, take
note of this list of countries that the United States has bombed and/or used
military force against for political reasons since the 1940s: China (1945-46),
Korea(1950-53), Guatemala (1954, 1960, 1967-69), Cuba (1959-60), Congo
(1964), Laos (1964-73), Vietnam (1961-73), Cambodia (1969-70), Grenada
(1983), El Salvador (1980s), Nicaragua (1980s), Panama (1989), Iraq (1991-
present), Sudan (1998), Afghanistan (1998), and Yugoslavia(1999). Although
each of these countrieswas subjected to military action by the United States,
in no case did ademacratic government respectful of human rightsdevelop as
aresult of that action.

Whileit istoo soon to make definitive statements, indications to date
point toasimilar resultin Afghanistan. After several weeksof sustained bombing
and ground maneuvers, the Taliban have been expelled and a supposedly
friendly coalition government installed. Thiscoalition, however, iscomposed
of formerly warring factions who previously lost out in the civil war in
Afghanistan, and whose earlier removal from government was greeted with
joy by Afghanswhen the Taliban first took control. Buried on theinside pages
of our newspapersare stories of already renewed fighting among thesefactions.

Whilethe American government keeps assuring its peopl e that the war
isgoing well and that progress has been made, peopleare actually feeling less
rather than more secure because of the bombing, and other problems have
arisen because of the bombing. Asof thiswriting, it seems highly likely that
Afghanistanisonceagainjoining thelist of countrieswhere U.S. bombing and
military action has not achieved the promised results. Application of realismis
very definitely called for. Even though obedience and faithfulness to Jesus
Christ ought to bethefirst premisefor aChristian pacifist responseto violence,
we can also call for realismabout bombing’ s historic ineffectiveness. Violence/
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bombing hasaverifiable past on therecord, showing that bombing and retaiation
do not work. At the same time, Christian pacifists need to remember that
realism should be amiddle axiom, not afirst or final premise.

If not bombing and other military activity, what can the peace church
recommend as aresponse to September 11, and October 7, and January 297

Sour ces of Anger

A first element isto recognize and devel op better understanding of the basis of
theanger expressed intheterrorist activity. Itssourcesare multiple. A beginning
list might include: 1) Frustration with Westerners encroaching on Islam and
the Arab states. There is a pattern of Western action that dates from the
medieval crusades. For centuries, the predominant face that many Muslims
and Arabs have seen of Christianity and theWest isamilitary face. Christians
and Westerners were the people who come from el sewhere to take their land,
redraw their boundaries, establish acolonial presence, and tell themwho their
allies were supposed to be and what kind of government they could have.
After closeto amillennium of thisencroachment, the Arab and Muslim world
has some intrinsic suspicion of Europeans and North Americans. 2) The
overwhelming US support for Israel, to the tune of $3 billion each year, plus
an equivalent amount in guaranteed |oans that have all been converted into
grants.®® lsrael receivesmore U.S. foreign aid than any other country, perhaps
athird of the entire budget for such aid. This support is a specific instance of
the more general point about theimposition of aWestern, colonial presencein
the heart of the Arab world. 3) The continued humiliation of Iraq after its
defeat in the Gulf War. While American academic historians acknowledge that
the humiliation of Germany after World War | prepared the soil for the seeds
of Hitler’sagendato sprout and flourish, there has been virtually no recognition
that Iraq’'s continued humiliation establishes similar resentment in much of the
Arab and Islamic world. 4) The fact that the US has 4.5 per cent of the
world’s population but consumes about 40 per cent of the world’s resources,
the fact that alot of people havetoo little, because the United States hastoo
much, has produced hostility in locations around the world.

Pacifists cannot drop into the middle of the situation and “ do something
about bin Laden and terrorism” overnight. However, if pacifists had been
making the primary decisions for the past several decades, the problems
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identified in 1) through 4) would have avery different shape, and the bitterness
and hostility that produced the terrorism of September 11 would not exist.
Thus the primary focus of a nonviolent response to September 11 should
focus on changing the context in order to removethe conditionsthat cultivate
terrorism. Many possible avenues might lead toward changing the equation
that produces terrorism. To “do something” about bin Laden and terrorism
would mean to do something about the items enumerated above. “Doing
something” would mean challenging and changing the context of injustice that
has produced agreat deal of hostility intheworld. The number of possibilities
isvirtually infinite. A few suggestionsfollow.

Doing Something . . . a Few Suggestions

(1) Withholdaportion of thetotal of $6 billion per year givento Israel until
Israel develops a humane policy toward Palestinians, including cessation of
Settlement expans on and of house demolitions, and withdrawal from occupation.
While the United States waits for that response, it could give the withheld
money to Palestinians to devel op aviable economy and to rebuild dwellings
and infrastructure demolished by Israel. Thissuggestion isnot one of turning
against, undercutting, or overthrowing the state of Israel. On the contrary,
Israel would bein astronger positionif Palestinians had a secure state, which
would eliminate many conditions provoking the hopeless feelings that feed
terrorism.

(2)  Afghanistan had alargerefugee problem (estimated at 3 million persons)
even before the beginning of the American assault. With bombing and other
military operations halted, aid workers accompanied by large numbers of
unarmed, nonviolent activists could travel to Afghanistan to distribute food to
the more than 3 million people dependent on that food. (Thisreal aid would
beaclear contrast to theinsulting, self-congratul atory “ humanitarian” dropping
of yellow-colored food packages by US bombers.)

(3)  Withjust afraction of the morethan $100 billion that the United States
Congress has pledged for thewar, it would be possible to build dwellingsfor
most of the current refugeesin Afghanistan.

(4) It would still be possible to convene an international conference of
Islamic religious leaders and Arab political leaders, and ask them what the
United States should do about bin Laden and terrorism, ask what help they
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could provide. " Asking” is not the same as President Bush's efforts to send
Donad Rumsfeld or Colin Powell to Arab countriesto inform them what will
happen if they fail to support U.S. desires. If the United States had already
begun to engage in such steps as suggested here, both religious and political
Islamic leaders might now be willing to help. When they see that the U.S. is
genuinely interested in their help and in dealing with problemsin their areas,
these leaders might take steps to control bin Laden. It would bein their own
intereststo control him, since hisactionswould threaten the good things starting
to flow from the United States.

These suggestions are not policy proposals so much as an exercisein
imagination, an effort to “think outside of the box.” They challenge the
imaginative horizon of American civil religionthat can visualizeonly aviolent
response, and they arenolessrealistic than the conventiona belief that dropping
daisy cuttersand other ordnance on Afghan villageswill promote freedom and
democracy.

Thisanalysisrevealsseveral thingsabout the ongoing public response
to September 11 and the assumptions behind the What-about questions. For
one thing, it displays that in the public mind and in the expressed national
myth, responsesto September 11 will almost aways beviolent. Such responses
only contributeto acontinuing cycleof violencethat isfostered by the American
myth. Rather than contributing to that cycle, working to eliminate terrorism
should mean working to change the circumstances that foster terrorists. The
situation that producestension isnot fundamentally changed if the American
response focuses only on expelling the Taliban, exterminating Al Qaeda, and
installing an American-controlled regimein Afghanistan. Rather than helping
the situation, it only sowsthe seedsfor future retaliation.

People committed to nonviolence should look at this situation through
the lens of restorative justice, rather than through the retaliative lens of
retributive justice that has shaped almost all national responses. Retributive
justicethinksinterms of retaliation as punishment for an evil deed. When an
evil deed has caused pain and suffering, retributive justice assumesthat justice
is done when an equivalent amount of pain and suffering isinflicted on the
perpetrator. In this quid-pro-quo, violence on one side requires violence on
the other. In terms of the “war on terrorism,” it is a never-ending cycle with
each side supposedly inflicting punishment on the other after each round. And
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since each side seesitself asright, each feelsvindicated by inflicting violence
on the other. In contrast, restorative justice looks for ways to change the
Situation so asto bring ahalt to the violent cycle. Suggestions made above can
be considered stepsto change the equation and begin aprocess of restorative
justice.

Changing the equation under a philosophy of restorative justice in no
way means ignoring evil deeds. Restorative justice would have a place for
sanctionsagainst bin Laden ashaverightly been put in place. But such sanctions
arenot merely punitive. Although difficult to visualizeit in specifics, the goal
would beto bring the perpetrator to acknowledge harm caused and to devel op
adesirefor reparations, rehabilitation, and restoration. If bin Ladeniswealthy,
his wealth could be used to work for restoration of damage. Working to
rehabilitate him and to have him participate in restoration would not be as
exciting askilling him, and would not satisfy the seeming blood lust in American
calls for vengeance, but rehabilitating him with the help of the Islamic and
Arab world would certainly make the world much safer than continuing the
military occupation of Afghanistan. Thisgoal may seem unrealistic, butitis
not any less so than theideathat achange of regimesin Afghanistan, Irag, and
North Koreawill finally onceand for all eradicateterrorismin theworld.

Patriotic supporters of the American myth and of the violent response
to September 11 can easily scoff at much of what iswritten here. So beit. But
the argument has exposed the fact that the United States has barely, if at all,
looked for any but military solutionsdriven by retaliation and retribution. The
argument has at least demonstrated that the violent response was far from a
last resort. This point matters, since one criterion for ajust war isthat it bea
last resort. This point also mattersfor peace peoplewho may question whether
September 11 is the one case where violence is the only response. By
demonstrating that the nation’s violent response was far from alast resort, |
amaso caling peace peopleto resist thetemptation to believethat thisparticular
opting to war merits support because it was arational decision reached after
all other options proved fruitless.

My proposal is not an argument for withdrawal. Even through we are
called to identify first of al with the reign of God, we are also part of the
present social order and we seek the peace of our earthly city. Onedimension
of my argument is a concern for American society. That society would be
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safer (along with Afghanistan and other nations under attack by the United
States) with adifferent kind of responseto September 11. My proposal appears
to beirresponsiblewithdrawal only if one assumes, inlinewith the American
myth, that theonly relevant and responsibleresponseisaviolent one. Otherwise,
my proposal accepts responsibility — both for the future safety of American
society and for the safety of Afghans, Palestinians, |sraglisand more. Further,
what | have proposedisacall for engagement at al levels. It might begin with
speaking to the patriotic neighbor acrossthe street and pass through witnessing
to co-workers, supporting CPT and other nonviolent organizations, through
political involvements all the way to the highest reaches of government.
Whatever level we occupy, my call isfor usto act out of anonviolent impulse
rather than a violent one. My engagement in a society with a proclivity to
violenceaimsat movingitinalessviolent direction. That intent can be engaged
inatany level.

Some Chrigtian pacifists may arguethat my suggestions offer aresponse
in terms of contemporary politics that lacks a nonviolent Christian witness.
TheAmerican government and the vast mgjority of theAmerican peoplewould
obvioudly not respond to an appeal to Chrigtian pacifism. Much of my argument
isbased onwhat John H. Yoder once called “middle axioms,” ¢ using elements
that American society can recognize in an attempt to move the agendain the
direction of peace. For example, undercutting the myth of redemptiveviolence
by arguing that violenceisguaranteed tofail half thetimewhen both sidesuse
itisnot explicitly an argument from biblical pacifism, but from dataavailable
toanyone. But it does not contradict pacifism, and it doeshavethe capacity to
challenge policiesthat are even farther from being biblical. At the sametime,
thefinal criterion of how Christians committed to nonviolence should respond
to September 11 and October 7 and January 29 isfaithfulnessto the reign of
God made present in Jesus Christ.

Our calling isto work in the world in ways that witness to and make
present the reign of God. It is not a matter of whether to be involved in the
world. It israther aquestion of whosereligiouscriteriawe allow to shape our
involvement — those that come from American civil religion and theAmerican
myth, or those that come from the peaceable reign of God.
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States as “ Americans.”
3Thisanalysisof civil religionisarevised version of commentson civil religionin apresentation
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Peace and Polyphony: The Case for Theological
and Political Impurity

Scott Holland

I ntroduction

| was answering yet another e-mail about the war when the phonerang. | was
greeted by thewelcomevoice of the old flyer calling from hishomein Goshen.
He had the current issue of The Christian Century and was eager to talk
about what my colleague David Johns had said in an article on the Historic
Peace Churches' response to the American military action against the Taliban
and the al-Qaeda network in Afghanistan.! Johns, a Quaker theologian, had
expressed aconflicted and qualified “ support of military action” in responseto
theterrorist attacks of September 11th.

Thereadl, historical tensionsbetween what Johnsidentified asthe peace
of Christ and the political possibility of aunilateral disarmament or pacifismin
aviolent world have preoccupied the old flyer for his entire career. Whether
flying humanitarian missionsfor the United Nations, teaching social ethicsat
Harvard, or spesking from the president’ soffice at Goshen College, J. Lawrence
Burkholder has called religious pacifists to be painfully honest about these
tensions, wherever their theologiesor political theoriesmight lead them. | see
little acknowledgement of the real historical dilemmawe facein any of the
Mennonite, Brethren, and Quaker protestsof thiswar,” Burkholder complained.
| agreed aswe talked about the loss of a nuanced two-kingdom theology and
the apparent modern pacifist desirefor one kingdom.

Scott Holland directs programs in peace studies and cross cultural studies, and
teaches contemporary theology at Bethany Theological Seminary. Bethany, the
graduate school and academy of the Church of the Brethren, is in partnership
with Earlham School of Religion (Quaker) in Richmond, Indiana. He has pastored
Church of the Brethren and Mennonite congregations in Ohio and Pennsylvania,
and is a contributing editor to Cross Currents: The Journal of the Association for
Religion and Intellectual Life.
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Dothey really think they can simply make an Anabaptist pacifism into
a universal ethics, Burkholder and | wondered aloud over the phone that
afternoon. Sharing his concern about the contemporary naiveté around the
unmediated and uncompromised imposition of aparticular religiousconfession
onto apluralistic, public, body palitic, | sighed withironic exasperation, “We
are all Muslims now.” In this essay | will address why | as a preacher and
theologian from the Anabaptist heritage must place the values of pluralism,
tolerance, freedom, and democracy abovethevalueor ideal of pacifismin my
own political discourse and public theology.

My editorial work for the journal Cross Currentstook meto New York City
only five days after the terrorist attacks on the Twin Towers. There was so
much sorrow inthe city. We at Cross Currentsand theAssociation for Religion
and Intellectual Lifelost our financial account manager when jihad warriors
crashed the hijacked airliner into the South Tower. Ron Breitweiser, along
with ninety-seven of hiscoworkersat Fiduciary I nternational, perished onthe
104th floor. The sense of shock, loss, and grief in NY C that week was
unspeakable. Yet before the victims' photographs of loved ones and personal
papers scattered by the blasts could be gathered from the city streets, religious
peace activists far removed from the scene were writing prophetic and
prescriptive missives demanding that the United States not respond with any
expression of lethal force.? There was, however, aconcern expressed that the
perpetrators“ be brought to justice.”

When the bombing campaign against theterrorist network in Afghanistan
began, thelettersand callsfrom agenciesand institutionsin the Historic Peace
Church circleintensified, demanding the cessation of bombing without offering
any viable nonviolent alternativefor the execution of justice and for asustained
protection of theinnocent. My Mennonite and Quaker colleagues can analyze
and critique their own post-September 11 statements, but | must make a
critical comment about my own denomination’sresponse. Thiscriticism extends
to my reading of several Mennonite and Friends statements.

The letter from the Church of the Brethren General Board, our
denominational headquarters in Elgin, Illinois, is not crafted as a mere
confessional statement offering counsel or comfort to our membership; indeed,
it addressesthe United Statesgovernment.® However, it isfilled with citations
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from the New Testament and it is heavy with righteous, religious language
speaking on behalf of the Brethren God to the president and to Americaas a
pluralistic nation. In thisexplicitly religious tone it demands “the immediate
cessation of military action.” Thisis not the statement of democrats but of
liberal theocrats. It seemsto work out of asimplistic theocratic longing that
collapsesthe plurality and ambiguity of our late modern geopolitical realities
into ahazy vision of anew, one-kingdom theol ogy.

The Christian theol ogical imagination hasalong and diversetradition of
thinking about God, world, self, and otherswithin the contexts and categories
of atwo-kingdom theol ogy. Although the theol ogical constructionsof Tertullian,
Augustine, Luther, the Anabaptists, Bonhoeffer, or Niebuhr differ greatly on
how the kingdoms of thisage and the Kingdom of our Lord and God might be
imaginedintheir interrel ationships, aproductivetheol ogical and political tenson
between the two kingdoms remains in these diverse proposals. This tension
helps guard against al easy theocratic temptations by reminding the faithful
that although theworld isblessed, it remainsbroken. It likewise signifiesthat
although God'skingdom hasin one sense comeinto history, it also remainsa
future hopewaiting for fulfillment, inviting the believer tolivein the creative
tension of “the already but not yet” eschatological reality of God's presence
— and absence — in space and time. Classical Christianity in its many
denominational expressions can thus proclaim avision of thereign or kingdom
of God with asurplus of meaning: “The kingdom has come; the kingdomis
coming; thekingdomwill come.” Thisassertion functionsasacreativelimit-
language, reminding usthat no historical theology or political theory can contain
thefullness of God's kingdom. All doctrines, ideologies, and institutions are
thus subject to a process of constant critique and revision.

The historic Anabaptist-Pietist theological imagination giving rise to
various Mennonite and Brethren groups was at home in a particular kind of
two-kingdom theology that had implicit political implications. There was a
recognition that the emperor or the state was granted by God the legitimate
use of the sword to punish evil and to protect the good, according to civil
authority’s function as a “minister of God” as outlined in Romans 13 and
other New Testament texts. This understanding found early expressionin the
SwissAnabaptist Schleitheim Confession, whose sixth article states: “Weare
agreed asfollows concerning the Sword: The Swordisordained of God outside
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of the perfection of Christ. It punishes and puts to death the wicked, and
protects the good.”* The Anabaptists were following a classical theological
understanding in recognizing the necessary, if tragic, place of the sword or
physical forcein maintaining civil society.

However, for these early Anabaptists, the phrase” outside the perfection
of Christ” wascentral to their political and theological understanding. Although
they did not protest the emperor’s police actions or just wars, unlike their
Reformed or Catholic neighborsthey could not themselves participatein such
physical force or violence, because they followed one who was meek and
lowly in heart. Yet their Christ was not amere pacifist; rather, hewasonewho
embodied aseparatist nonresistancein al things. ThisChrist and hisAnabaptist
discipleswere separated not only from the emperor’sarmiesbut also from his
politics, economics, education, religion, and morality. He was a king of an
upside-down kingdom. The nonviolence of early Swiss Anabaptism, which
influenced other expressions of Anabaptism and Pietism, wasarefusal to fight
drawn not from an isolated doctrine of peacemaking, nor from an ethics of
pacifism, nor even from a philosophy of the sanctity of life. Instead, it wasa
biblical nonresistance funded by a more comprehensive counter-cultural
theology of separation from the majority society.

It was the Mennonite-scholar-turned-Episcopal-priest, Orley
Swartzentruber, who first called this separation motif in early Anabaptism a
type of “married monasticism.”® These Anabaptistsin someways modeled a
kind of Benedictine community and spirituality. They functioned as an
aternativereligious society with commitmentsand convictionsthat separated
them from those with a mere earthly citizenship. Much like priests, monks,
and nuns, who would not handle any sword of government magistracy and
thereby defile themselves with such mundane but necessary matters of the
flesh, so the “married monastics’ practiced a purist, separatist spiritual and
ethical lifein the midst of great but fallen societies. Their citizenship wasin
heaven. They desired to live within the perfection of Christ. Their only sword,
according to Schleitheim and other confessions, was the ban of
excommunication to separate the one who sinned from thefaithful, disciplined
community without putting that member to death. Such atheology assumed
both asociologica and atheol ogical — if not an ontol ogical — dualism between
the gathered community of faith and the mass of fallen humanity.
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Indeed, growing up in northeastern Ohio | knew many older Mennonites
and Brethren who admirably articulated and practiced a rather consistent
theology of nonresistance. Sincethey could not fight in the emperor’swarsas
soldiers, neither could they sitinthe magistrate’s court asjurists, they reasoned.
Refusing to conform to the materialism, individualism and arrogance of
mainstream religion and culture, they attempted to follow theway of Jesus—
simply, peacefully, and together in an aternative community. They would not
dream of imposing their Christian discipleship asamora norm or political
agendaonto afallen world outside of the perfection of Christ. Their theology
of nonconformity and nonresi stance functioned relatively well when practiced
within the context of arural or small town, aseparate, peasant culturelife of
faith and practice. But what happens when those with such avision become
artists, citizens, and philosophersliving inthemidst of thetroublesand pleasures
of the modern public square™

Thedecision or the historical necessity to become more personally and
professionally engaged in broader cultural expressions of life creates an
intellectual and spiritual dilemma for most modern sons and daughters of
Menno Simons, Alexander Mack, and George Fox, especially around theideal
of pacifism. Many find it intellectually dishonest to live happily in the company
of the mass of humanity with the full benefits of citizenship, and then pretend
to be “married monastics’ only when it comes to the doctrine of pacifism.
One cannot livefully in the midst of the art, industry, education, institutions,
and civility of thecommon weal and then retreat to acultural-linguistic cave to
drag out a sectarian, nonresistant deity to speak on behalf of apacifist public
ethics. Many are finding such astrategy for voicing their peace concerns and
witnessincreasingly irrelevant, evenirresponsible.

Modern religious pacifists who dial 911 and call the police to protect
them from the occasional robber or rapist roaming the placid, tree-lined streets
of Goshen, Bluffton, Richmond, or Waterl oo quickly understand the dilemma.
Likewise, many members of the Historic Peace Churches faced a similar
dilemma during the Second World War. A “dilemma,” in ethical discourse,
presents a choice between alternatives that are equally undesirable. It isthe
recognition of the limits of perfection and purity in most of our moral choices,
especially when we move in our ethical reasoning from the personal to the
public, or fromtheindividua totheinstitutional. When theterrible consequences
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of theriseand spread of fascism and totalitarianism became evident, amilitary
response and resistance seemed politically and perhapseven moraly judtifiable,
even to many religious pacifists. However, anumber of Quakers, Mennonites,
Brethren, and other war resisters of draft age, whose religious convictions
made it impossible for them to fight, instead entered Civilian Public Service
and did aternative work for the public good in hospitals, agriculture, and
forestry. Thiswasin fact alternative service, signifying that these peace-loving
members of the CPS corps indeed had some responsibility to the common
weal. Perhapsin termsof their ecclesiology they werenot “ of theworld,” but
they wereliving “in” it and thus had some social responsibility as neighbors
and citizens. Other pacifists during the WW |1 era chose different paths as
alternativesto military service.

Burkholder, Yoder, and Social Responsibility

J. Lawrence Burkholder wasthe pastor of aMennonite congregationin northern
New York state as the winds of war were blowing. He was a deferred
conscientious objector, but hisconsciencewasnot at all at peace. Asan astute
observer of international politics, he concluded that Hitler was utterly evil and
had to be stopped. As apastor and emerging theol ogian in the Peace Church
tradition, Burkholder had to conclude that turning the other cheek would not
shame Hitler and the Nazisinto goodness. He saw no viable nonviolent option
for stopping the terror of the Third Reich. Thus he had to hope that the war
effort would allow theAlliesto prevail against Hitler. While Burkhol der could
preach against war in general, he could not preach against this particular war,
nor could he attempt to dissuade his Catholic and mainline Protestant neighbors
from supporting it. Further, Burkholder had to ponder his own responsibility
tolovetheneighbor. If Hitler wereto prevail, would he asa pacifist not share
some responsibility for the death of many people and for the end of humane
ingtitutionsand ajust social order?’

Burkholder could not reduce the tension of being areligious pacifistin
face of what seemed a justifiable war by retreating into the separatism of a
Schleitheim-like form of Christianity. He found Schleitheim’s approach to
socia and cultura life naive as well as dangerous. It was naive because it
assumed that faithful Christians could oppose the general stream of cultural
history yet till look to civil society to be provided with an unambiguous,
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stable socia order inwhichtoliveout their daily, domestic lives of devotion to
another kingdom. It was dangerous because its pure biblicism, moral
perfectionism, and preoccupation with theideaof the Kingdom of God tended
toidentify God's Kingdom in history with one cultural form of the church.

Neither could Burkholder in good conscience simply becomeasoldier,
because of his spiritual formation as a Christian pacifist. He believed that
those who could not fight because of their religious or moral convictions, as
well asthose who felt that they had to fight to protect just and humane social
orders, were both caught in adilemma, and both werein need of forgiveness.
Hewrites, “I could not assign clean handsto either solders or pacifists. Both
need the grace of God. In this respect, my experience was not typically
Mennonite.”®

Eventually, the tension between Burkholder’s pacifism and the public
casefor military protection of innocent people and democratic values became
unbearable. Hecould not livein thetranquility of his pastoratewhiletheworld
wason fire. In 1944 he read a New York Times piece by Theodore White that
described in graphic, heartbreaking language the starvation and cannibalismin
Honan Province, China, dueto thewar. Burkholder signed up asayoung pilot
to fly humanitarian relief missions of food, warm clothing, and medicineinto
China. He first worked with Mennonite Central Committee and later for the
United Nations.

Although Burkholder risked his personal safety as an ethical and
honorable expression of alternative humanitarian service, headmitsindulging
inromanticimagesof Charles Lindbergh, who had flown suppliesinto China
during the Yellow River Floods of the 1930s. Burkholder confesses that his
sense of Christian and ethical obligation to thefreezing, starving, and suffering
Chineseintersected with adesirefor drama, danger, risk, adventure, and heroic
sacrifice. How could it be otherwise for one whose heart and mind were
awake? Thetheological reality isalways grounded in the human reality.

Burkholder carried thissame spirit into histheol ogical reflectionsashe
brought his Mennonite heritage into engaging conversations with othersin
face of theterrorsand tragedies of thewar and its aftermath. He contendsthat
Christian agape or love cannot be structured unambiguousdly in society without
some compromise, and he argues that “agape punctuates, but does not
constitute, organized life.”® At atime when zealous Muslims and Christian
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pacifists seem to want to impose their particular vision of God's pure and
perfect will onto society, Burkholder’sinsights on the difference between the
ethicsof personal relationsand corporate or public responsibilitiesaretimely.
Indeed, when love confrontsthereal terrorsof history, it doesnot turnitsgaze
away fromtragic necessity and faithful compromiseto some pure, disembodied
ideal. Hisreflectionson the classic theology of simul justus et peccator — we
are at the same time justified and sinners — are also awelcome relief from
much of the moral perfectionism and unblemished, prophetic zeal of the
contemporary peace church culture. However, | will addressonly Burkholder’s
critique of what he has called “auniversal christological nonviolence.”

An increasing number of people in the Historic Peace Churches,
especially since the 1960s, assume that because nonviolence is an absolute
principle based on theteachings of Christ, “ governments must betold that all
policies presupposing violence must be abandoned.”® Apart from the ugly
theocratic temptationsinherent in such atheology, Burkholder notesthat this
position pretendsto bepoliticsbut isrea ly prophecy. Thistheol ogy of universal
christological pacifism is a shift away from historic teachings of biblical
nonresistance, yet it remains entangled in that earlier Anabaptist culture of
separation. John Howard Yoder’s The Palitics of Jesus has done much to
promote thisconfus on between prophecy and politics, according to Burkhol der.
Yoder and his followers such as Stanley Hauerwas insist that we are not to
feel responsible for the outcome of history. We are called to be faithful, not
necessarily to be effective. But isthispolitics?

My old teacher John Howard Yoder made “irresponsibility” avirtue.
For him, we are not called to be socially responsible or effective but to be
faithful to the politics of Jesus. Burkholder chargesthat Yoder’'s*“ politics” is
really a euphemism, because Yoder, in Swiss Anabaptist fashion, rejects
participation in theformulation of law, legidation, and itsenforcement. Inthis
model of poalitics, we can and must speak in amorally clean voice but cannot
dirty our hands by actually governing. Burkholder asks sharply, “What right
has one to prophesy without accepting responsibility for decision-making,
management, and accountability?’'* Heis not questioning the so-called pacifism
of Jesus but whether Jesus presents uswith areal political agenda.

Much like a normative Anabaptist, Burkholder offers a Christology
which holdsthat all human rel ationships must bejudged by their approximation
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to agape. Yet unlike normative Anabaptists, he insists that in the reality and
ambiguity of every historical situation, the ideal of pure love can never be
realized absolutely; it must be realized proximately. The Anabaptist academic
guild of the 1950sfirmly and fiercely rejected both Burkhol der and hisPrinceton
Ph.D. dissertation on social responsihility, because he argued for the necessity
and importance of compromise.’? Even today, religious radicals, whether of
the Christian or Muslim type, will not tolerate thisethical category.

Perhaps one of Burkholder’smost helpful yet controversial contributions
to our theological thinking about social and political responsibility isfoundin
his redlistic christology. He reminds us that simply looking to Jesus as a
normative model for politicswill not resolve our current historical dilemmas
and difficulties, for at |east two reasons. First, Jesuswas not limited asweare.
According to the Gospel narratives, hetranscended natural limits. When faced
with afood shortage, for example, he performed a miracle. When necessary
he could walk on water, and at his command a sick and suffering child was
made whole. Second, and more important, Jesus was not representative of
normal life; indeed, hewas not even representative of ordinary Christian life.
He never married or had children, and thus was free from the many
responsibilitiesof family life. He never ran an institution, and therefore hedid
not have to report to a board or answer to a constituency and negotiate and
compromise, which of courseistheart of politics. Hisformal public ministry
was short and he died young.

Evenasmany liberal Christiansmust smirk at how so many conservative
pastors and evangelists make Jesus the champion of American, middle-class
family values, some of usAnabaptist realists must shake our heads at how our
moreradical friendsand colleagues so easily extract an international, pacifist
politics from this same life. The Jesus of history, it seems, often wrecked
domestic life, setting father against son and wife against husband for the sake
of God'skingdom. Likewise, thissame peasant-poet messiah failed to givethe
Emperor concrete political advice on how the Roman Empire could be
transformed into something that looked more like the kingdom of God, short
of becoming an official civil religion (Constantine was to move Christendom
inthat direction). In contrast, Jesus said, “My kingdom isnot of thisworld.”

It isnow hard to escape the popular Christian mantra, WWJD — What
would Jesusdo? Fromitsearliest expression in Charles Sheldon’sIn His Seps
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toitscontemporary restatement on evangelical buttons, throughitsthunder in
some peace activists prophetic cries, thismantramissesthe point of aredlistic
Christology. Theethicsof Jesus, whether in his* hard sayings’ with aprophetic
edge or in his more theopoetic words from the Sermon on the Mount,
presupposed one-to-one, face-to-face relationshipsin specific local situations
of first-century Palestine. The relational ethics and spiritual ideals of Jesus
cannot be placed likeapublic law onto the current, complex geopolitical struggle
against international terrorism. What would Jesus do? Some of usmust confess
that we really don’t know.

When faced with this question during the Second World War many
Mennonite, Brethren, and Quaker church members discovered that a more
profound and prudent question of Christian agency and consciencewas, “What
must | do?” Some had an intellectual understanding, others only an intuitive
sense, that the Jesus story had to be mediated and translated to allow it to
intersect with their own personal stories of existential and ethical struggle.
Some chose the honorable path of pacifist alternative service. Many, many
more chose to join the armed forces: as few as twenty percent of Brethren,
fifteen percent of Quakers, and fifty percent of Mennonites registered as
conscientious objectors.®®

Some Peace Church historians and theol ogians conclude that members
who served in the military during WW |1 were merely “moving with the
mainstream” with little conscience or conviction. Some were. However, my
studies of veterans with roots in the Peace Churches reveal a great deal of
conscientious struggle and decision with the hard realities of their historical
dilemmas. Several stated that the nonconformity or separation motif that
informed their parents' pacifism or nonresistance no longer seemed meaningful
for their own more culturally immersed lives. Further, somewho experienced
the stinging paradox of persona pacifism and public responsibility withintheir
own hearts confessed, “If wefelt it was agood thing for Hitler to be stopped
with the guns of war, could we also feel it was agood thing for our Lutheran
neighborstorisk their livesstopping himwhileweremained safe here stateside?’

Thisquestion was asked by many inmy own family. My father and my
uncles, as well as severa family friends, many of whom had their earliest
spiritual training in Canton, Ohio’s Maple Avenue Church of the Brethren,
became flyersin the B-24 Liberators of the United States Army Air Force. |
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was named for an uncle — the artist, intellectual, and peacemaker of the
Holland family — who fell in Germany from a sniper’s bullet as he was
moving in to liberate one of Hitler's camps. | come by my political and
theological impurity honestly.

Per sonal Passion and Public Discour se

During the present war against terrorism, some commentators have been
remembering what Studs Terkel called “The Good War,” the war against
Hitler. My colleague David Johns was not the only Quaker to go public in
offering qualified support of American military action against the terrorist
network. Fellow Quaker Scott Simon offered stronger, unqualified support.
Simon, the host of National Public Radio’s *Weekend Edition,” argued in a
commentary that aired on October 11, 2001 that even pacifists must support
thiswar.** He criticized those protesting it, charging that their marches reminded
him of aHalloween parade protesting the last war rather than confronting the
realities of thisone. The protestors, according to Simon, put on old, familiar
looking masksin opposition to Americanimperialism, oppression, and violence.
Yet what they were protesting bore no resemblance “to the real demons
haunting us now.”

Scott Simon worked for many yearsasawar reporter in Central America,
Africa, and the Middle East. Most of the conflicts he covered confirmed his
Quaker convictions that war was “rotten, wasteful and useless.” But in the
1990s he covered the Balkans. In Sarajevo, Srebrenica, and Kosovo, he
confronted thelogical, fatal flaw in nonviolent resistance: “ All the best people
can bekilled by all the worst ones.”** Simon believesthis hard truth is what
led so many Quakers to enlist in WW [, believing that although pacifism
offered wise and strategic solutions for the resolution or transformation of
many conflicts, it could not defeat Hitler and his cohorts. Indeed, all the best
peoplewould bekilled by all theworst ones.

Since most American pacifists understand that Osama bin Laden and
the Taliban have atheology that demands a unitary religious state, excludes
women from education and work, denies civil and human rightsto thosewho
dissent from extremist Islam, and longsto export thistheocractic community
through jihad, Simon asks pacifists what they would propose. Would they
want to liveinthekind of world theterroristsenvision?Would they really hold
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theideal of pacifism abovetheva uesof free democratic institutions? With the
smoke from the destroyed World Trade Center still rising, he declared, “Itis
better to sacrifice our idealsthan to expect othersto die for them.” 1

Although my Christian faith and Anabaptist-Pietist heritage have given
me a personal predisposition toward pacifism, | agree with Scott Simon’s
political analysis. Inthisconnection | recall aconversation | had at the end of
the Vietnam War with Jane Fonda, who despite protestingVietnam had defended
her father Henry’s service in WW 1. | was an eighteen-year-old innocent
Anabaptist kid, ready to witnessto her on the necessity of apureand consistent
pacifism. | announced, “According to Jesus, all war issin!” The actress was
very gracious and said something like, “That may be, sweetheart, but not all
wars are the same.” | have cometo agree with her. All war might be sin, but
not all wars are the same. Infact, all sin might be sin, but not all sinsarethe
same. | sometimeswonder if mature religiousleaderswho can proclaim pure
moral principles without a trace of ambiguity or compromise have tricked
themselvesinto aperpetual state of adolescencein the name of God.

Religious absolutists or puritans, whether Christians, Mudlims, or Jews,
refusethe art and exercise of discretion. For them, purity of heart seemsto mean
that the devout must believe only one thing. However, the classica Chrigtian
tradition, in reminding usto love God with our mindsaswell aswith our hearts,
hasgiven usamandate asmora agentsto make cregative and complicated ethical
judgements and philosophical distinctions as we reflect upon the dynamic
interrel ationship of texts, traditions, and embodied human experiences.

| am not suggesting that Christiansmust be silent or uncritically compliant
with the war in its evolution and expansion.The question is about how we
enter into public discourse. Do those of uswho are Americans enter political
dialogue and debate as citizens of a pluralistic democracy, or asreligionists
representing a God’ s-eye-view and command? Unlessweare prepared to bea
kinder, gentler, Anabaptist Taliban, | contend that we must enter the public
conversation as citizens. Hence, it isimportant to make an artful distinction
between our personal loves and convictions and our public responsibilities.
Any easy declaration from religious or political special interest groups that
“the personal is the political” is an invitation to violence. Indeed, for many
mullahs, the personal must be the political. Theimaginative ability to divide
the persond from the publicinaworldview that makesup in aesthetic coherence
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what it sacrificesin moral consistency might bethe best hopefor ajust peace
inour world of radical plurality and ambiguity.

Philosopher Richard Rorty addresses the tension between our personal
lovesand our public responsibilitiesin hisautobiographical essay, “ Trotsky and
Wild Orchids.”Y’ There hetellsthe story of hisboyhood love of wild orchidsand
hisleft-leaning commitment to socia justice. How could self-indulgent lovefor
flowers and commitment to the poor be reconciled? At first Rorty believed he
needed either to discover or construct aphilosophical, theological, or metaphysical
system that would neatly harmonize his personal passion for orchids with a
public program to ease human suffering and ensure liberty and equality for all.
Hefinally concluded that he need not harmonize the personal and the public.

Thisis not to say that at times the personal and the public cannot and
do not come together in satisfying ways. They do. Personal, passionate acts
of self-creation certainly do influence the shape and substance of our public,
communal participation. Nevertheless, Rorty suggestsit isgood to resist the
tempitation to reconcile our private obsessionswith our public responsibility to
othersinapluralistic democracy. For him, arejection of grand, comprehensive
systemsisthe best way to promote social tolerance and protect against cruelty.
Heturnsto the hopesof asecular, liberal, pluralistic democracy to ensurethat
all people are treated with civility and that cruelty is minimized through an
increased tolerancefor diversity. Inthismodel, it really doesn’t matter if your
fellow citizen sharesyour particular botanical or moral or theological lovesor
aversions. In private, oneisfreeto follow one’'sbliss, enter one's obsessions,
or tend to one’s personal ethic of self-creation. However, in public, one needs
to honor aseparate, broader set of ethical distinctionsand political obligations
to others and to social institutions. In the end, Rorty is convinced that “the
ultimate synthesisof love and justice may turn out to be an intricately textured
collage of private narcissism and public pragmatism.” 8

My ownwork in*“public theology” hasargued that we must be discrete
in moving from our ecclesial confessionsto social ethics. Christian theology
had itsoriginswhen Greek questionswerefirst asked about aHebrew narrative.
Thus, itisnever static and it isalways culturally contextual. It is never pure.
Although its confessions are deeply persona and very particular cultural-
linguistic expressions of distinctive, gathered communitiesof faith, it does not
lack public significance. But there is adifference between atheology for the
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church and a theological interpretation of culture. As a theologian in the
Anabaptist-Pietist heritage | have been formed and informed by the narratives,
root metaphors, and practices of my tradition and worshipping community.
Thegospel of peace has shaped how | view theworld. However, asaChristian
and a citizen, | cannot bring my spiritual vision into productive, public
conversation with others in a pluralistic society without some translation,
mediation, and compromise. Oneway to imaginethe movement from ecclesia
confession to public ethicsisthrough “middle axioms.”

A middleaxiomisavaluethat seeksto find some common ground with
others, in publiclife, between one'sunderstanding of “the perfection of Christ”
and the compl exity of ablessed but fallen world of plurality and ambiguity. It
does not impose a confessional gospel upon a polis of multiple confessions
and diverse narratives. It is marked by compromise. It is intellectually and
spiritually audacious enough to compromise or sacrificeitsown purity or high
idealsfor the possibility of animpure, public peace. Because of our desirefor
purity and faithfulness, | fear that we asmembersof the Historic Peace Churches
miss many opportunitiestojoin other people of good will around middleaxioms
inthework for peace and justice. Not all who recognizethelimitsof pacifism
embrace the excesses of American arrogance and self-interest. Many have
hopes for international cooperation and community. Since we are no longer
married monastics, our public theology must, with risk and adventure, enter
into the dilemmas of living and loving in thisblessed fallen world.

Theology as Coherence

Much of theintellectual energy inthisessay predates September 11. It hasits
originsin the crisis of Kaduna, Nigeriain February 2000 — a bloody clash
between Muslimsand Christiansthat left churches, mosques, schools, libraries,
homes, and businesses burned to the ground. At the end of several days of
bitter fighting as many asthree thousand people, both Christiansand Muslims,
were dead in the streets. In the aftermath of Kaduna, | wasinvited to Nigeria
in January of 2001 to address a pastors synod through lectures and sermons
on peace, pluralism, and tolerance.*®

Drawing from the best of my Anabaptist heritagetheol ogy of separation
of church and state, aswell as from secular, democratic political theories of
pluraism, | offered proposalsfor apublic theology that would make strategic
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distinctions between personal confessionsand public responsibilities. This, |
suggested, wasthe best hopefor alasting peace. In public discourse, one must
resist all totalities, whether political or religious. They invite only endless
ideological conflict and violence. A respectful, thoughtful distinction between
thefunctions of aspiritual mosgque or church and asecular state wasthe most
promising way to seek the shalom of the city. This is why, because of my
commitment to peacemaking, not in spiteof it, | must place theimpure values of
pluralism, tolerance, freedom, and democracy abovefidelity to any pureidea or
absolute, eventheidedl of pacifism. Religious prophecy must embrace and kiss
the best expressions of social pragmatism when it entersthe public square.

Freedom from purity — from the purity of pacifism — frees us from
predictability. It can free us from the predictabl e responses of both religious
pacifistsand patriotic militarists. Neither offersartful,, discriminating agendas
for what will undoubtedly bealong, international struggle against terrorismin
this century. Good religion, like good art, must be both world confirming and
world disconfirming. Religion, like its nearest analogue, art, invites us into
spaces of transcendence that allow us to imagine ourselves and our world
differently and otherwise. These occasions of self-transcendence are equally
important for personal pleasuresand for public peace because, in theend, we
live only what we dare toimagine.

My theological work in recent years has attempted to bring ethics and
aestheticstogether in the challenge of naming oursel ves and rendering God's
namein history. I have become convinced that theol ogy ismoreabout coherence
than consistency. The theologian must recognize, with poet Wiilliam Blake,
that he who made the peaceful lamb also made the roaring tiger.® Blake's
striking lamb-tiger imagery isnot achild’s parable of good and evil but amore
complicated theopoetic vision of life's“fearful symmetry.” In coming to terms
with that symmetry | have also been drawn to the final writings of Dietrich
Bonhoeffer, who ultimately moved from atheol ogy of discipleship grounded
in moral commands to a theology of improvisation founded by the musical
metaphor of “polyphony.”? Theology, he suggested, drawing analogies from
both his training as a classical pianist and his experience in Harlem's jazz
culture, is not a neat harmony nor a mere symphony but a polyphony — a
musical piece in which two or more different melodies come together in a
satisfying way. They do not harmonize — but they do cohere.
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Pastors, Prophets, and Patriotism:
L eading Pastorally In These Times

Arthur Paul Boers

At age 19, | was baptized in Lake Ontario where the Niagara River empties
into that Great L ake. From where | wasbaptized, | could see US and Canadian
soil and historic military fortsin both countries. In that cold, turbulent water |
stood apart from both countriesand their military agenda. My baptismwason
the border of two countries, the periphery of both nations. Baptism reminds
usthat our citizenship isnot on earth but in God's Reign.

Themost difficult part of becoming Mennonitewasthe peace position.
Yet | became convinced that peace and reconciliation are at the heart of the
Christian gospel, not just aquirky ideaof Mennonitesand other fringe believers.
It was the peace position that my family found most offensive and even
scandalous. My parents and grandparents lived through the Nazi occupation
of theNetherlands. My father and grandfatherswere activein the Underground
Resistance. My great-grandmother died asaresult of aNazi evacuation. After
the Second World War, my father volunteered for the Dutch army and fought
inIndonesia. Until theend of hislife, that experience haunted him. Questions
of war, militarism, and resistance are deeply important to my family. They
were not impressed when | embraced the peace position, but embraceit | did.

And that position deeply informs my pastoring. September 11 provoked
pastoral care issues. Some of my rural Ontario parishioners feared that they
might be victims of aterrorist attack. Gifted and hospitable people named a
new fear and even hatred of Muslim neighbors. So on Sunday, September 16
we faced how to respond in our worship. Animportant decision wasto proceed
with aregular service, with the usual order of worship. Early in our servicewe
had a special prayer to respond to the horror and grief of September 11 and to
lift up our longings for peace; this freed people from preoccupations and

Arthur Paul Boers, Oblate of Saint Benedict, is assistant professor of Pastoral
Theology at Associated Mennonite Biblical Seminary, Elkhart, Indiana.
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released them into God's hands. It was our custom to share concerns and
petitions|ater in the service. During thistime, much appropriate attention was
given by peopleto unfolding events.

Inthesermon, | did not choose my Bibletext especially for that service
but preached the first verses of Jonah, something planned months before. |
drew lively connectionsto current world events. Many colleagues (especially
lectionary preachers) found that God spoke more powerfully when the preacher
did not choose anew text but allowed the [prescribed or previously selected]
text to speak. That service functioned as Christian worship is intended. It
reoriented people to God's Reign. It grounded them in God's purposes. It
reminded us not to be shaped, formed, or molded by what theworld tellsusis
true and important. Amid the clamor of calls for war and revenge, we were
invited to hear God's still, small voice urging us towards healing and
reconciliation.

Some say preachers should deal only with comforting and consolation.
But comforting isnot the same as making comfortable. And as politiciansand
the mediarushed to exploit theterrible events asa call to war and revenge, it
would have been poor pulpit stewardship to avoid addressing such concerns.

Many spoke to me of that worship service. | heard acommon refrain:
peoplefelt doneand vulnerable. Asfriends, family, co-workers, and neighbors
called for revenge, our peoplewere often afraid to ask questions or offer other
perspectives. They did not know where to turn, even asin their hearts they
knew that there was something very wrong with what they were told. They
looked forward to Sunday worship, because they knew that there they would
be called to pay attention to God's perspective. They could proclaim their
faith. They would be heartened and encouraged to stand for God's values.
Many people said, both that day and subsequently, “There was no place |
would rather be than at church.”

For many this was the first time and place they felt at home. They
looked for adifferent perspectivethan that offered by mediaand acquaintances.
They found it at church, which is exactly where we should find it. At church
they were renewed and inspired. They found resources, resonance,
reinforcement, and a resting place when much around them felt unsafe and
dangerous. Thisis music to a pastor’s ears. But there was also a profound
theological truth.
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Meanwhile, esteemed friends at Christian Peacemaker Teams suggested
churchescancel or interrupt Sunday worship or create alternative servicesand
possibly attend a protest in order to make clear how serioustheissueswere. |
admire CPT, but | wastroubled. Intimesof serioustrouble, Christians belong
in worship. To cancel worship is to let the bad news of the world and the
world’'sways set our primary agenda.

Our church recognized that worship isthe place where we most needed
to be. In the aftermath of September 11, many people were glued to TV and
completely taken in by what others said wasreal or of ultimate value. It was
never more important or radical not to be ruled by the media’s prioritiesand
portraying of realities. At such times, one of the most faithful thingswe can do
isimmerse oursalvesinworship and prayer. As John called believersto worship
inthe Book of Revelation, evenand especidly inthelight of Roman oppression,
drawing them to focus on God'’s ultimate reality, we must do same.

Thegospel isdl about God' sfirst-strike disarmament strategiesand initiatives
at reconciling us to God and calling us to be reconciled to one another.
Temptations of nationalism and vengeance, or of blessing the death-dealing
prerogatives of Caesar, or of forgetting the primacy of God's Reign have
tempted Christians for centuries, even millennia These were issues at the
heart of Constantinianism, and issues when Anabaptists were asked how they
would respond to state enemies, and issues repeatedly in twentieth century.

Churches, Christians, and Christian leaders were coopted for the
American war effort in World War 1. “Holy war” and “ crusade” terminology
were adopted. Christian leaderssaid: “Itisneither atravesty nor exaggeration
to call thiswar on the part of America, atruly Holy War”; “The man who is
disloyal totheflagisdisloyal to Christianity; the State must be obeyed under
pain of incurring the guilt of mutiny against God”; “We must keep theflag and
the Cross together, for they are both working for the same ends.”* Churches
contributed to wartime hysteria, many peace societies collapsed, and war
brought arevival of religion. Sound familiar? German opponents of course at
the sametime wore belts with logos that read “ God with us.”

This “Great War,” a“war to end al wars,” was a maor cause of the
Second World War. There, in this“Good War,” churches were tempted to set
aside the gospel. Many Mennonites in both North America and in Europe
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supported National Socialism. A former parishioner confessed to me
shamefacedly how he and other Russian Mennonites|ong thought that Hitler
was doing grest things.

In each war, we are told that this one is just and holy. Each time,
governmentswithhold truth or even lie. And each time the church goesalong,
we corrupt the gospel . Nonviolence, unilateral reconciliation, and therejection
of violence are at the center of the gospel. They are not negotiabl e, not a petty
ideaor aMennonitefrill. Christiansthroughout history have been tempted by
coercion, whether it isthe coercion of state (which so many Christiansin the
sixteenth century used against our ancestors) or the coercion of the church
itself.

Strangely enough, | took heart recently in Tolkien's The Lord of the
Rings. For all its battles, it decriesillusions of effectiveness, endsjustifying
means, might making right. In a story of world-scale wars and unmitigated
evil, the small, humble, peripheral, and weak are crucial because they know
their role. This book believesin hope in the small and least powerful, in the
power and fruitfulness of small acts of faithfulness. An elf ruler says: “The
road must be trod, but it will be very hard. And neither strength nor wisdom
will carry us far upon it. This quest may be attempted by the weak with as
much hope as the strong. Yet such is oft the course of deeds that move the
wheels of theworld: small hands do them because they must, while the eyes
of the great are elsewhere.”2

Tolkien sounds like Jeremiah (or numerous other Original Testament
prophets): “Do not let the wise boast in their wisdom, do not let the mighty
boast in their might . . . .” (Jer. 9.23) Mennonites can understand this vision
and embrace it as Christians. We are not called to win at al costs or to lend
our support to killing and evil means. Indeed, the ethical center of Lord of the
Ringsisacautionary talethat even well-meaning folks must not usethe Ring
of Power, even for well-meant ends.

When we tell unpopular stories we fear for the effectiveness of our
evangelism. | understand that; | have been a pastor, even a church planter.
But | refuse to compromise our faith for other ends. More than that, | testify
that God can use our truth-telling fruitfully.

For thefirst Sunday after the Persian Gulf War bombing began, | decided
that though | am cautious about politicsin the pul pit, it was crucial to present
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aChristian voice. | pulled out all the stopsin that sermon. The congregation
wasasmall fragile church planting, longing for growth. | wished hehad come
the week before or after. That war was so popular. Why did he have to hear
the most scandalous and offensive part of the gospel on his first Sunday? |
was tempted to temper my words, but did not. Then, wonder of wonders, he
kept coming, studied the Scriptures with me, and became more involved.
After along while | asked about that first Sunday. Thisis what he told me.
Just prior to that Sunday, he had been laid off and spent entire days watching
television, seeing the same old battle and bombing scenes over and over. He
did not question what he saw or heard. But in our church worship, for thefirst
time, he heard a different point of view. Our worship pulled him from the
mesmerization of the media. He saw thingsdifferently.

In the same church an older Dutchman, Steve, started attending and
took catechism. He was bitter about his young brother being killed by the
Nazisin the Second World War. In catechism, wefinally cameto questions of
nonviolence. He was resistant. | wished | could avoid it; it was like arguing
with my parents. Besides, we could always use another convert in our little
church. But | persisted and hewrestled hard. Eventually, he asked for baptism
into the faith. Last June, Steve was buried. We heard many testimonies from
his life. One was the importance that he put on his difficult conversion into
nonviolence, even learning to forgive thosewho had killed hisbrother.

In every church | served, people came precisely because of our
commitment to thegospel, our lifting high God'sprioritiesof peaceand justice
on earth as in heaven. Such stories hearten me into faithfulness, although |
would urgetruth-telling even without such successes.

What doesit takefor our churchesto proclaim and live (as Paul said) “by the
merciesof God, to present your bodiesasaliving sacrifice, holy and acceptable
to God, which isyour spiritual worship”?How do we honor Paul’scall: “Do
not be conformed to this world, but be transformed by the renewing of your
minds, so that you may discern what is the will of God — what is good and
acceptable and perfect”?

We need to worship — for reasons | discussed above. We need
community. It isimpossibleto counteract larger trends and persuasive forces
onour own. My Bloomingdale, Ontario folks gained couragein counteracting
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rumours of war’s necessity because of their fellowship, study, and worship
together. We need mentors, saints, and models; we need to know and tell
stories of integrity, where actions and practices mesh with convictions. We
need witnesses and testimony. | was heartened by the PBS special, “The
Good War and Those Who Refused to Fight It,” the story of World War I1
conscientious objectors. We would be wise and do well to tap those in our
congregations who lived through wars and to learn from them. They know
what it means to be different and to suffer as a minority. It is also time to
engage Old Order siblings and learn from them about ways and strategies of
being separate from world, embracing again opportunities of nonconformity.

Weneed strategiesfor themedia, including critical questioning, developing
other media, selective engagement, and at times fasting and abstinence. Too
easily our hearts and minds are shaped by false urgencies and destructive
hates. It isapastoral duty to resist. Our souls are at stake. People' sheartsare
being eaten up by retaliation, revenge, idolatry, and anxiety. Given the strong
and seductive powers of the media, astrong counter-witnessis needed.

Thomas Merton was a monk when monks were not allowed to know
daily news. Heand hisconfreres did not |learn about Hiroshimaand Nagasaki
until monthslater. He never followed daily news, yet wasanincisivevisionary
on matters of nuclear weapons, race, and all manner of socia issues. His
prayerful distance from the media helped him see better. We are called to the
same.

We need to be people of prayer and discernment, so that what Jesus
wordswould betrue of us. “My sheep hear my voice. | know them, and they
follow me.” Not only are spiritual disciplineswaning, we may belosing our
capacity for them. Technology forms us to be intolerant with anything that
takestime, isdifficult, or isnot easily accessible because of depth of meaning.
Accustomed to being bombarded by a host of images and information, we
resist disciplinesthat demand patience and focus. The spiritual lifeisobvioudly
at risk.

Yet rather than acting from, or being driven by, desperation and fear, or
being mesmerized into hate and violencewhether in our daily livesor reflecting
on larger world events, we can act — from and livein, and with— conviction,
deliberation, discernment, compassion, and discipline® on earth asin heaven.”
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AstheWest makeswar in the East, | remember alegend about Saint Francis.
During the crusades, Francis, aformer soldier, was horrified by the conflict
between Christiansand Muslims. So he crossed battlelinesto meet the enemy.
He met the Muslim leader, Al-Kamil. By the end of their time together, Al-
Kamil said that hewould bewilling to be baptized and beaChristian if heever
met another Christian like St. Francis. “But that will never happen,” he was
sure.

Sometimeswhen | am discouraged by dealing with conflicts— whether
congregational or denominational or in the wider world — | am tempted to
utter adismissive curse: “A pox on both your houses.” But reflecting on the
violence, evil, hurt, suffering, and tragedy on all sides, the Christian response
should beto offer ablessing. That isthe Christian— and the pastoral — thing
todo. So | urge usrather to work for this Benedictine blessing: “ A pax on all
our houses.”

Notes

1 Ray H. Abrams, Preachers Present Arms (Scottdale, PA: Herald Press 1969), 50.
2 J.R.R. Tolkien, The Fellowship of the Ring (Toronto: Methuen, 1971), 181, 283.



peace piece

Patrick Friesen

rain comes down that sparse night rain in october you feel
the sad rhythm of fall

not sad not quiteanirregular rustling intheleavesasif
something might beaive

your mother playing “traumerei” onthe piano and singing you
into dreamwith “wiegenlied”

you remember that desire to sing to meet the need in her
voiceto find the words

it'satrap of course there’'s not adamned thing you can do
but reach for the notes

what you want isto sing anonymously you want to sing asif you
are the voice of the world

now you listento “peace piece’ thinkingit’'srain ontheleaves
inside your head

thinking there’ snot afal se note there’ s no presence outside
the playing and no player

Patrick Friesen, author of numerous volumes of poetry, including, most
recently, Blasphemer’sWheel (1994), &.Mary at Main (1998), and Carrying
the Shadow (1999), livesin Vancouver. “ peacepiece” isfromhisforthcoming
collection, entitled the breath you take from the lord (Harbour Publishing,
2002).



you imagine hishands hovering over the keyboard anticipation
what is held back

what isreleased hisfingersthinking to the bottom of the note
what can’t be sustained

yesit'srain on poplar leaves on awooden bench rain on a
shed’stin roof those variations

it'safalling of rain and you' reinsideit and no it’snot his song
it'snever hissong

and this touches on what matters doesn’t it not how you think
about the clearing but how you enter

thisisabout how you live here your mind moving without
thought in thishome
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Donald B. Krayhill and Linda Gehman Peachey, editors, Where was God on
Sept. 117 Seeds of Faith and Hope. Scottdale, PA & Waterloo, ON: Herald
Press, 2002.

As a pastor | felt aimost overwhelmed trying to find ways to help our
congregation respond meaningfully to the events of Sept. 11, 2001. Evenin
Canadawe felt that we could not “worship asnormal.” Feelings ran all over
the map. People did not want shallow clichés. But neither were they ready
immediately for amorein-depth analysis. Somewanted only to grieve; some
wanted to expresstheir anger and their fear. Some wanted to examine the root
causes of the attacks. Some felt very angry when U.S. foreign policies were
included in these root causes — “You are blaming the victims.” | can only
imagine that my colleagues in the United States faced al these issues and
feelingsand peoplein afar moreintense way.

Then, along came Where was God on Sept. 11?7 Seeds of Faith and
Hope. Thebook’sscopeiswide. It givesvoice both to aspectrum of theological
longingsand personal feelings, and to some of the complex currentsand counter-
currentsthat were overwhelming mein September. Initially | was dissatisfied
as| started reading. | had hoped for amore systematic treatment of theological,
Biblical, and political perspectives. What | was reading were pieces, wonderful
pieces but pieces none-the-less. Many pieces, almost too many. Most, but not
all, were by Mennonites and North Americans. Most were too short for what
| craved.

But as the pieces accumulated, | was drawn in emotionally aswell as
intellectually. And there did emerge adirection, apoint of view, a*“system,”
which inthe end felt like it had alot of depth after all. Thisdirectioniswell
described by the editors: “Many people, understandably, swelled with anger
and rage. Some hungered for retaliation; others were paralyzed with fear.
These essays offer a third track, another way of responding, a search for
nonviolent alternativesin the midst of rageand despair” (11). The many voices
rising in these essays are not uniform or consistent, but they do clearly speak
for thisthird track. Read together, they become powerful.
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Thebook isorganized around seven chapters. 1) God Amid the Terror?
2) Jesus and the Way of Peace, 3) Revenge, Justice, or Forgiveness? 4) Will
Violence Bring Peace? 5)Voicesfrom Our Global Family, 6) Citizens of Two
Kingdoms, and 7) Another Way of Responding. Some seventy writers search
indifferent waysand for different angles of God’snon-violent voice.

Along the way | was gripped by a number of the stories told and the
images developed. One question that stays with me was posed by Nancy
Good Sider: “Whichwolf dowefeed?’ Sider tellsthe story of aNativeAmerican
grandfather talking to hisgrandson. “1 feel asif | havetwo wolvesfightingin
my heart. One wolf isthe vengeful, angry, violent one. The other wolf isthe
loving, gentle, compassionate one.” “Which wolf will win the fight in your
heart?’ asked the grandson. “Theone | feed,” replied his grandfather.

Thisbook helpsfeed the“peace” wolf inus. It doessoinacompelling,
powerful way.

Gary Harder, Pastor, Toronto United Mennonite Church, Toronto, ON

Peter Ackerman and Jack DuVall, A Force More Powerful: A Century Of
Nonviolent Conflict. New York: St. Martin's Press, 2000.

Peter Ackerman, an authority on nonviolent action, and Jack DuVall, aveteran
writer, offer hereacompassionate and triumphant review of popular movements
of the past century that used nonviolent action to overthrow dictators, obstruct
military invaders, and secure human rightsin country after country. Thislong
overdue book explores not the wars of one nation against another, nor even of
anation against itself, but rather the warfare of the ruling elite against those
who comprise the vital backbone and even rightful center of asociety. In A
Force More Powerful: A Century of Nonviolent Conflict, this approach to
socia and palitical changeisplaced front and center, exemplifying the carefully
crafted and excellently executed successful methods utilized to combat the
despotic ruling elite. The world-wide spread of democracy in the twentieth
century, documentary writers Ackerman and DuVall maintain, “would not
have cometo passwithout the power of ordinary peoplewho defied oppressive
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rulers not by the force of arms, but by nonviolent action” (6).

AForce More Powerful isabout popular movements battling entrenched
regimesor military forceswith weaponsvery different from gunsand bullets.
In many of the conflicts covered in this volume, strikes, boycotts, or other
disruptive actionswere used as sanctions, as aggressive measuresto constrain
or punish opponents and to win concessions. Protests such as petitions, parades,
walkouts, and demonstrations roused public support for the resisters. Forms
of non-cooperation such as prohibitions, resignations, and civil disobedience
hel ped subvert the operations of government. And direct intervention such as
sit-ins, nonviolent sabotage, and blockades frustrated many rulers’ will to
subjugatethe people.

By way of example, Ackerman and DuVall articulate these successful
methods— from the collgpse of the A rgentine military regimefollowing peaceful
protests by the mothers of men and women who had been murdered by the
secret police; the eventual undermining of the Polish Communist regime by
the nonviolent Solidarity labor movement; therefusal of the Danish peopleto
comply with the laws of their Nazi occupiers during World War I1; and the
exemplary work done in India (and earlier, in South Africa) by Mohandas
Ghandi, who took great pains to emphasize that nonviolence does not imply
passivity. In all, twelve of the past century’s most exhilarating cases are
extensively documented, from the“ The People’'s Strike” of 1905in Russiato
the democratic tide engulfing Eastern Europe, China, and Mongolia. Current
eventsin Burma, Serbia, and Kosovo arefurther evinced to highlight today’s
inspiring climate of change.

Ackerman and DuVall effectively exhibit that the greatest misconception
pertaining to conflict isthat violenceisawaysthe ultimate form of power and
that no other method of advancing a just cause or defeating injustice can
surprise it. Yet, Russians, Indians, Poles, Danes, Salvadorans, African-
Americans, Chileans, South Africans and many others have proven that one
side'schoicesinaconflict are not forecl osed by the other side’ suse of violence,
and that other, nonviolent measures can be aforce more powerful (8). Thisis
perhaps best exemplified by the work of Ghandi, who for decades dedicated
hislifeto the absol ute enfranchi sement of al Indian people. For him, nonviolent
resi stance was more than the product of belief. He conceived of it asakind of
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science, with lawsto be applied, yielding power that was predictable(5).

A Force More Powerful masterfully correlates past nonviolent
movements across space and time. Nationalist leader Ghandi wasinspired by
the Russian Revolution of 1905; Martin Luther King, Jr., and other African-
Americanleaderstravelled to Indiato study Ghandi’ stactics; and when Chileans
organized against the dictatorship of General Pinochet inthe 1980s, they were
heavily influenced by Richard Attenborough’s motion picture Ghandi.

Rather unfortunately, however, the authorsfail to include, or even take
note of, movements where peaceful action was al so accompanied by civilian
violence. In case examples such as Chile, South Africa, and theAmerican civil
rights movement, mention of violent activity is kept to an extreme minimum,
suggesting that aggressive, physical revolt was non-existent or at the very least
ineffectual onthe eventual outcome. Thisisincreasingly complicatedinthecase
of the (first) Intifada, in 1987-88: descriptions of eventsin the West Bank and
GazaStrip dternate between pacifistic activitiesand armed struggle. Well-organized
and valuable methods of defiance such as protests, strikes, non-cooperation,
and aimprovised shift in home economy are contrasted by “stone throwing,”
Molotov cocktails, and other means of “limited violence” (409). Nevertheless,
most accountsasretold through theauthors' interpretationsarefair and accurate,
without the spin doctoring often accompanying comparable studies.

AForceMorePowerful isarequisitefor any political and social activigt,
or even for a casua reader interested in such issues. This contextual book
provides a sampling of how to achieve success against the greatest of odds; it
also provides stimulus and optimism for people around the world who continue
to persist intheir own strugglesfor self-determination and aminimum standard
of human rights. Readers intrigued by the concepts discussed by Ackerman
and DuVall would also be wise to view their supplementary six-part PBS
series of the same name.

Howard Waser man, Conrad Grebel University College, Waterloo, ON
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James C. Juhnke and Carol M. Hunter, The Missing Peace: The Search for
Nonviolent Alternatives in United Sates History. Kitchener, ON: Pandora
Press, 2001; co-published with Herald Press.

Asitsauthors point out, “This book is an invitation to afresh look at United
States history from the viewpoint of peace values’ (269). They recount in
considerable detail the violence which has characterized US history, including
not only well-known facts but also numerous lesser-known episodes and
statistics. They challenge the prevailing self-image of Americans, who see
themselvesas using violence for redemptive purposes— gaining “freedom,”
establishing democracy and peace, and overcoming injustice, crime, and even
violence itself. US reliance on violence has tended to lead to the further
glorification and use of violence, bringing in the present highly-militarized
political system, which subverts democracy, justice, community, carefor the
environment, and prospectsfor aviableworld order.

Nevertheless, with every expression of violencein US history, voices
have spoken out clearly against violence, arguing for peaceful alternativesand
oftentaking vigorous nonviolent actions. The authorsdocument thisalternative,
largely overlooked, history, urging it be given aprominent placein American
consciousness. Well beforethe War for | ndependence, for example, Americans
were employing creative, nonviolent means of protest and defiance against
British oppression that could well have succeeded without any need for war,
thereby establishing a radically different precedent for American self-
understanding.

Unfortunately, the European settlers arrived in North America with
strong proclivities for violence, which were soon expressed in conflict with
each other and with native peoples, and in the beginnings of davery. Americans
generally understand now that native peoples were not the violent savages
they were long depicted to be, but that the colonists treachery and violence
against them provoked counter-violence. But few know about the powerful
peacemaking traditions of the native peoples, which Juhnke and Hunter describe
and seeascrucial tothesepeoples’ ahility to survive, thriveincreasingly in our
day, and equip them with resourcesthat could richly contribute to the type of
community lifewe need.
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Thedecades-long struggle by abolitioniststo overcome davery israther
well known, although accessto details provided by the authorsare useful . Not
so familiar are the views of those who opposed resorting to the Civil War.
Quite unfamiliar is the authors' argument that conflicts between North and
South, including those about slavery, might have been overcome gradually
without this extremely violent, destructive war. The bitternessit engendered
was expressed in the violence of Reconstruction, and in the exploitive, brutal
institutions of segregation which were “as violent and vengeful as the old
system of davery” (135). The nonviolent transformation of rel ations between
blacksand whitesby the civil rights movement, however, brought into effective
reality ahighly creative alternative strain of nonviolencein American history.
The authors note that the most potent expressions of nonviolence comefrom
thosewho have experienced most repression — native peoples, blacks, 1abour,
and women.

Juhnke and Hunter argue that, when Woodrow Wilson led the USinto
WorldWar |, justifying it astheway to achieve such idealistic goalsasmaking
the world safe for democracy, he failed “because he chose to join in using
meanswhich contradicted hisends’ (195). Thewar fostered apotent, vengeful
spirit which prevented the establishment of an effective League of Nations,
and sowed the seeds for the most destructive war yet — World War 11. The
authors challenge the prevailing notion that this was the “Good War.” In
opposing the evils of the Fascist and Nazi regimes, along with Japanese
imperialism, theUSand itsallies participated in saturation bombing of civilian
populations. The unnecessary, tragic use of atomic bombs on Japan promoted
the nuclear arms race which, even after the Cold War, threatens the entire
worldwith annihilation.

This book is a provocative, informative alternative to conventional
histories of the US— amuch needed antidote to American illusions about the
redemptive power of violence. It providesrich detail in extensive endnotes but
the sparse index unfortunately fails to do justice to the authors' thorough
documentation. Nevertheless, thisvolumeisavaluableresourcefor advocates
of nonviolence.

George Crowell, Windsor, ON
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Lee Griffith, TheWar on Terrorismand the Terror of God. Grand Rapids, M|
/ Cambridge, U.K.: Eerdmans, 2002.

Griffith’s book is timely, to understate the matter. Written in large measure
before the attacks of “9/11” in response to the bombing of Sudan and
Afghanistanin 1998, it required, sadly, very little adaptation to fit the post-9/
11 event, onewhich presumably “changed our world forever.”

With anod to Karl Barth, who insisted Christians should read the Bible
and the newspaper together, Griffith adds to them a third item — history.
Each of his five chapters is thus organized around a dialogue between
“newspaper,” church history, and Bible, roughly inthat order. Griffith provides
aremarkably elegant, profound, and moving exploration of the meaning and
experience of terror and its underpinnings as he guides readers through
contemporary places of violence (e.g., Vietham, Rwanda, Irag, Kosovo,
Afghanistan, Lebanon, Palestine, the militia movement in the US), history
(e.g., the French Revolution, the origins of anti-Semitism, the abolitionist
movement in the US, great peacemakers such as Leo Tolstoy, Dorothy Day,
and Desmond Tutu), and the Bible (e.g., Job, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and,
fittingly, if to many surprisingly, Revelation). The chapter titlesgiveahint of
therange of topicsexamined: The Meaning of Terror, Terror and the Death of
Community, The Ethics of Terrorism, The Terror of God, and Beyond Terror
and Counterterror.

Griffith claimsnot to be an expert (xiv), but heisan expert wordsmith,
oftenfinding startling waysof capturing the heart of anissue, providing pleasure
in the reading even as he forces a deep consideration or reconsideration of
issuesrelated to terrorism. Who other than an expert could successfully bring
together Bonhoeffer, Simone Weil, Niccolo Machiavelli, and Huck Finnina
mol d-shattering discussion of hell asarealm God invadeswith theterror of his
love? Heisan expert at engaged analysisand reflection, fuelled by aprophet’s
passionate hope-filled protest, a practitioner’s keen sense of redlity, and a
scholar’ssharp gift of discernment and analysis.

At the heart of Griffith’sstudy are several key issues: dl terror isfinally
of the same species, whether perpetrated by “terrorists’ or by states practicing
“counterterror.” All terrorism is rooted in a deadly ethical dualism which
demonizestheother whilemasking “our” terror as*“just war.” Griffith brilliantly
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unmasksthe hypocrisy of stateswhose“freedom fighters’ become*“terrorists’
when “we” becomethetarget, who feign horror at terrorism while continuing
to stockpileweapons of massdestruction asasafeguard against “ rogue states.”
God'sjudgment fallson all such violence. But, and thisisacentra feature of
Griffith’sbook, judgment must never itself beidentified with violence, whether
terror or war. God's “terror” comesto fullest expression in a persistent love
that pursues the enemy to hell in the interests of reconciliation. “Thisisthe
terror of God from which we cannot hide because, in Jesus, God invades not
only theearth but hell itself. God isthe onewho decidesto go to hell. Hallelujah
and amen” (185). Nowhere is such love clearer than in the “terror” of
resurrection, which spellsthe death of death. “ Resurrection deprives Empire
of its only power, the power of death. [...] It is the slaughtered Lamb who
conquers. Itisthisresurrection terror of God that markstheimminent demise
of earthly terror” (214).

With adeliberately monotonous drumbeat, the Postscript listswaysin
which theworld did not change on 9/11: theideol ogical and culturally entrenched
reflexes which feed the spiral of violence are not only still in place but have
only grown more predictable; the innocent still bear the brunt of terror and
counterterror; now, more than ever, it's “us’ versus “them;” terrorists and
counterterrorists still learn from each other, eventually becoming
indistinguishablein their clutching dance of death; and thereisno changein
the prevalence of seeing God asatribal deity (“our” God), visiting vengeance
on “them” — the “evil ones’ (271-76).

Griffith’s prophetic protest does not end there. Despair does not have
the last word. Hope does. But like the biblical prophets he listensto so well,
Griffith knows that hope is tethered not to human progress, to yet another
liberal strategy for betterment through education, but to the God who has
visited us in the slaughtered and resurrected lamb, to the God who “ marks”
the first terrorist Cain not for death, but for life (276), to the God who is
present with usstill inthefaithful “remnant” of peace witnesses. “ Take hope,”
arethusfittingly thetwo last wordsin the book (278).

This profound book amply rewards repeated readings. | am less sure
than Griffith that we can know the full shape of God’s sovereignty in this
world wracked by violenceand terror, that we can know that violenceisnever
in some mysterious sense a feature of God's judgment in the world. It isthe
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Bible Griffith reads so attentively that makes me cautious. But Griffith’sbook
makes me want to read the Bible yet again in its light. | am less sure than
Griffith that the meaning of God's“terror” isexhausted by Easter. But Griffith
is more right than wrong on that point, that God's “terror” must finally be
nothing other than afrontal assault on al terror, all violence, al despoiling of
the earth and itsvul nerableinhabitants, callous participantsor not. And “ terror”
it isto those who have made their pact with death. Griffith has been gripped
deeply by the persistent, suffering, and powerfully transforming love of God,
and that makes him an important partner in the search for a biblical peace
theology. Lee Griffith and his book are one part of the reason we can “take
hope.”

Tom Yoder Neufeld, Conrad Grebel University College, Waterloo, ON



