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PREFACE

It is now common knowledge that the events of the Iranian Revolution of 1979 began the
slow process, culminating with the tragic Tuesday morning of September 11, 2001, of dissi-
pating the “secular myopia” of political analysts, policymakers, and academics in the “West.”
Notwithstanding this halting progress, the discourses of secularism and orientalism and the
modernist assumptions they convey concerning religion and its relevance to conflict in the
contemporary world remain analytically dominant. More often than not, religion continues
to be dismissed as illusionary or pathological, a form of “false consciousness” and thus a
resource for manipulation by political elites. A related reductive strategy is to portray reli-
gion or “civilizational identity” as a reified, ahistorical, essentialized set of characteristics.

Regardless of one’s chosen form of reductionism (religion is either epiphenomenal or at
the very root of conflict), it is clear that “religion” remains a critical variable to contend with,
whether in attempting to explain various forms of violence or in recognizing the empiri-
cal realities on the ground. Humans are embedded within and inhabit historical, religious,
social, political, and cultural imaginations and contexts that inform their motivations and
commitments to various forms of violence and, potentially, to various modes of peace-
building and resistance. These overlapping contexts, however, are internally pluralistic,
multifaceted, and always open to scrutiny and reframing. This Oxford Handbook takes this
non-reductionist insight as its point of departure. What results from this effort, or so we
intend, reflects the inevitably multidisciplinary nature of the interrelations between religion,
conflict, and the very practical orientations and pragmatic concerns of peacebuilding efforts.
One nexus of our inquiry, therefore, is highly attentive to the connections and possible syn-
ergies between theory and practice.

An early and still growing aspect of the study of religion, conflict, and peacebuilding is the
effort to discover what discourses, warrants, and resources each of the world religious tradi-
tions have for both legitimating violent conflict and calling for its cessation. Could religions
contribute to a transformed social, political, and economic order in which violence would
give way to more peaceful relations among peoples? The field around this valuable inquiry
has grown increasingly sophisticated, with new questions arising about the modes of reli-
gious interaction with such modern realities as the nation-state and its supposed legitimate
monopoly on violence; global migration and diasporic communities shaped in part by com-
munications technologies; contemporary forms of social life (including urbanization and
the breakdown of traditional family and religious authorities); the modern human rights
regime; shifting realities and awareness of gender; and new forms and dynamics of secular-
ism, to name a few.

Accordingly, this volume extends the inquiry of religion, conflict, and peacebuilding
beyond its previously prescribed parameters. Our objective is to provide a handbook that
orients readers to the state of the field—to its central concepts, thinkers, and debates. In
doing so, however, we aspire to advance an interdisciplinary conversation, and its attendant
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arguments, over what the central concepts, exemplars, and debates of the field actually are,
as well as how the terrains of religion, conflict, and peacebuilding can and ought to be con-
figured. In this effort we have in mind a reading audience of fellow scholars, students, prac-
titioners, and inquirers who may have yet to realize that their interests, aims, and purposes
overlap with those of the broad complex of peace studies.

Hence, among the impressive group of authors we recruited for this volume, we included
many who have made their marks in parallel or cognate fields but who traditionally have
not considered themselves part of, or have not been included in, conversations inquiring
into the role of religion in conflict and peacebuilding. In February 2012 we convened all the
authors at the Kroc Institute for International Peace Studies at the University of Notre Dame
to discuss both the content of this volume and possibilities for further collaboration. The
discussions that took place in the workshop, which now unfold across the pages of this vol-
ume, encouraged the contributors to articulate normative orientations (what is the scholar’s
implicit or explicit theory of justice?), to engage in critique (what are the contested histories
and meanings of the categories we use in the analysis of religion?), to scrutinize the relevance
of religion to an expansive account of violence as encompassing cultural, systemic, struc-
tural, as well as deadly manifestations, and to imagine various connections between theory
and practice. It is our hope as well that this volume will encourage a robust flowering of
future scholarship in this area, particularly in non-Western contexts.

While these orienting threads are interlaced in many junctures, the volume is divided
into four parts. The first offers a mapping of the literatures on religion and violence as well
as religion and peace. The second part engages the historical legacies of religion, peace,
and nationalism as well as the historicist and deconstructive accounts of these legacies.
Prominent in this discussion are the post-structuralist challenges to the very categories
under scrutiny: religion, nationalism, peace, justice, and violence. These historical and his-
toricist accounts prepare the transition to the third part of the volume, which engages con-
tested issues at the heart of the emerging subfield of religion, conflict, and peacebuilding. The
analysis in this part encompasses cognate disciplinary and practice-oriented conversations
as well. Here authors address the issues of religion and development, violent and nonviolent
religious militancy, religion and state violence, the legal discourse of religious freedoms and
its implications for peacebuilding globally, and the complex conceptual and practical issues
surrounding the synergy of gender theory, religion, and women'’s roles in peacebuilding.

The scrutiny devoted to contested conceptual issues with significant ramifications for
policy and practice leads directly to the fourth part of the volume, titled “Peacebuilding in
Practice: Strategies, Resources, Critique” Herein authors engage the internal dynamics of
religious peacebuilding—for example, the role of religious actors as they operate in various
contexts and within the internal hermeneutics of various traditions; the possibilities and
limits of interreligious dialogue and scriptural reasoning as peacebuilding practices; the con-
structive potential of youth who are transforming conflict through interfaith engagements
on American university campuses and within the framework of multicultural discourse; the
role of religious and nonreligious rituals in conflict transformation; the convergent hori-
zons of theology and peacebuilding practice; and the cultivation of the spiritual imagina-
tion and virtues of peacebuilding under fire. Part Four also considers the enduring relevance
of comparative religious ethics to questions and virtues of peacebuilding and devotes equal
attention to religious issues beyond the religious community itself (e.g., religion and political
reconciliation; the role of religious actors in social change; secular militancy as an obstacle
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for peacebuilding processes; the colonial and missionary legacies of peacebuilding; and the
meanings of religion as they intersect with the formation of solidarity activism with distant
causes of national and other forms of liberation).

In the conclusion, Atalia Omer, one of the editors, offers a synthetic reflection on the vol-
ume and how its various chapters relate to one another and to the broader framing questions.

Atalia Omer
R. Scott Appleby
David Little
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CHAPTER 1

.......................................................................................................

RELIGIOUS PEACEBUILDING
The Exotic, the Good, and the Theatrical

.......................................................................................................

ATALIA OMER

INTRODUCTION

NuUMEROUS works and commentaries in the post-9/11 era begin with an urgent articulation
of the need to theorize about religion and violence. A preoccupation with the relationship
between religion and violence also has given rise to a concomitant booming of religious
peacebuilding. Most of what takes place in the field of religious peacebuilding has been
grounded, implicitly or explicitly, in Scott Appleby’s The Ambivalence of the Sacred: Religion,
Violence, and Reconciliation and his phenomenological approach to religion.' Drawing on
theologian Rudolf Otto’s view of religion in The Idea of the Holy as the mysterium tremen-
dum et fascinans, Appleby argues that religion, or rather the experience of the sacred (the
mysterium tremendum or numen), can generate ambivalent phenomena or responses,
ranging from violent to nonviolent militancy.> This point of departure further is linked to a
non-reductive view of religious traditions as internally plural and multifaceted. Illuminating
the special proclivity of religious actors to engage in nonviolent militancy in the pursuit of
change and justice underscores the potential constructive and instrumental roles of religion,
religious leaders, and institutions, in particular, in processes of peacebuilding. The socio-
logical assumptions undergirding this approach are that religious leaders may have certain
credibility within the society and/or religious institutions could provide ready networks to
propagate attitudinal shifts (in the same manner that they supposedly are available for the
recruitment of radical violent warriors).

Because of its focus on the potentially constructive role of religion in transforming con-
flicts, the “ambivalence of the sacred” thesis also confronts reductionist accounts such as
Bernard Lewis’s and Samuel Huntington’s “the Clash of Civilizations” argument. While the
“clash” thesis does take religion seriously on its own terms as a causal factor in international
relations and global politics, it renders religion as an ahistorical, monolithic, and unchang-
ing essence.? This lens produces an overly simplistic, belligerent, skewed, and deterministic
picture of religion and conflict in the post—-Cold War era. This picture is an appealing one
precisely because of its simplicity; it consequently functions as a self-fulfilling prophecy with
both Islamists and xenophobic Western commentators rendering their objectives in terms of
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ineradicable and irreconcilable differences between civilizations. The “ambivalence of the
sacred” thesis, on the other hand, is grounded in recognition of the internal pluralities of
religious traditions, consequently articulating a non-essentialist and non-reductionist con-
structive and contextually sensitive framework. It is this insight that sparked the industry of
religious peacebuilding and carved out space for a theological and hermeneutical focus on
peace-promoting motifs and resources within religious traditions.

However, this insight is misapplied if the preoccupation with theological retrieval and
appropriation precludes a consideration of how historical contexts and interpretations of
events from multiple perspectives might, and perhaps even should, challenge and trans-
form religious traditions and political ideologies.s Religious peacebuilding amounts to more
than the inverse image of the Huntingtonian frame, and so does the “ambivalence of the
sacred,” with its often overlooked emphasis on fallibility and context—an emphasis concep-
tually grounded in the aforementioned critical distinction between numen and phenomena.
Rethinking religious peacebuilding, therefore, will necessitate moving beyond a simplistic
and unreflective application of the idea that a supposedly “authentic” religion (one that is not
perverted by violent “alien” motifs) is and can do good. Such a simplistic formulation gives
rise to the same kind of essentialism and ahistoricity that characterize the “clash of civiliza-
tions” Likewise, with its inattentiveness to the task of discursive critique, religious peace-
building is not always in tune with the broader objectives of peacebuilding.

This article provides an overview of the various trends and trajectories of religious peace-
building. The trends include theological excavations of “good” religion (to combat “bad” or
“perverted” religion and to imagine reconciliatory ethics), the role of religion in the theat-
rics and processes of peacebuilding, the spirituality and inspiration of peace practitioners,
the instrumentality of religious leaders and networks in diplomacy and in shifting societal
attitudes, and the exoticization of religious peacebuilders by the “industry” component of
the field. To be academically rigorous, religious peacebuilding needs to move beyond the
exotic, the theatric, and the good and the kinds of limitations they impose on the analysis
of religion, conflict, and peacebuilding. I begin with a brief mapping of the field of religious
peacebuilding and continue by challenging its presuppositions and agendas primarily with
respect to questions arising from structural and cultural violence and broad discursive for-
mations. I refer to this challenge as the “justice dilemma.”

MAPPING THE FIELD

The dominant themes in religious peacebuilding include the ethnographic study of inter-
faith dialogues (IFD), the retrieval of peace-promoting motifs from within the resources of
individual religious traditions, the instrumental role of “religious networks” in the dynamics
of conflict and peacebuilding, and, more broadly, the role of “faith diplomacy”

I refer to this area of research and activism as the conflict transformation approach. This
thread of scholarship provides an inductive theory about praxis as well as a focus on the
retrieval of theological resources for peacebuilding. The conflict transformation approach,
generally, explores the relevance of culture and religion in processes of conflict transfor-
mation as they pertain to those who are both directly and indirectly connected to the spe-
cific landscapes of the conflict. There are currents within this thread that are thoroughly
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instrumentalist, asking how it is possible to capitalize on religious networks to further peace
and development agendas.® Other currents are more theological in that they represent
the intimate interlinking between peacebuilding and religious vocations. In what follows,
I divide my discussion of this approach into “the theatrical,” “the inspirational,” and “the
theological”

The Theatrical

On the level of praxis, one way in which religion is relevant to questions of peacebuilding is
in providing a specific model or technique for conflict transformation. The works of Marc
Gopin and Lisa Schirch represent two notable examples of this approach. Gopin has been
instrumental in integrating religion into the field of conflict resolution. He focuses on the
role of religion in emotional training, interpersonal relations and encounters, respect and
appreciation of mourning processes, forgiveness, and honor—all constitutive of meaningful
peacebuilding.” Schirch captures the ritualistic elements of religious practice as a framework
for designing and analyzing the possibility of constructive change. She explicitly deploys the
lens of ritual theory in order to outline the “best approaches” for and effectiveness of the
actual practice of peacebuilding. Her work on rituals in peacebuilding signals a focus on
the theatrics of peacebuilding. The theatrical thread illuminates the practice of peacebuild-
ing as a highly ritualistic engagement, one that optimally might produce liminal spaces and
transformative moments when adversaries or enemies move beyond reified interpretations
of their respective identities. Reaching a certain degree of receptivity to liminal spaces often
resonates with and draws upon religious motifs and symbols. Hence, the theatrical mode
that instrumentalizes religion is never too far removed from an intricate sensitivity to reli-
gious and cultural memories and narratives as well as to interfaith theological and cultural
exchanges and hermeneutics.®

The Spiritual/Inspirational

The focus on the particular qualities and cultural sensitivity, creativity, and moral imagina-
tion of the peace practitioner has occupied significant space in the literature that connects
religion to peacebuilding practitioners. Religion interrelates with conflict transformation
through three primary models, which are referred to by Appleby as “crisis mobilization,”
“saturation,” and “interventionist Triggered by exigencies, crisis mobilization emerges
spontaneously but fails to routinize (to use the Weberian term) the charisma of leaders
such as Martin Luther King Jr. or Gandhi and thus falls short of substantially transforming
social and religious institutions in the post-crisis era. The saturation model denotes precisely
that—saturation with some degree of permanence of inter- and intra-religious mechanisms
for conflict transformation. While this model does focus on the long haul, its success deeply
depends on a strong civil society, democratic traditions, and institutional frameworks and
thus is unlikely to materialize on its own in contexts devastated by destruction. Therefore,
the “interventionist” model, with its emphasis on the instrumental role of external actors in
facilitating the indigenous emergence of a saturation model, is deemed the most successful
in offering long-term processes of reform and in cultivating, through educational and other
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initiative-empowering mechanisms, what scholar-practitioner John Paul Lederach calls
“constituencies of peace.”* This focus on the interventionist model unsurprisingly brings to
the fore an introspection of the motivations and guiding principles of interventions.

The interrelation between the saturation and the interventionist models sparked a preoc-
cupation with indigenous leaders as well as with the morality and religiosity of “interven-
tionist” peacebuilders. Some works look at the role of spiritual and religious formation as
motivating and inspirational background. To this extent, these works are anecdotal and their
proliferation and systematization could and do offer insights concerning spirituality and
peacebuilding across different cultural and religious contexts. They often emphasize the pro-
phetic function of religion, the resources that enable courageous individuals to speak truth
to power while in the midst of fire, and the significance of self-scrutiny and, at times, uncriti-
cal celebration of the interventionist/practitioner’s own religious and cultural trappings.™

Two key authors and practitioners who highlight the (obvious) relevance of cul-
ture and religion to peacebuilding processes are Kevin Avruch and John Paul Lederach.>
Peacebuilding must be a contextually sensitive enterprise, one that is self-conscious about
the cultural biases and baggage that the peace practitioner carries on her back as well as the
cultural specificity of the contexts of conflict. “Getting to yes,” without a complex compre-
hension of on-the-ground perspectives, memories, and dreams, has no traction beyond
the thin accomplishment of getting some people (male elites, mainly) to agree to terminate
direct forms of violence. A move from the “episodes” to the “epicenters” of conflict, the guid-
ing principle of Lederach’s approach to conflict transformation, requires thick familiarity
with and immersion in the languages, memories, and meanings embedded on the ground.
Other works, as indicated above, engage in an explicitly theological hermeneutics in order
to locate peace-promoting motifs; sometimes these motifs resonate in the background as
part of the spiritual formation and sense of vocation of the peace practitioner and activist.
Here the well-known case of the Catholic Community of Sant'Egidio in Mozambique usu-
ally is cited. Sometimes those motifs come to the surface through capitalizing on religious
networks, and this is when religious peacebuilding connects with the subfield of religion and
development. This subfield further explores the implications and often even the inevitability
of capitalizing on and collaborating with religious institutional networks and leaderships in
the process of providing aid and supporting local efforts for developing infrastructures to
cultivate programs to promote better quality of life. In the development business, to ignore
the role of religious networks in advancing and implementing objectives amounts to blind-
ness about the realities on the ground.

Theologies of Peacebuilding and the Instrumentalization
of Religious Networks

As in the pursuit of sustainable development, religious peacebuilding that focuses on cul-
tivating saturation through intervention and empowerment operates on various fronts.
Sant’Egidio was indeed instrumental in mediating peace agreements. Religious leaders,
however, also could become influential in national reconciliation (Cambodian Buddhists')
and in transnational religious reform (the Giilen movement). It is the synergy among these
various fronts that is deemed most conducive for sustainable peacebuilding. The focus on
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religion and techniques of peacebuilding, therefore, probes into how theology relates to the
moral and spiritual formation of the peacemaker. An example of this subgenre includes
the work of Lederach, who reflected on how his Mennonite background sculpted his atti-
tudes in the field (in conflict zones) and his sense of vocation. Lederach’s co-edited volume
with Cynthia Sampson,* From the Ground Up: Mennonite Contributions to International
Peacebuilding, attempts to reflect not only the connections between a Mennonite back-
ground and the commitment to peacebuilding, but also the ways that changing circum-
stances propelled internal processes of change, whereby pacifism no longer could translate
into isolationism, but rather into active and meaningful peaceful activism toward eliminat-
ing direct forms of violence and transforming conflicts. Interlaced with this peace activism
are Christian theological concepts such as love, justice, forgiveness, mercy, and hope.

The above overview shows there is a body of literature that documents and analyzes reli-
gious peacebuilding as a practice and a vocation. Beyond an exploration of individual peace-
builders, this line of research also is compounded by an explosion of organizations, research
centers, and single-tradition and ecumenical peacebuilding networks. Various Mennonite
networks and numerous committed Mennonite peacemakers have been pivotal in processes
of peacebuilding, including trauma healing and development initiatives around the world.
Likewise, the global institutional network of Catholics lends itself to religious peacebuilding
around the globe.” Other transnational single-tradition networks include the Giilen move-
ment,*® Baptist Peace Fellowship, Buddhist Peace Fellowship,>® and Christian Peacemaker
Team,” among numerous other organizations. Representatives of ecumenical “interven-
tionists” include International Committee for Peace Council>> and World Conference on
Religion and Peace.” The business of religious peacebuilding is expanded further to research
institutions such as the Berkley Center for Religion, Peace, and World Affairs at Georgetown
University in Washington, DC,* and the Program on Religion, Conflict, and Peacebuilding
at the Kroc Institute for International Peace Studies at the University of Notre Dame.>

The study of individual prophetic voices and institutional faith networks, featured in great
volume in the literature, interrelates and oscillates between an instrumentalization of reli-
gion for peacebuilding and development and for fulfilling religious vocations. This is where
distinctions need to be drawn between praxis and theory. The importance of this task will
become clear in my exposition of the theological thread and its complex relation to ques-
tions of justice and change.

The Theological

>«

As indicated, Appleby’s “ambivalence of the sacred” undergirds practice and theory in reli-
gious peacebuilding.>® Theologically, the insight about the constructive and causal qualities
of religion translated into sustained efforts to retrieve and cultivate nonviolent and peaceful
motifs within diverse religious traditions. The act of retrieval presupposes internal plurality.
Gopin’s Between Eden and Armageddon: The Future of World Religions, Violence, and
Peacemaking echoes the insight concerning the internal diversity and plurality of a com-
munity and the subsequent need to analyze why certain violent, exclusive, or otherwise
peace-inhibiting interpretations of religious symbols, texts, and other narratives gained
dominance. Such exploration, Gopin suggests, might be pivotal for conflict analysis as
well as conflict transformation. At the heart of these processes, therefore, is recognition of
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constructive hermeneutics as a key peacebuilding method. The analyst may engage in an
excavation of the tradition, seeking possible marginalized motifs that would promote peace-
building ideals and concerns with justice. Applying a psychodynamic approach to conflict,
Gopin traces the patterns of change within religious traditions, that is, what circumstances
led to the adaptation of violent motifs and by which subgroups.>” This approach typifies a
presumption that violent motifs constitute inauthentic or perverted interpretations of reli-
gion. In other words, the task of religious peacebuilding amounts to a recovery of good
religion.

This archeological approach later reverberates in the work of scholar-practitioner
Mohammed Abu-Nimer.>® Abu-Nimer underscores the dynamic character of Islamic
sources and Islam itself as a continuous, lived revelation. His work consequently exempli-
fies the premise, despite proclamations of various literalists to the contrary, that religions
are internally plural and thus that sacred sources are subject to continuous interpretations.
Abu-Nimer labors to develop a nonviolent paradigm for peacebuilding from within the
sources of Islam (underscoring core Islamic values such as justice, benevolence, patience,
and forgiveness). This theological genre resonates with works on forgiveness, nonviolence,
and reconciliation that likewise seek to identify an ethics and practice of reconciliation and
peace from within the resources of a given tradition.” The growing preoccupation with the
retrieval of theological resources that are consistent with principles of nonviolence rep-
resents an expansion of the traditional theological focus on the ethics of the use of force.
Traditionally, this paradigm has been the most dominant scholarly thread, engaging the
questions of religion and conflict, along with an interrelated focus on how religion informs
pacifism and “holy wars.”3° The focus on how religion relates to the legitimate and/or illegiti-
mate use of force intersects with the field of ethics, although ethics is not yet an intentional
interlocutor with religious peacebuilding, specifically, and peace studies, more broadly.
On the part of comparative ethics, an underdeveloped interface with peace studies may be
attributed to the enduring persistence of the dichotomous focus on only war and pacifism.

On the part of religious peacebuilding, the lack of interface with comparative ethics and
comparative religious studies is costly because it does not account for the decades of method-
ological critiques and conversations concerning the delicate act of comparison. Comparison
without self-reflexivity and discursive analysis risks an essentializing naiveté.>* As a result of
this disciplinary gap, a recent effort within the religious peacebuilding subfield to develop an
ethics of political reconciliation may be subject to some of the same critiques conventionally
aimed at comparative ethics (as well as comparative religion, more generally).»

Political theorist and peace studies scholar Daniel Philpott articulates such an ethics of
political reconciliation in the aftermath of atrocities. Philpott'’s model highlights restora-
tion of right relations within the political realm. He grounds this ethics in an encyclopedic
retrieval and cataloguing of motifs from within Judaism, Islam, and Christianity that are
consistent with a view of political reconciliation as entailing building just institutions and
relations between and among states, acknowledgement of wrongdoing, reparation, punish-
ment, apology, and forgiveness. This project is in conversation with liberal political theory
and ideas concerning a pragmatic endurance of the principle of overlapping consensus and
of the tradition of human rights as an instrument designed to identify injustice.s

Philpott’s approach, however, diverges significantly from a view of liberal peace (the corol-
lary of an unrevised liberal political theory) with its distinct presuppositions about religion
and how it relates to conflict, peace, and public discourse. These premises involve analyzing
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religious violence as a matter of epistemological dispute, the solution of which necessitated
the rise of the modern liberal state and conceptions of toleration.’ The field of religious
peacebuilding, as I show below in further detail, has not challenged these premises, but
rather has operated within them. Philpott offers a correction that resonates with a rich body
of literature and, by now, a perhaps increasingly resolved conversation in religious ethics
that challenges and revises presumptions concerning the non-publicity of religion.* Tapping
into the religion and public life debates, however, proves a valuable maneuver, indicating
the need to theoretically enrich religious peacebuilding. Yet unawareness of theoretical and
methodological debates that take place in the study of religion can diminish the effectiveness
of theorizing about religion in the religious peacebuilding subfield. This may be the case with
the model of political reconciliation cited above.

Similar to other exercises in comparative ethics, the pitfall of the attempt to develop an
ethics of peacebuilding across different religious terrains is to elide, however inadvertently,
meaningful and often problematic differences, making them all conform to categories of jus-
tice that are indebted to a particular religious and cultural context. From the perspective of
the analyst, this model of political reconciliation selectively extracts and essentializes inter-
pretations of contextually specific particularities, practices, and on-the-ground innovative
applications and subversions of norms. The model of political reconciliation, like the con-
ventional project of the comparative ethicist, therefore, can become inattentive, blind, and
even complicit with underlying structural and cultural injustice.

Distilling an ethics of reconciliation from within Judaism, for instance, does not provide
the constructive tools needed to deconstruct and reframe the meta-injustices undergirding
the discussion of peace and justice in Israel/Palestine. Israeli liberalism, despite its secular-
ity and even anti-religious stance, embodies a distinct political theology. Religious peace
activism in Israel also operates within the parameters set out by this political theology. This
is where I identify the limitations of religious peacebuilding in the Israeli case and other
cases more broadly.3® Without explicating and interrogating this theology (a particular read-
ing of Jewish history and identity) from within the religious, historical, and lived sources
of Judaism, a radical transforming of the Palestinian-Israeli conflict will not materialize.
This kind of contestation of symbolic boundaries (axiomatic conceptions of identity) I term
the hermeneutics of citizenship. It emerges as a response to challenges from the victims of
Zionist practices (internal and external) who appeal to broad (human rights norms) rather
than particularistic frames of justice, which, by themselves, are not sufficient as a framework
for rethinking the symbolic boundaries authorizing unjust practice. (They primarily serve a
diagnostic and empowering function.)

The limitations of religious peacebuilding, therefore, revolve around the secularist fram-
ing of religion as a belief and as a distinct variable, empirically manifest but thoroughly
ahistorical and transcultural. Another related conceptual limitation is the inclination to
articulate religious peacebuilding as a unidirectional process in which religion as an ahistor-
ical and transcultural essence can function positively to influence peacebuilding processes.
This conceptualization of religious peacebuilding as a unidirectional process precludes
thinking about how historical developments, intercultural exchanges, and multiperspec-
tival demands of justice might work in the other direction as an occasion to transform reli-
gion, religious institutions, and the interfaces between religion and ideological formations.”
But a model of political reconciliation that essentializes and selectively extracts from the
sources of religious traditions can afford only a unidirectional view of change. It deploys the
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“ambivalence of the sacred” thesis in the comparative imagining of an ethics of political rec-
onciliation. However, in the process, it merely inverses the essentializing of religion (as bad)
that Appleby sets out to challenge.

The arena of comparative ethics, as indicated, has fallen on occasion into similar pitfalls.
Even when expanded beyond a preoccupation concerning the use of force and principles
of peace to a related discussion of religion and human rights, it tends to distill selectively
what works in accordance with a predetermined theory of justice.’® Avoiding the complexi-
ties, divergences, and subversive spaces on the ground limits this approach’s effectiveness as
a framework for peacebuilding. However, comparative ethicist David Little, whose earlier
work largely framed the subfield of comparative religious ethics, illustrates in his later pre-
occupation with the comparative study of ethno-religious national conflicts where fruitful
connections between ethics and religious peacebuilding can unfold.» A critical divergence
from Philpott’s model of political reconciliation is Little’s view of the tradition of human
rights, not as ontologically distinct from the ethics found in the three Abrahamic traditions,
but as already representing a multiperspectival, dynamic, and interpretive tradition, with an
inbuilt mechanism for self-correction.+ This view of human rights is indispensible for Little’s
engagement with questions of peace and justice. While operating with an a priori theory of
justice, Little’s focus on theological retrieval as an instrument of peacebuilding is thoroughly
contextual and anchored within the framework of the nation-state and its mythologies. He
asks what kind of interpretations of religion will promote more or less exclusionary concep-
tions of identity, with the presumption that greater exclusivity relates to violent practices. Yet
Little’s view, as apparent from his work with Appleby, is non-reductive, taking into account
how institutional and structural conditions also influence and play into cultural and national
formations.# It is not about religions in abstraction as systems of meanings informing
behavior but as interpreted and embodied in the complex interplay between social practices
and institutional formations.

To reiterate, critical to Little’s view of religious peacebuilding is an approach that is at
once historical and localized yet also ahistorical and universal in its commitment to human
rights.+ This commitment gestures to a central conceptual divergence from Philpott’s artic-
ulation of the tradition of human rights as potentially in conflict with the religious tradi-
tions. The tension that arises from discussions concerning the relation between religion and
human rights brings to the fore the urgency of analyzing the theory of justice underlying the
field of religious peacebuilding.

RELIGIOUS PEACEBUILDING
AND THE JUSTICE DILEMMA

In Search of Silent Violence

Peacebuilding is intricately associated with questions of justice or “positive” peace and the
transformation not only of direct and obvious violence, but also of structural and cultural
forms of violence. As I indicate in my discussion of an ethics of political reconciliation,
the concept of “positive” peace challenges “negative” or “liberal” interpretations of peace
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that understand peace negatively as the absence of direct violence, a view that not only has
informed various conventions of international relations, conflict resolution, and diplo-
macy, but that also is indebted to certain political-philosophical conceptions of toleration
that could, at once, gloss over meta-forms of injustice and function to reify those structural
problems.

A subgenre in political theory that focuses on democracy in ethno-religious majoritar-
ian national contexts (ethnocracies) usually does not make it onto reading lists in religious
peacebuilding.# But it should because a careful analysis might expose how religion relates
to meta-injustices (in Israel, for instance, “multiculturalism” is encouraged within strict
ethno-religious boundaries), or it can trace the patterns of increased or decreased inclu-
sivity.# The blinders imposed by a theological approach would amount to overlooking an
analysis of power and discourse. To return to the case of Israel, the question that is not asked
is why a particular hegemonic interpretation of Jewish-Israeli identity emerged as an axi-
omatic frame. Within the theological thread, the belief that Jewish religious destiny entails
political hegemony is framed as a “right” that needs to be respected. This framing already
hints at a potential dissonance between the discourse of religious freedom, which attained
currency in the early twenty-first century as the main idiom for discussing the plight of
minorities abroad and identity politics at home (in the context of the United States), and
justice concerns guided by a human rights framework. I return to this point shortly. For now,
it suffices to underscore that the language of “rights” and “liberties,” if unreflective of its own
categories, assumptions, and locations, can become complicit with injustice. The tool of cri-
tique is pertinent for religious peacebuilding. Without discursive critique, creative herme-
neutics (a hallmark of religious peacebuilding) risks becoming overly backward-looking
and reactionary, diminishing its transformative potential.

Substantially engaging in a discursive critique could expand not only the theoretical scope
of religious peacebuilding but also its practical implications. By discursive critique, I mean
an analysis that is self-aware of the genealogy and historicity of its categories. Political the-
orist Elizabeth Shakman Hurd has effectively highlighted how the discourses of secular-
ism have produced preconceptions that have dominated how the so-called “phenomenon
of religious resurgence” has been analyzed and how it determined what kind of questions
were deemed pertinent to the analysis of religion and politics. That “religious resurgence” is
interpreted as subversive and threatening and that religious violence is especially associated
with Islam, Hurd argues, illuminates the Euro- and Judeo-Christo-centricity of the discus-
sion as well as its undergirding orientalism. What conventional analyses of public and/or
“resurgent” religion overlook is an exposition of historical contexts of displacement, mar-
ginalization, and colonization and how and why the “resurgence” of religion signals attempts
to renegotiate the meanings of the secular in various contexts.*

While the raison détre of the religious and peacebuilding industry is to combat overly
deterministic renderings of religion as divisive, belligerent, and irrational, it remains rather
unreflective about how this outlook is born out of particular modalities or discourses that
dominate how “religious” and “secular” are analyzed. Because religious peacebuilding oper-
ates within the secularist discourse, it focuses overwhelmingly on direct and obvious vio-
lence, overlooking how religion relates to structural and cultural violence. A conceptual shift
beyond the secularist frame gave rise to the aforementioned attempt to construct an ethics
of political reconciliation that nonetheless reproduced a secularist rendering of “religion” as
an ahistorical body of dogmas, rituals, and texts. Exploring discursive formations therefore
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is intricately relevant to questions of peace and justice. As in the analogous preoccupation
in political theory with a discussion of “religion and democracy;” what is considered generi-
cally “religious” privileges Christo-centric and Western assumptions about the “religious”
and the “political”

When religious peacebuilding in Israel glosses over the hermeneutics of citizenship,
it appears as a good force for peace and justice, despite operating within meta-injustice.
Cultural anthropologist Saba Mahmood’s deconstructive reading of the discourse of
religious freedoms and liberties as an umbrella for a host of non-governmental and gov-
ernmental advocacy and activism likewise illustrates why, despite its apparent positive con-
notations, deploying this lens may be delimiting because it reflects the universalization of
particularistic conceptions of conscience and freedom not easily translated across cultural
terrains. Moreover, through the articulation of religious freedom as a universal and ahis-
torical good, one glosses over historical engagements with the experiences of colonialism
and post-colonialism, hegemonic secularist frames of international relations with their
Orientalist undertones, and ongoing geopolitical agendas.+¢

To allude to what a geopolitical agenda entails in this respect is to look at how supposed
attacks on religious freedoms, primarily of Christians in the Middle East, figure into broader
discourses about Islam and Muslims and how those discourses function to authorize bellig-
erence in the region. A curious exception is the case of Christian Palestinians; their silenc-
ing in the mainstream corporate media, for example, is, at best, problematic. In the words
of a courageous Palestinian Quaker woman Jean Zaru: “Although we are really the modern
heirs of the disciples of Jesus in Jerusalem, we have become unknown, unacknowledged,
and forgotten. Despite all of this, we are a community that has maintained a strong witness
to the gospel in the land of the incarnation and resurrection. . . unfortunately, a community
that is diminishing every day as a result of the political, economic, and religious pressures
oftheIsraelioccupation”+ Whatis at stake here for Zaruis to combat—among other forms of
violence—religious, cultural, and structural violence; by this she refers to the stereotyping
of Palestinians and Arabs in the media, the imposition of other cultures and value systems,
the destruction and shelling of cultural heritage sites, the language of chosenness (deployed
both by Jewish and Christian Zionists), and the demonization of Islam, among other issues.
In the brief excerpt I just cited, Zaru locates her silencing most immediately with the Israeli
occupation but also more globally in discursive formations that enable the kind of margin-
alization she is combating. Her inability to flourish in Palestine is not classified as a matter
of religious freedom. If it is, it is in reference to Muslim-Christian relations within Palestine
and not in reference to the Israeli occupation. This enables the perpetuation of a broader
paradigm about Christian peril in Muslim contexts, divorcing this discussion from the
historical realities of Israeli occupation. This disconnect substantiates the point about the
importance of unpacking the political and cultural underpinnings of framing something as
a matter of “religious freedom.” What goes into this decision politically?

In describing the inherent biases of the International Religious Freedom Act of 1998
Mah-mood claims that one needs to engage in a critical exploration of what precisely gets
to be classified as a violation of religious freedoms and liberties, along with the ramifica-
tions that such classification may have on the formulation of American foreign policy. This
exploration involves historicizing why a philosophically, religiously, and culturally embed-
ded articulation of religion as a matter of individual conscience and belief has been univer-
salized and construed as an ahistorical moral good.* However, differentiating religion as a
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belief from religion as a national and historical consciousness, as in cases such as Sri Lanka
and Israel, overlooks the complex ways in which religion interrelates with other indices
of identity. If the establishment of a political hegemony is considered the fulfillment of a
religious destiny, should not ensuring this project be classified as the exercise of a religious
freedom? Are the boundaries of those freedoms confined to private spaces and to individual
consciences? Do they become collectivized only insofar as they translate into the language
of minority rights and cultural and religious autonomy? This language, while designed to
accommodate collective rights, is still philosophically grounded in culturally specific con-
ceptions of personhood, religion, and freedom. The politics enabled by the idiom of reli-
gious freedoms could—under the banner of providing a normative good—naturalize and
normalize meta-injustices, as when the case of the Palestinian-Israelis is framed as merely
involving questions about minority rights. There are always enduring questions, not only
with regard to broad geopolitical frames, but also with regard to the implicit normalcy of
who constitutes the majority within those contexts where the plights of religious minorities
are debated and how religious narratives, symbols, and institutions may be interlaced into
the construction and deconstruction of national ethos.

The testimony of Zaru is especially illustrative of the need to engage in wide-ranging
discursive analyses that move beyond the rhetoric of local conflicts. Her analysis not only
moves beyond obvious dichotomies between Muslims and Jews or West and East. It also
highlights how broader discourses of orientalism, militarism, imperialism, chosenness, and
patriarchy are relevant. The stereotyping of Arabs and Muslims (often through the mere con-
flation of these identity indices) in the American media, for example, is part of the problem.
It betrays a long history of orientalism that informs the making of American foreign policy
while also being constitutive of imagining American Judeo-Christian identity. Zaru is con-
fronting the “silent” structural violence that enables the perpetuation of the Israeli occupa-
tion of Palestine on so many levels.# It follows that if media representation and stereotyping
are part of the problem, part of the solution will involve engaging in discursive critiques that
deconstruct received narratives. This kind of critique and engagement goes beyond the geo-
political boundaries of this particular conflict zone and points to global interconnections.
Zaru also looks internally at questions of gender and patriarchy. She recognizes intuitively
and through her own marginality as a Christian Palestinian woman that domestic gender
injustice is not unrelated to the pervasive direct, structural, and cultural forms of violence
she so aptly illuminates. I mention this because one fallacy of the field of religious peace-
building is to privilege occasionally the “local” by myopically obscuring the pertinence of
how religion relates to broader questions of “silent” violence.

Discourse Analysis as Peacebuilding

A conceptual turn that challenges the privileging of the “international” focus of religious
peacebuilding would also move beyond the premises informing the extensive involve-
ment of the United States Institute of Peace (USIP) with religious peacebuilding initiatives.
Consistent with the broader mandate of the USIP, the study of issues related to religion
and peacebuilding excludes a focus on the United States. This mandate imposes critical
conceptual blinders on peace studies, generally, and religious peacebuilding, more specifi-
cally. What it excludes from the analysis are questions about the relevance of the legacies of
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colonialism, post-colonialism, US imperialism, and the global discourse of neoliberalism to
local concerns with conflict and peace.°

To move in these new directions, it is important to reflect on the enduring (and somewhat
ironic) hold of secularist discourses. It is ironic because religious peacebuilding emerged as
a supposed antidote to the reductive dismissal of or essentializing alarmism about religion
plaguing the social sciences and the popular media. From its inception, religious peacebuild-
ing presented itself as a “supplement” rather than a radical challenge to the logic of inter-
national relations. Douglas Johnston and Cynthia Sampson’s pioneering work Religion: The
Missing Dimension of Statecrafts* highlights the potential but untapped role of religion in
international relations and in peacebuilding. It generated a series of subsequent works on
the role of religion in diplomacy and peacebuilding.* These works typify the “instrumental
approach” to religious peacebuilding. The usual motif of this instrumental approach is that
dogmatic realism in international relations blocks the possibility of recognizing how one’s
actions are informed by values and religious orientations and how one’s processes of heal-
ing and religious resources, narratives, and leadership might be instrumental in overcom-
ing trauma and transforming conflicts. The role of religion in diplomacy, subsequently, is
referred to as “Track IT diplomacy” or “faith-based diplomacy.”

Indeed, this subgenre makes significant strides in highlighting the need to take reli-
gion seriously in international relations. However, the framing of religion’s involvement in
international relations and specifically in peacebuilding as “faith-based” is a problematic
proposition. It is problematic because it presupposes “faith,” a contextually specific cat-
egory, to be universally applicable and interchangeable with religion. The critical study of
religion and the secularism and post-secularism debates alluded to above shed light on why
religion-qua-faith is not only a delimiting classification but also one deeply entrenched in
the discourses of colonialism and orientalism.

While the now extensive documentation of various faith-based initiatives and success
stories proves to be a wealth of resources for analyzing religion as it relates to questions of
peacebuilding, the rendering of faith-based diplomacy as a supplementary but necessary
venue for realpolitik is insufficient and problematic. In fact, such a construal overlooks the
need to substantially engage in a discursive analysis that brings to bear how unrevised secu-
larist and modernist ontologies and epistemologies inform how we think about the role of
religion in international relations. Hence, while on the surface the faith diplomacy thread
challenged political realism, it did not depart in any significant way from the undergird-
ing secularist discourses that informed conventional modes of thinking about international
relations. This includes the international relations (IR) paradigm of constructivism that
presupposes “beliefs” in international relations as merely a function of cognition. Hence,
despite the relevant and important correction that the faith diplomacy and the related IFD
foci offer to international relations theory and practice, their general acceptance of religion
as having to do with belief, morality, and altogether “soft”s power shows the theoretical thin-
ness of the field and suggests possibilities for further research and scholarship.5

In fact, engaging in the theoretical questions that deconstruct how secularist and orien-
talist discourses have informed the modalities of thinking about religion in international
relations can transform the field of religious peacebuilding. The field would shift from its
primary preoccupation with constructive religious leadership or faith-based initiatives and
interventions in the dynamics of conflict and peacebuilding to a deeper engagement with
the rather messy role of religion-qua-politics as well as the intricate philosophical relations
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between religion and morality. A constructive retrieval of theological and other religious
resources is insufficient as a method of peacebuilding, if there is no accompanying engage-
ment with the kind of historicism and discursive critique that might expose undergirding
injustice. Therefore, in a different essay, I highlight religious peacebuilding as entailing a
process of “critical caretaking,” a synthesis of the constructive, non-reductive insights of reli-
gious peacebuilding as encapsulated in Appleby’s thesis of the “ambivalence of the sacred”
and the deconstructive analytic tools of discursive critique.”s The various functions of the
language of “religious freedoms” typify this observation concerning the need for “criti-
cal caretaking” and hint at the conceptual blinders and potential pitfalls of the theological
thread as an instrument for the pursuit of a multiperspectival (as distinct from parochial)
justice.

Where the field of religious peacebuilding is entirely lacking, therefore, is in recognizing
the full spectrum of its potential contribution. This is not merely a problem of scope; it also
reflects deep theoretical blinders born out of the misapplication of the insights and potenti-
alities of the “ambivalence of the sacred” While construing the militancy of the nonviolent
religious warrior as the inverse of the religiously motivated suicide bomber frees religion
from material or ideal reductionism, it also generates conceptual and practical blind-spots
that need to be deconstructed for scholarship in the field of religious peacebuilding to grow
in a meaningful way. Importantly, the constructive hermeneutics inherent in the “ambiv-
alence of the sacred” could, if expanded to integrate the tool of critique, avoid the power
reductionism that constitutes the pitfall of discursive analysis.

Justpeace and the Conversion Trap

It may be obvious how religion relates to “direct” forms of violence in the Crusades, the mes-
sianic theology of Jewish settlers in the West Bank, and the events of September 11, 2001. It
is not, however, so obvious how religion relates to the authorization of state violence and a
sense of national entitlement, superiority, and destiny. It is not only that even in the cases
of the Crusades, the European Wars of Religion, and the settlement movement in Israel/
Palestine, a simple rendering of religion as a cause of violence and conflict is highly decon-
textualized and ahistorical. It is also the case that this rendering enables both analysts and
practitioners to overlook internal pluralities and contestations as well as nuanced analyses
of the interrelationship between conceptions of religion, ethnicity, nationality, and culture.
Bracketing religion as a “belief” and an essence outside of history (despite its empirical
manifestations in historical space and time) enables the analyst (and by extension the peace
practitioner) to gloss over critical junctures between religion and nationalism where religion
(often silently) reifies and vindicates exclusive political and social practice. This, as men-
tioned, is also the limitation of the theological constructivism entailed in the model of politi-
cal reconciliation. This is also where Little’s attention to the contexts of nationalism and the
legacy of colonialism in each instance of ethno-religious national conflict offers important
corrections to the essentialism endemic to a methodologically naive comparison.

I, therefore, frame the topic as one about religious peacebuilding rather than reli-
gion and peace to capture the dynamic, multidisciplinary, multidirectional, and deeply
contextual frameworks that need to guide one’s exploration of theory and praxis about
religion, conflict, and peacebuilding. The concept of peacebuilding entails an active
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engagement with particular conflicts. It is not a general and decontextualized reflection
on religion and peace. The peace sought is this-worldly (social, political, economic),
although the this-worldliness should not be viewed as necessarily dichotomous with
inner-spirituality or with other-worldly and transcendent conceptions of peace. There
is a presumption here that religious peacebuilding as an academic pursuit (and cer-
tainly as a practice) focuses on justice as distinct from peace. However, because the field
is not sufficiently critical of its own discursive formations, it enables a disconnection
between peace and justice, which translates into a lack of reflexivity about how religion
relates to structural and cultural violence. This lack of scrutiny, on occasion, also gives
rise to curtailing the possibility of reform within religious traditions. The central phil-
osophical issue is whether we historicize and submit religious traditions to a broader
conception of morality. Philosophical conversations on religion and human rights and
political-theoretical debates (including feminist critiques) on the “justness” of multi-
cultural frameworks and identity politics need to become front and center in thinking
about religious peacebuilding.s® Without such a multidisciplinary interrogation, reli-
gious peacebuilding, I argue below, becomes missionary and mono-perspectival in its
pursuit of justice.

The recently articulated concept of strategic peacebuilding provides an especially
effective lens to think through the role of religion in conflict transformation. Strategic
peacebuilding as defined in a co-authored essay by Appleby and Lederach entails a compre-
hensive, multidimensional, multifocal, and multidisciplinary process, normatively guided
by a pursuit of justice or justpeace.”’ The normative and comprehensive compass that strate-
gic peacebuilding affords, with its focus on the continuous striving toward this neologism
of justpeace, viewing it as a contested and continuously debated framework rather than a
fixed telos, is especially helpful in exploring how religion might relate to “peace” as the ces-
sation of direct violence. It might also be helpful in exploring how it interrelates with cul-
tural, structural, and even “secular” forms of violence. The prism of strategic peacebuilding,
therefore, recognizes the instrumental relevance of religious networks and leadership as
well as substantive theological and hermeneutical contestations and critique of the endur-
ance of unrevised secularist assumptions in IR.5 It is potentially consistent with the task of
“critical caretaking” On the other hand, “uncritical caretaking” is endemic within religious
peacebuilding because it can contribute not only to a reified interpretation of religion, but
also could enable the perpetuation of injustice. Conversely, the merely deconstructive turn
is power reductionistic (reducing the analysis to power as a monocausal variable), unable
to extricate critically refined theological and religious content from its negation of colo-
nial discursive formations; in short, throwing out the baby with the bath water. While this
power reductionism is further susceptible to the charge of relativism, the religion and rec-
onciliation subfield (in addition to its essentializing and ahistoricity) falls into the colonial
fallacy that privileges and universalizes culture- and tradition-specific categories such as
“forgiveness” and “love” This thread already occupies a fine line between religious peace-
building and proselytizing, not only through decontextualizing “Judaism” or “Islam,” but
also through forcing non-Christian worlds of associations to conform to Christian-specific
categories.

I refer to this as the conversion trap. This trap also is present on the level of practice. Is it
acceptable that the work of religiously motivated “aid” organizations also involves teaching
the gospel? This question goes back to a deeper debate about the meanings of humanitarian
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assistance and whether neutrality should be an unsullied principle. It also highlights the
need to reflect on the ethics of peacebuilding intervention. When missionaries claim to
engage in peacebuilding efforts and demonstrate a lack of self-reflexivity about the histori-
cal colonial undertones of this enterprise, as well as the profound disrespect toward other
religions and alternative orientations, they contribute to the delegitimization of the subfield
of religious peacebuilding as an important and serious scholarly enterprise with immense
practical ramifications for real situations. The conversion trap, however, has permeated both
scholarship and practice.

Therefore, for religious peacebuilding to develop beyond the enduring dominance of sec-
ularist categories, it will have to assume a thoroughly interdisciplinary approach. This will
also require an exploration not only of where religious peacebuilding is limited by its own
conceptual and theoretical assumptions, but also how these presuppositions could poten-
tially derail the field altogether.

Derailment

The task of theological excavation is highly necessary for the field of religious peace-
building. If one takes religion seriously on its own terms, it is indeed of substantive rel-
evance to engage religious traditions comprehensively and to develop the same kind of
fluency in “religion and peace” that was devoted to the study of religion and violence
and/or the use of force. However, as I argue elsewhere, this needs to avoid the charge of
ahistoricity and essentialism by deploying the tools of critique. This is where operation-
alizing the “ambivalence of the sacred” thesis is lacking and delimiting. At times, it is
even misguided.

It is misguided when religious peacemakers are “exoticized” and when their narratives
are presented as a form of theater, as if they perform some peculiar native dance, usually
elsewhere and in a different language. Countless times, I have witnessed such exoticiza-
tion during academic conferences on religion and peacebuilding. This exoticization is,
in part, the upshot of the “local” bias of the field. Related to this exoticization of “religion
and peacebuilding” is the work of organizations that foster and feature, on different levels,
faith-based peacebuilders. Some of these organizations indeed represent the “industry”
aspects of religious peacebuilding (the Tanenbaum Center for Interreligious Understanding,
for example); others include representatives of religious groups whose peacebuilding work
is missionary. The fact that faith motivates missionary work and that this work is perceived
as “peacebuilding;” “development,” or “humanitarianism” is relevant to the academic study
of religious peacebuilding. But to overlook the need for a second-order reflection on sys-
temic and moral issues, such as aggressive proselytism in a post-colonial context, is not only
deficient; it also relinquishes the kind of critical rigor necessary for scholarship.» The main
paradigms of religious peacebuilding as a field of study, however, are conducive to this kind
of deficiency. The issue at stake is not that focusing on particular religious leaders and their
activism with respect to processes of conflict transformation or on various missionary forms
of peacebuilding is irrelevant to the study of religious peacebuilding. Rather, the focus of this
scrutiny is that the field of religious peacebuilding needs to move beyond the secularist, the
exotic, the apologetic (and the missionary), and the mere reportage mode that has come to
dominate the field.
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Back to the Ambivalence and the Quest
for Critical Caretaking

Regardless of how admirable the actions of various religious actors may seem, one cannot
relinquish the critical-analytic lens. This will spell the difference between scholarship and
mere showcasing or even crude and unreflective evangelizing. Certainly, showcasing vari-
ous religious actors in academic conferences may be enriching and humbling. But if this
showcasing is not followed by a systematic analysis that probes into the patterns of religious
peacebuilding (e.g., what does it mean in various contexts, and what might be the limita-
tions of this undertaking?), this showcasing remains just that—a theater. As such, it not only
confirms the suspicion of various critics who either render religious peacebuilding as “soft,”
“kumbaya” extra-curricular activities in the otherwise brutal realities of international and
local real politics, but it also risks exoticizing religious peacebuilding and religious actors.
Therefore, religious peacebuilding easily can shift from the task of a careful analysis of reli-
gion and conflict transformation to an “uncritical caretaking,” masquerading as scholarship.
The missionary trap is the greatest obstacle for the maturation of the field of religious peace-
building as a scholarly enterprise with a real potential to think creatively and multidirection-
ally about justpeace in different contexts.

But a rereading of Appleby’s thesis shows that the task of religious peacebuilding is not a
simple search for the most authentic interpretation of religion, presuming that this inter-
pretation is also “good” and “just” Appleby’s thesis is more complex than the mere fram-
ing of the “religious peacebuilder” as the mirror image of the “religious terrorist™: the one
perfects religion, the other perverts it. Both constructs are problematic and deserve a sus-
tained interrogation of the question of causality: Does religion cause violence? Can religion
cause peace? Appleby never wants to ask those questions in a decontextualized manner.
Neither does he forgo a view of the fallible and historical characteristics of religious phe-
nomena or of a deeply pluralistic society. The theoretical poverty of religious peacebuilding
can be attributed to missing these points about fallibility and contextual yet non-reductive
interpretations of religion and their relevance to sociopolitical and economic institutional
frameworks. Missing those points also facilitates the creeping in of an uncritical treatment
of religion, conflict, and peacebuilding, one that overlooks internal and external power
constraints so that the missionary woman cannot view the structural and cultural violence
within which she self-righteously and faithfully operates.

While many volumes have been written documenting how religious people do good
around the world and about locating resources within religious traditions that resemble nor-
mative motifs such as forgiveness and reconciliation, there has been very little theoretical
reflection and engagement with the premises undergirding these interrelated enterprises.
Hence, the limits of religious peacebuilding revolve around a simplistic appropriation of the
thesis of the “ambivalence of the sacred” This has included illuminating internal plurality
within a tradition solely as an act of retrieval in order to access resources to combat explicit
belligerence authorized by other religious claims. A deeper understanding of plurality also
will involve submitting religious practices and ideas to critique and possibly reform, in light
of questions of justice.

This inquiry would include a global analysis of the endurance of orientalist frames in
international relations and how it might transpire in distinct conflict zones. The inquiry also



RELIGIOUS PEACEBUILDING 19

would encompass debating on a case-by-case basis how religion, ethnicity, and culture inter-
face with the construction and reproduction of secular national identities and why, especially
within explicitly ethnocentric national frames, distinguishing between religion-qua-belief
and religion-qua-national identity may function myopically to conceal and reproduce injus-
tice. The tools of critique likewise will be employed in the analysis of the idiom of “religious
freedoms” and how it operates within a multiperspectival tradition of human rights norms.
The question of whether an American man can circumcise his daughter or kill his wife on the
basis of a “religious conviction” is not beyond the scope of religious peacebuilding (although
it has been debated primarily within political theory). In fact, this topic is conceptually con-
nected to the need to deconstruct and interrogate the main discursive formations within
which those questions arise locally and globally.

Another related trajectory would involve developing a conceptual framework that would
enable a multiperspectival prism for the analysis of questions of peace and justice, one that
would enable one’s particularistic narration of justice to be confronted by others’ contex-
tual counter-narratives (including “domestic” underdogs and those who experience gen-
der injustice). This multiperspectival lens confronts the unidirectionality inherent in the
phenomenological framing of much of the discussion of religious peacebuilding. Moving
religious peacebuilding from the level of spectacle to rigorous academic scrutiny would
necessitate asking not only how religion works in conflict and peacebuilding, but also
whether a multiperspectival approach to justice can change traditions themselves when
they appear to be inconsistent with justice concerns. Here the academic study of religion
and peacebuilding cannot merely report, feature, and inductively theorize about praxis; it
must also reflect critically by historicizing religious knowledge and practice. Feminist the-
ories have engaged in such critique in order not only to gain agency and equal standing,
but also to reimagine the meanings of the religious tradition itself. Feminist theorist Judith
Plaskow’s Standing Again at Sinai is about highlighting the need to view women coreligion-
ists as equal to men, as well as deeply challenging male normativity and reimagining the
covenantal moment in Sinai through a gendered lens.® Such a transformative process would
have substantial structural ramifications for questions of religious leadership and household
management, among various other loci.

This discussion of feminist critique exemplifies that change depends upon acts of critique,
introspection, and reframing. There is limited scholarship that connects gender analysis with
religion, conflict, and peacebuilding, however. The inclination is to illuminate the idiom of
folk rather than official religiosity (thus private, female religiosity) as potentially subversive
and instrumental in its critique, coping with devastation and trauma and anti-militarist
organizing (while there is also a thread in the literature stressing that women are as prone
to violence as men).®* At the same time that a gender critique challenges the undergirding
categories of political formations (see especially works on gender and nationalism), the
interlinking between gender and religion falls back into the same discursive formations that
relegated the feminine to the home, the supposed “private sphere” On a different scholarly
front, Mahmood’s study of the pious Egyptian women—who in inhabiting the norms of sub-
missiveness and humility, became agents in transforming Egyptian secularism—correctly
highlights that (female) agency is more complex than mere overt resistance to patriarchy, as
conventional feminist theory has it.®* Yet this theoretical framework does not permit a con-
structive space to reimagine the normative presuppositions that the pious women inhabit,
ipso facto suggesting a kind of relativism inconsistent with the normative orientation of
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peace studies. What is lacking is a kind of critical caretaking that would rethink the norma-
tive presuppositions of religious and political identities in light of critique and through the
prism of justpeace.

To conclude, the study of religion and peace is a precarious enterprise, one fraught with
conceptual traps. While aspiring to move beyond negative “peace” to an engagement with
questions of justice or positive peace, religious peacebuilding as a scholarly focus has stud-
ied “religion” merely as an addendum to conventional modes of analyzing and mitigating
violent conflicts, thereby leaving the conceptual limitation of such approaches intact. In
order to avoid the charges of irrelevance and/or mere “soft” background relevance, religious
peacebuilding conceptually needs to shift away from the secularist presuppositions under-
lying the field. Differentiating religion as a distinct variable reinforces secularist presump-
tions in that it subscribes to a neat compartmentalization of the “religious” and the “secular”
Certainly, this differentiation enabled the flourishing of the field of religious peacebuilding
because it carved out relevance for religion by articulating its distinctiveness as a resource of
peace, both on the level of theologies and ideas as well as on the practical level of religious
institutional networks and individual leadership. This is where the paradoxical turn to cri-
tique comes into play. In order to combat the conversion trap, religious peacebuilding needs
to avoid the “uncritical caretaking” that amounts to an overly simplistic application of the
logic of the “ambivalence of the sacred”

Cultivating the field of religious peacebuilding as a rigorous academic reflection therefore
would entail self-reflexivity concerning the field’s reliance on secularist presumptions about
religion, which facilitate complicity with religion’s relevance to cultural and systemic injus-
tices; the presumption of the unidirectionality of religion and historical change; and the dis-
connect from broader conversations about religion in public life. Future trajectories would
need to focus on the method of the hermeneutics of citizenship and its reliance on a multiper-
spectival approach to justice for critique and reframing. Here the philosophical problem is
whether we submit traditions as well as political theologies to a broader concept of morality
that is already, as Little understands it, multiperspectival (reflecting cross-cultural and inter-
religious negotiations) rather than disembodied and ontologically distinct.

Another fruitful trajectory would challenge the Westphalian assumptions undergird-
ing the field of peacebuilding. While an emphasis on the institutional aspects of trans-
national religious networks is well evident in the religious peacebuilding literature, the
privileging of the “local” as the site of conflict still is evident and delimiting of the discus-
sion of global discursive formations that are intricately related to local manifestations
of cultural, structural, and direct forms of violence. The “local” bias also imposes con-
straints on where peacebuilding work might take place. The locus of peacebuilding can be
as much with expatriate and diaspora communities in the urban centers of Western cities
like New York, London, and Paris than in the “exotic” and far-off villages of Colombia,
Palestine, and Sri Lanka. This is not to dismiss the heroism of peacebuilders and the need
to identify and rethink axiomatic claims through the counter-hegemonic embodied
experiences of indigenous and subaltern victims, but rather to gesture toward the pos-
sibility of pluralizing the fronts of peacebuilding. To move beyond the exotic, the good
(as in the conversion trap), and the theatrical, as I suggest above, calls for a thoroughly
interdisciplinary enterprise, centrally synthesizing the insights of critique with the
non-reductive, creative hermeneutics that already dominates religious peacebuilding.
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Resolution in Islam: Precept and Practice (Lanham, MD: University Press of America,
2001).

Examples of such works include: Jerald D. Gort, Henry Jansen, and Hendrik
M. Vroom, eds., Religion, Conflict and Reconciliation: Multifaith Ideals and Realities
(Amsterdam: Rodopi, 2002); Thomas Scheffler, Religion Between Violence and
Reconciliation (Beirut: Orient-Institu, 2002); John Ferguson, War and Peace in the World’s
Religions (London: Sheldon Press, 1977); James Heft, ed., Beyond Violence: Religious
Sources of Social Transformation in Judaism, Christianity and Islam (New York: Fordham
University Press, 2004); Raymond G. Helmick, S], and Rodney L. Petersen, eds.,
Forgiveness and Reconciliation: Religion, Public Policy, and Conflict Transformation
(Philadelphia: Templeton Foundation Press, 2001); James Turner Johnson, The
Quest for Peace: Three Moral Traditions in Western Cultural History (Princeton,
NJ: Princeton University Press, 1987); Ronald Kraybill, “From Head to Heart: The Cycle
of Reconciliation,” Conciliation Quarterly 7, no. 4 (1998): 2-38; Donald Shriver, An Ethic
for Enemies: Forgiveness in Politics (New York: Oxford University Press, 1995); Daniel
Smith-Christopher, ed., Subverting Hatred: The Challenge of Nonviolence in Religious
Traditions (Cambridge, MA: Boston Research Center for the 21st Century, 1998); David
Smock, Perspectives on Pacifism: Christian, Jewish, and Muslim Views on Nonviolence and
International Conflict (Washington, DC: US Institute of Peace Press, 1995); and Gerrie ter
Haar and James J. Busuttil, eds., Bridge or Barrier: Religion, Violence and Visions of Peace
(Leiden-Boston: Brill, 2005).

In an attempt to articulate a systematic approach to religious peacebuilding, Hertog
explains that increased “interreligious encounters” in a time of an evident association of
religion with violence prompted some intra-religious theological reflections and assess-
ments of violent motifs. This historical moment, therefore, opens up the possibility for
introspection and possible reform. A second development posed by the apparent “urgency
of certain global problems,” such as poverty, global warming, nuclear proliferation and
so forth, also sheds new light and enables novel paths for interreligious cooperation and
exchange (see The Complex Reality of Religious Peacebuilding, 17). But the dominant
thread of ethical engagement remains within the dual focus on just war and pacifism. See,
for examples, James Johnson Turner and John Kelsay, eds., Cross, Crescent, and Sword: The
Justification and Limitation of War in Western Islamic Tradition (Westport: Greenwood
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32.

33.

34.

35.

36.
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38.

Press, 1990); Turner and Kelsay, eds., Just War and Jihad: Historical and Theoretical
Perspectives on War and Peace in Western and Islamic Traditions (Westport: Greenwood
Press, 1991); Kelsay, Arguing the Just War in Islam (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press, 2007); and Lisa Cahill, Love Your Enemies: Discipleship, Pacifism and Just War
Theory (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1994).

For a condensed account of the issues and risks involved in the comparative enterprise, see
Kimberley C. Patton and Benjamin C. Ray, eds., A Magic Still Dwells: Comparative Religion
in the Postmodern Age (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2000).

Instructive of the conceptual problems inherent in such comparativist attempts would
be the methodological debates that unfolded among comparative religious ethicists
in response to the field’s shaping work of David Little and Barney Twiss’s Comparative
Religious Ethics (San Francisco: Harper and Row, 1978). Those responses include, for
example, Jeffrey Stout, “Weber’s Progeny Once Removed,” Religious Studies Review 6
(October 1980): 289-295; Little, “The Present State of the Comparative Study of Religious
Ethics,” Journal of Religious Ethics 9, no. 2 (1981): 210-227; and Stout, “Holism and
Comparative Ethics: A Response to Little,” Journal of Religious Ethics 11, no. 2 (1983): 301-
316. Stout revisits the general lesson from this exchange more recently in his Democracy
and Tradition (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2004), 283-286.

Daniel Philpott, Just and Unjust Peace (New York: Oxford University Press, 2012). See
also Philpott, ed., The Politics of Past Evil: Religion, Reconciliation, and the Dilemmas of
Transitional Justice (Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 2006).

For a deconstructive analysis of the liberal discourse and its relation to the “myth of reli-
gious violence” as the defining narrative of modernity, see William Cavanaugh, The Myth
of Religious Violence: Secular Ideology and the Roots of Modern Conflict (New York: Oxford
University Press, 2009); chapter 3 is especially devoted to this historicist exercise.

These conversations have unfolded now among religious ethicists over decades; for a suc-
cinct overview, see Jason Springs, “On Giving Religious Intolerance its Due: Prospects
for Transforming Conflict in a Post-Secular Society;” The Journal of Religion 92, no. 1
(2012):1-30, especially 2—7.

This point is perhaps grotesquely evident in the profiling of Rabbi Menachem Froman
as one of the select “peacemakers” of the Tanenbaum Center. Froman is a settler whose
ideological and religious formations are both selective (as a discursive analysis will show)
and enabling of the very root causes of the Palestinian-Israeli conflict. Froman can talk
about peace and reconciliation, but as long as this talk is stricken by the kind of amnesia
I articulate, it is problematic to categorize him as a “peacebuilder” See Tanenbaum Center,
Peacemakers in Action.

For extensive discussions of the method of the hermeneutics of citizenship and for my anal-
ysis of Israeli peace activism, specifically, see Atalia Omer, When Peace Is Not Enough: How
the Israeli Peace Camp Thinks about Religion, Nationalism, and Justice (Chicago: University
of Chicago Press, 2013) and Omer, “The Hermeneutics of Citizenship as a Peacebuilding
Process: A Multiperspectival Approach to Justice,” Journal of Political Theology 11, no. 5
(2010): 650-673.

See, for example, Abdulaziz Abdulhussein Sachedina, Islam and Human Rights
(New York: Oxford University Press, 2010); Sachedina, The Islamic Roots of Democratic
Pluralism (New York: Oxford University Press, 2001); Ann Elizabeth Mayer, Islam
and Human Rights: Tradition and Politics (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 2007);
Abdullahi An-Naim, Islam and Human Rights: Selected Essays of Abdullahi An-Na'im
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48.
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50.

(Farnham: Ashgate, 2010); An-Na'im, Toward an Islamic Reformation: Civil Liberties,
Human Rights, and International Law (Syracuse, NY: Syracuse University Press, 1990);
Irene Oh, The Rights of God: Islam, Human Rights, and Comparative Ethics (Washington,
DC: Georgetown University Press, 2007); David Novak, Conventional Rights: A Study in
Jewish Political Theory (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2000); and Novak,
Natural Law in Judaism (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998).

See Little, “Belief, Ethnicity, and Nationalism,” in Nationalism and Ethnic Politics 1, no.
2 (1995): 284-301; Little, “Ground to Stand On: A Philosophical Reappraisal of Human
Rights Language,” in Essays by David Little (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
forthcoming); and Little, “Peace, Justice, and Religion,” in What Is a Just Peace?, ed. Pierre
Allan and Alexis Keller (New York: Oxford University Press, 2006), 149-175.

Little often cites the work of Johannes Morsink in documenting the kind of cross-cultural
debating that went into the drafting of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights; see
Morsink, The Universal Declaration of Human Rights: Origins, Drafting, and Intent
(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1999).

See Little and Appleby, “A Moment of Opportunity?”

This approach informs Timothy Sisk, ed., Between Terror and Tolerance: Religious Leaders,
Conflict, and Peacemaking (Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press, 2011). This
work studies the potential constructive and destructive roles of religious leaders within the
nexus of religion, nationalism, and state formation as well as in relation to supra-national
doctrinal disputes, as in the Sunni-Shi’a divide.

See, for instance, Oren Yiftachel, Ethnocracy: Land and Identity Politics in Israel/Palestine
(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2006).

See Scott Hibbard, Religious Politics and Secular States: Egypt, India, and the United States
(Baltimore, MD: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 2010).

Elizabeth Shakman Hurd, The Politics of Secularism in International Relations (Princeton,
NJ: Princeton University Press, 2008).

See, for example, Saba Mahmood, “The Politics of Freedom: Geopolitics, Minority Rights,
and Gender;” the annual Helen Pond McIntyre ’48 Lecture, Barnard College, New York,
New York, November 5, 2009, http://mrzine.monthlyreview.org/2009/mahmood231109.
html.

Jean Zaru, Occupied with Nonviolence: A Palestinian Woman Speaks (Minneapolis: Fortress
Press, 2008), 42.

Mahmood (in collaboration with Shakman Hurd) explains that the principle of religious
freedom is intricately related to the story of the emergence of the secular-liberal demo-
cratic state. A genealogy of this development shows the carving of religion out of the
political and the framing of religion as a belief and/or faith and as a phenomenon also
characterized by doctrines, creeds, institutions, and rituals. While this framing seems to
make sense in a particular context, its universalization, through a process of colonial clas-
sification and domination, was precisely that of an imposition of alien categories, even
if those categories may have been eventually internalized and appropriated by colonial
subjects.

Zaru, 62.

In June of 2011, I attended a conference entitled “Local Peacebuilding and Religion: Conflict,
Practice, and Models” at Emory University. A small number of the presentations moved
beyond the paradigm that privileges the far and the exotic over discursive self-examination.
In a paper titled “Sacrifice, Civil Religion, and Obstacles to Peacebuilding in the U.S.,” Kelly
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Denton-Borhaug probed into the relevance of deconstructing an ethos of exceptional-
ism and sacrifice as key for moving constructively from the belligerent and imperialistic
paradigms of American foreign policy. This process of introspection involves an analysis
of the selective deployment of religious imaginaries in the construal and reproduction of
an American civil religion. Denton-Borhaug’s project, therefore, suggests that “religion”
can be involved in peacebuilding through a process of critique and rethinking “empire”
and “national destiny” Another presentation by William O’Neil challenged the premises
and categories of restorative justice as pivotal for rethinking peacebuilding in the United
States. Likewise moving beyond the far as the focus of peacebuilding (and religion as it
relates to conflict), Jason Springs discussed “Peacebuilding in Contexts of Structural and
Cultural Violence: The Case of the Headscarf Controversy in France” Here the focus is
western Europe and rising Islamophobia. The analysis of this trend requires one to deploy
the tools of cultural theory as well as peace studies. Structural and cultural forms of vio-
lence as embodied in the ethos of laicité in France, for example, necessitate a deconstructive
critique of secularism, colonialism, orientalism, and multiculturalism. For an illustrative
example of what this kind of critique might look like, see Joan Wallach Scott, The Politics of
the Veil (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2007).

Douglas Johnston and Cynthia Sampson, Religion: The Missing Dimension of Statecraft
(Washington, DC: Center for Strategic and International Studies, 1994).

Douglas Johnston, ed., Faith-Based Diplomacy: Trumping Realpolitik (New York: Oxford
University Press, 2003); Thomas Scott, The Global Resurgence of Religion and the
Transformation of International Relations: The Struggle for the Soul of the Twenty-First
Century (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2005); David Smock, ed., Religious Contributions
to Peacemaking: When Religion Brings Peace, Not War (Washignton D.C.: United States
Institute of Peace, 2006), http://www.usip.org/sites/default/files/resources/PWJan2006.
pdf and “Faith-based NGOs and International Peacebuilding,” www.usip.org/pubs/spe-
cialreports (2001); Marc Gopin, To Make the Earth Whole: The Art of Citizen Diplomacy in
an Age of Religious Militancy (Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield, 2009); and Coward
and Smith, Religion and Peacebuilding.

Here I allude to the concept of “soft power” developed by Joseph S. Nye in Soft Power: The
Means to Success in World Politics (New York: Public Affairs, 2004).

The designation “faith-based” suggests that religious peacebuilding did not pose a radical
challenge to the operative theoretical frameworks in international relations (realism, lib-
eralism, and constructivism). Therefore, it is not surprising that Emily Cochran Bech and
Jack Snyder, in their conclusion to an edited volume Religion and International Relations
Theory (New York: Columbia University Press, 2011), argue that challenges from discur-
sive critiques, as in Shakman-Hurd, only illuminate some correctable limitations in each
of these conventions.

See Atalia Omer, “Can a Critic Be a Caretaker Too? Religion, Conflict, and Conflict
Transformation,” Journal of the American Academy of Religion 79, no. 2 (2011): 459-496.
See, for instance, Susan Okin, Is Multiculturalism Bad for Women? (Princeton,
NJ: Princeton University Press, 1999).

Lederach and Appleby, “Strategic Peacebuilding: An Overview, in Strategies of
Peace: Transforming Conflict in a Violent World, eds. Daniel Philpott and Gerard
E Powers (New York: Oxford University Press, 2010). See also Lederach, “Justpeace,” in
People Building Peace: 35 Inspiring Stories from Around the World, ed. Paul Van Tongeren
(Utrecht: European Centre for Conflict Prevention, 1999), 27-36.
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58. A notable stride in this direction was the convening by the Chicago Council on Global
Affairs of a task force to explore the role of global religions in international politics and
diplomacy. It is no surprise that co-chairing this task force was R. Scott Appleby, whose
earlier work set the parameters for the study of religious peacebuilding.

59. One way to open up the discussion to critique would be through integrating the philo-
sophical explorations of religion and human rights, especially the issue of proselytiz-
ing. See, for instance, Jean Bethke Elshtain, “Toleration, Proselytizing, and the Politics
of Recognition,” and John Witte Jr., “The Rights and Limits of Proselytism in the New
Religious World Order;” in Religious Pluralism, Globalization, and World Politics, ed.
Thomas Banchoff (New York: Oxford University Press, 2008), 89-104 and 105-124.

60. Judith Plaskow, Standing Again at Sinai: Judaism from a Feminist Perspective (San
Francisco: Harper and Row, 1990).

61. See Marshall, “Women, Religion, and Peacebuilding Interview Series,” US Institute of
Peace, the Berkley Center for Religion, Peace, and World Affairs, and the World Faiths
Development Dialogue (WFDD), http://berkleycenter.georgetown.edu/projects/
women-religion-and-peace-experience-perspectives-and-policy-implications. For an
analysis that centrally incorporates gender theory (not only an account of women, reli-
gion, and conflict/peace), see Monique Skidmore and Patricia Lawrence, eds., Wormen
and the Contested State: Religion, Violence, and Agency in South and Southeast Asia (Notre
Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 2007).

62. Mahmood, Politics of Piety: The Islamic Revival and the Feminist Subject (Princeton,
NJ: Princeton University Press, 2005).
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CHAPTER 2

.......................................................................................................

RELIGIOUS VIOLENCE
The Strong, the Weak, and the Pathological

.......................................................................................................

R. SCOTT APPLEBY

How do we begin to account for the human act of violating another person? What are we to
make of the brutalities of rape, torture, and the slaughter of innocents? How do the advocates
and perpetrators of violence justify unspeakable deeds? What of violence that falls short of
“atrocity” but nonetheless seeks to harm, debase, and possibly kill?

And then we come to the question of agency. Are those who enact deadly violence to
be considered pathological and beyond the pale, or can violence be considered legitimate,
just, indeed valorous under certain circumstances? And who is to decide? Does the modern
nation-state have the legitimate monopoly on violence, as Weber famously asserted? Or may
protest movements, rebellions, and revolutions displace the state and do so with compelling
ethical and legal justification?

Such fundamental and enduring questions, typically the province of lawyers, constitu-
tionalists, political philosophers, and ethicists, become ever more complicated when religion
and religious actors are implicated in deadly violence. And lately they have been. Indeed, the
last three decades have witnessed a thematically and methodologically incoherent outpour-
ing of books, articles, and multimedia documentaries on “religious violence” Triggered by
the rise of virulent religious movements in the 1970s, this avalanche of reportage, analysis,
and commentary ranges in subject matter from lone assassins, apocalyptic cults, and reli-
giously ambiguous terrorists to networks of Hindu militants crisscrossing India, Jewish irre-
dentist movements in Israel, and the Sikh extremists of Punjab.' Everyone, it seems, has a
pet theory as to the who and why of religious violence, including those who see it as a reified
construct distracting attention from the structural and supposedly “legitimate” physical vio-
lence of the modern nation-state.> Meanwhile, the westernized global media has helped to
open a profitable market for books with titles featuring the words “sacred terror” and “holy
war.? The relative lack of sophistication regarding religion, not least in policy circles, com-
bined with the advent of a skeptical secularism as the default mode of public discourse in
North America and Europe, has abetted both the exoticizing of religion and the conflation
of public religion with fundamentalism and fundamentalism with terrorism.* That “religion
and violence” has “arrived” as an academic sub-field is evident in the recent or imminent
appearance of “readers,” “companions,” and “handbooks” for use by teachers, students, and
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researchers.s In short, it has been a seller’s market for scholars, public intellectuals, and pun-
dits trafficking in expertise in religious extremism.

The plethora of scholarly publications alone suggests the need to identify broad inter-
pretive categories and review a few representative titles for each. Accordingly, in this
survey of “the state of the field” I use the term strong religion to cluster works which see
religion itself as the source of, or justification for, deadly violence, or which emphasize
distinctive religious practices, beliefs, and ideologies as the decisive ingredients in violent
movements that may also draw on nationalist, ethnic, or other motivations.® My second
category, weak religion, refers to works that present religion as a dependent variable in
deadly violence, the primary source of which is secular in origin (e.g., enacted by the state,
or by nationalist or ethnic extremists). Finally, a network of scholars explores what might
be termed pathological religion, namely, religious actors whose embrace of fundamental-
ist or extremist religious modes of behavior reflect symptoms of psycho-social deviance.
The meaning and content of “religion” itself fluctuates within and across these interpretive
modes, as I indicate below.

STRONG RELIGION

Authors writing in the “strong religion” camp focus on the phenomenology and history of
religion itself as sufficient to inspire and authorize deadly violence, which may be enacted
by the self-styled “true believers” themselves or by their religiously less literate or committed
surrogates.

The most influential author in this category is the sociologist of religion Mark
Juergensmeyer, who spices his selections of scriptures and traditions of divine warfare with
observations and insights derived from field interviews, gleanings from websites, and evoca-
tive quotations from extremist treatises and apocalyptic “novels” such as The Turner Diaries.
In his role as a synthesist, Juergensmeyer has been criticized for skimming the surface and
conflating different types of religious (and nonreligious) actors, but his conceptual contri-
butions to the field are undeniable. His best-known work, Terror in the Mind of God: The
Global Rise of Religious Violence, tapped into the intense anxiety provoked by the events
of 9/11. Written in accessible prose, its cover adorned with menacing close-ups of three
then-prominent—and strikingly disparate, not to say incomparable—“religious terrorists”
(Timothy McVeigh, Osama bin Laden, and Shoko Asahara of Aum Shinrikyo), the book
reinforced the impression that religious violence is a ubiquitous and particularly lethal threat
to world order and security. It also provided a showcase for key concepts that Juergensmeyer
had been developing as his signal contribution to the field.

The most cited of these is the notion of cosmic war. Religious extremists—reveling in
myths of a martial past, believing themselves to be enacting God’s will, and viewing the cur-
rent military campaign as but a chapter in a glorious and protracted battle between good and
evil—adopt a calculus of warfare that is radically different, and less strictly rational, than
that governing the tactics of secular combatants. The true believers, Juergensmeyer argues,
see themselves engaged in a metaphysical struggle, the ultimate stakes of which dwarf mere
territorial or political ambitions and justify endless, self-renewing, ultra-violent enactments
of divine wrath. “What makes religious violence particularly savage and relentless is that its
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perpetrators have placed such religious images of divine struggle—cosmic war—in the ser-
vice of worldly political battles,” he writes.®

Religious narratives of martyrdom, sacrifice, and conquest inform the notion of cosmic
war, which in turn provides the script that is played out in the performative as well as the tac-
tical violence of al-Qaeda, Aum Shinryko, the Christian Identity militias, and many more.
Performative violence—extremist acts which are primarily symbolic in nature—gestures
toward an infinite horizon of meaning beyond the immediate strategic or practical consid-
erations of the present battle. (Such acts may also carry “demonstration effect,” which can
deliver quite practical propaganda and recruiting results, as in: See what a few true believ-
ers/suicide plane hijackers, empowered by faith and equipped only with courage, zeal, and
a few box-cutters, can do—bring the mighty, pagan America to its knees in terror!) Cosmic
war, Juergensmeyer contends, is central to a religious worldview and it thereby valorizes reli-
gious commitment as a path of honor and virtue, endows individuals as well as societies with
nobility and meaning, justifies otherwise despicable acts, and provides political legitimiza-
tion to its warriors.?

But is “cosmic war” central to a religious worldview or is it derived mainly from the
extremist wing of contemporary religious movements? And is it accurate to apply this
notion broadly, to religious movements in general? Juergensmeyer’s published work oscil-
lates between holding religion itself accountable for violence authorized or enacted by reli-
gious actors (“strong religion”), and laying the blame on nationalist or ethnic actors who
manipulate religious sensibilities, symbols, and actors toward decidedly nonreligious ends
(“weak religion”). But he nonetheless applies cosmic war as a theoretical canopy overarching
secular as well as religious actors. “The Palestinian conflict,” he writes in a typical passage, “is
conceived as something larger than a contest between Arabs and Jews: it is a cosmic struggle
of Manichaean proportions.”*°

An elastic definition of religion and who counts as religious creates certain analytical chal-
lenges for the theorist and comparativist of religious violence. So, too, do the substantive and
organizational differences between the religious groups engaged in deadly violence. These
include fundamentalist movements that emerge within multigenerational global religions
such as Islam and Christianity and draw on their ideological and organizational resources;
less organizationally robust and pervasive sects and “new religious movements,” including
cults such as the Branch Davidians and Aum Shinryko, which depend heavily on a charis-
matic leader; and loosely affiliated networks such as the Christian Identity militias." In addi-
tion, there are significant variations within these clusters, and one must consider how the
variations might affect the use or frequency of various forms of violence. “Structurally, the
radical right is a confusing, seemingly anarchic world,” writes Michael Barkun, an expert on
Christian extremism and apocalyptic violence.”

Other scholars of religious violence writing in the “strong religion” mode have also strug-
gled with the challenges of differentiating religious from other motivations, isolating dis-
tinctively religious dynamics, and accounting for the ways religion is embedded in specific
historical and cultural contexts. They are aware that some of their colleagues in the study of
religion argue that what we call religion, in addition to being a category of analysis developed
in the modern period and complicit in Western colonial and imperial efforts to conquer and
control non-Western populations, is so fluid, contingent, and adaptive that it cannot respon-
sibly be posited as a stable source of identity and behavior. The most radical expression of
this view holds that the concept of “religion” is “manufactured, constructed, invented or
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imagined, but does not correspond to an objective reality ‘out there’ in the world.” The term
should therefore be dropped altogether.s

In her chapter on religious peacebuilding in this volume, Atalia Omer offers a generous
and sympathetic rendering of my own work in the “strong religion” mode, The Ambivalence
of the Sacred: Religion, Violence, and Reconciliation. Without repeating her lucid summary of
that book’s main themes and argument, I can say simply that I am certainly not in the “there
is no such thing as religion” camp. Rather, I accept the “reality” of the human experience of
the numinous, which cannot be reduced to the totality of its psychological, social, economic,
cultural, and other dimensions. That this cross-cultural and cross-generational experience,
or set of experiences, finds expression in historically contingent practices, beliefs, and insti-
tutions, and is already always “reduced” semiotically as well as linguistically—that is, con-
tained and truncated within connotative and allusive as well as denotative (and thus “naive”)
discursive modes—is undeniable. The challenge, however, is to determine, as far as possible,
how these different cultural, social, and psychological “placements” of religious experiences
condition the concrete working-out of a behavioral response within the range of violent and
nonviolent options available to the devout. To acknowledge that religion is a modern con-
struct, differentiated from the state in order to be constrained by secular power, does not
absolve the interpreter from the task of scrutinizing its present configurations.

One thread of historical continuity is precisely the ongoing construction of the sacred.
Deadly violence against the impure, the heretic, and the infidel, I have argued, is an authen-
tic, if not necessarily legitimate, response to the encounter with the sacred, the power of
which is rendered, variously, as awesome, imposing, creative, destructive, fascinating, lib-
erating, and commanding. When people believe themselves to be acting in response to the
sacred, the timing, nature, duration, targets, audience(s), and understood purpose of their
acts draw heavily on the sensibilities, symbols, rituals, precepts, and doctrines available
within the discursive community. Such action is always “militant,” according to the termi-
nology I employ; that is, driven by “a passion for the infinite” and a corresponding spirit
of self-denial, sacrifice, and zeal for doing “God’s will” It is “extremist” (in my usage) when
the dynamics of “othering” and demonizing kick in, to a degree that the annihilation of the
enemy is considered a religious obligation.

In underscoring the distinctively religious character of some expressions of religious
violence, my approach accords with the “strong religion” explanatory framework. As
Omer notes, however, I find in “the ambivalence of the sacred”—that is, in the pre-moral,
pre-interpreted, “raw” (if always mediated) experience of the radical mystery of the
numinous—a powerful source of nonviolent peacebuilding, compassion, and love of
enemy. In accounting for religious violence as well as religious peacebuilding, hermeneu-
tics is everything, contestation is inevitable, and struggle within and outside the enclave
is the norm."

The corollaries of both the cosmic war thesis and the ambivalence thesis hold explana-
tory power. Martial themes and symbols abound in the religious imagination, as one would
expect from peoples convinced that human existence is a never-ending face-off between the
electand the reprobate, the pure and impure.s Religious “militance”—absolute and uncondi-
tional devotion to the sacred cause—makes compromise unlikely; this helps to explain why
religious actors are among the major rejectionists of peace processes and agents of spoiler
violence.* Related motifs of divine wrath and judgment, rituals of purification, and contes-
tations over sacred space also inhabit the religious imaginary and provide evidence for the
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“strong religion” interpretation of religious violence. Indeed, an array of scholars, spanning
the disciplines of ritual studies, history, semiotics, cultural anthropology, theology, ethics,
and peace and conflict studies, has explored the potential for inciting violence in behaviors
and practices typically seen as constitutive of religion.

DESIRE, MIMESIS, RITUAL

“In many rituals the sacrificial act assumes two opposing aspects, appearing at times as a
sacred obligation to be neglected at grave peril, at other times as a sort of criminal activity
entailing perils of equal gravity” Thus begins Violence and the Sacred, the influential text
of the French literary critic René Girard, who sets forth his theory of mimetic desire, ritual
sacrifice, and the dual function of religion to authorize and contain violence. By “mimetic
desire” Girard refers to the tendency of a tribe to emulate the desirable traits of an other
who is perceived as strong, noble, “ideal,” but whose perceived superior status and power
ultimately become the source of envy, jealousy, resentment, and often bitter competition and
loathing. Such visceral impulses must be channeled and managed, lest they destroy the host
community. Through the sacrifice of a scapegoat, the collective anger and aggression that
build up in a community and can threaten to turn its members against against one another
are transferred to a “safe” victim. In Girard’s view, “the function of ritual is to ‘purify’ vio-
lence; that is, to ‘trick’ violence into spending itself on victims whose death will provoke no
reprisals” In this sense, Girard comments, “ritual is nothing more than the regular exercise
of ‘good violence”"* When sacrificial rituals break down, religious symbols and myths can
be turned to justify aggression against outsiders, often in the form of a “holy war” In short,
as Charles Selengut comments, “religion, by sacralizing and legitimating violence against
enemies or promoting ritual enactments of mythic violence, rids a society of its own intra-
group violence®

Girard’s influence is far-ranging. The Christian writer Gil Bailie sees Girard’s focus on the
“redemptive victim” as a “breakthrough” that relieves society of the need for religious or eth-
nic war. The logic of sacred violence, Bailie argues, “is nowhere expressed more succinctly
nor repudiated more completely than in the New Testament, where the high priest solemnly
announces its benefits and the crucifixion straightaway reveals its arbitrariness and horror.”>
Scholars find Girardian theory a useful analytical lens. While acknowledging that mimetic
desire and the crisis of ritual sacrifice do not comprehend the entire range of motivations for
religious violence, Selengut points out that Girard’s theory “is particularly helpful because
it incorporates myth, ritual and the unconscious and refuses to explain violence as [merely]
the result of logical goals or political strategy” While religious violence may not make mil-
itary or political sense, in other words, it may make religious and psychological sense by
“resolving” certain internal problems for a society. Intriguingly, Selengut uses scapegoating
and mimetic desire as a lens for analyzing intragroup Israeli dynamics in the context of the
struggle against the religious and ethnic Palestinian other.>

Taking a page from Girard (while drawing explicitly on other theorists of religion such as
Wayne Proudfoot), Hugh Nicholson argues that religious and theological discourse, driven
by rivalry, is inherently polemical—and thereby all the more creative and adaptive. The
need to distinguish oneself from one’s intra- and/or inter-religious adversaries, he suggests,
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inspires “a process of abstraction and sublimation” even as it compels religious communities
into oppositional political modes.>

Along similar lines, Regina Schwartz’s elegant analysis of “the violent legacy of mono-
theism,” The Curse of Cain, traces the origin of violence to identity formation, specifically
to “imagining identity as an act of distinguishing and separating from others, of bound-
ary marking and line drawing” The Bible, she argues, narrates and instantiates the “sib-
ling rivalry” born of competition for scarce resources. Along the way Schwartz engages the
notion of substitutive sacrifice, noting that “Girard. . . stresses that for identification in sac-
rificial ritual to work, the original object of violence must not be lost sight of in the substitu-
tion.” Yet too often in Biblical narratives, she observes, the symbolic enactment is eschewed
and violence is “literalized.”>

A related subject of inquiry is the role of ritual and symbol in sacralizing mass violence.
Natalie Zemon Davis, a historian of the early modern period, studied religious riots in
sixteenth-century France. The goal of the rioters was “ridding the community of dreaded
pollution. . . [which] would surely provoke the wrath of God” While Catholics and
Protestants timed and framed their acts of violence differently, they shared a goal “reminis-
cent of the insistence of revolutionary millenarian movements that the wicked be extermi-
nated that the godly may rule” “Is there any way we can order the terrible, concrete details of
filth, shame, and torture reported from both Protestant and Catholic riots?” Davis ponders.
“I would suggest that they can be reduced to a repertory of actions from the Bible, from the
liturgy, from the action of political authority, or from the traditions of popular folk justice,
intended to purify the religious community and humiliate the enemy and thus make him less
harmful”>+

Similar patterns of religious violence recur in more contemporary clashes between
religious activists. What Davis argues for sixteenth-century France—namely, that “the
occasion for most religious violence was during the time of religious worship or rit-
ual and in the space which one or both groups were using for sacred purposes”™—
applies equally to the bloody confrontations between Jews and Muslims worshipping
at Temple Mount/Haram al-Sharif in Jerusalem; Muslim and Hindu riots in India trig-
gered by Hindu nationalists who destroyed the Babri Mosque of Ayodhya to build the
temple of the Lord Ram on that site in 1992; the storming of the Golden Temple of
Amritsar, where Sikh extremists had taken refuge, and the retaliatory violence, includ-
ing the assassination of Indira Gandhi by her Sikh bodyguards; and the “rites of vio-
lence” among religious and ethnic groups of South Asia examined by anthropologist
Stanley Tambiah.>

FUNDAMENTALISMS AND VIOLENCE

A formidable subset of modern movements, groups, and organizations vying for cultural
influence, social capital, and political power display a pronounced religious dimension.
The vast and “incoherent” literature on religious violence fails to cohere, inter alia, on the
question of whether religious movements of this power-seeking sort are more prone to vio-
lence than their secular counterparts. Much of the analysis of political Islam moves in this
direction, for example.”” A related question, dealt with effectively in Atalia Omer’s opening
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chapter, is whether so-called “civilizational blocs,” 4 1a Huntington, replicate the contestation
over sacred space and resources.

Another sprawling body of scholarship, dissecting “the radical right,” includes authors
who place at least part of the phenomenon—especially its millenarian wing—in the cat-
egory of politicized religious violence. The Christian Identity movement is the most
prominent and analyzed exemplar of what Michael Barkun calls the “racist right” These
anti-government movements do not fall neatly into the categories of ecclesial polity; they
tend to be less structured and less explicitly religious than cults or sects, for example, though
some branches feature one or more of the following religious elements: a charismatic leader
claiming direct divine authority or access to special revelation; religious or quasi-religious
rituals and practices; a polemical claim to be the sacred remnant or true inheritor of the
religious tradition; biblical proof-texts; and a social imaginary drenched in apocalyptic dis-
course.?® The scholars of violence David Rapoport and Jeffrey Kaplan have toiled, with con-
siderable success, to map the shadowy world of international terrorism, including its recent
stage of inward-turning localism, what Kaplan calls “the new tribalism” Religious actors and
themes inhabit corners of this world but do not define it.>®

Less ambiguously, religious dynamics are at the core of the “power-seeking” movements
and organizations labeled “fundamentalist” Do fundamentalisms “tend toward” violence?
Are they inherently violent? Or, on the contrary, is it erroneous to posit a necessary con-
nection between fundamentalism and violence? If the ambivalence thesis is correct, then to
acknowledge fundamentalist movements as religious at their core does not necessarily imply
that they are automatically violent as well. Yet fundamentalisms are viewed in some quarters
as interpretations of religion that amplify its destructive power to such a degree as to mute
its counterbalancing trajectory toward empathy and embrace. Thus the question becomes: if
religions have the capacity to sublimate or spiritualize militancy, and even to channel ener-
gies toward nonviolent peacebuilding, do fundamentalisms have that capacity as well?

Scholars, as one might expect, disagree on this pivotal matter. One’s response to the
question depends on how one defines and assesses fundamentalism. (As one Baptist from
Chicago complained: “How dare they compare us to the Ayatollah Khomeini? We do not
store guns in the basement of Moody Bible School!”) In 1988 the American Academy of Arts
and Sciences launched a multi-year, interdisciplinary project on “global fundamentalisms,”
which ultimately involved more than seventy scholars and produced essays on dozens of
movements around the world, published in five encyclopedia-sized volumes, followed by a
co-authored capstone volume.* Even this massive project accounts only for a fraction of the
books and articles on fundamentalisms, both tradition-specific and comparative, published
since the term crept into the international lexicon in the late 1970s.3* Among the more stimu-
lating works are those that deconstruct the term, mount a critique of the naive or politically
charged use of it, or offer theoretically interesting “explanations” of the phenomena to which
it points, however inadequately.

With respect to the responsible use of the term as a comparative construct, a degree
of definitional consensus emerged among the fifteen or so core contributors to the
Fundamentalism Project; they see “fundamentalism” as a modern religious logic and a
mode of politicized religion available to conservative, orthodox, and traditional as well as
“disembedded” practitioners (e.g., cyberspace jihadists, religiously illiterate youth). In this
modest consensus view, “fundamentalism” functions in roughly the same way that “mod-
ernism,” “liberalism,” and other modern interpretive/behavioral schools represent their own
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distinctive reactions to the complex set of material and structural conditions and accompa-
nying philosophies and worldviews which together constitute modernity/modernities.3

Ideologically, fundamentalist movements are both reactive and selective. They react pri-
marily to the marginalization of religion—that is, to the displacement of “true religion” by
nationalist political leaders, rival religious or ethnic groups, and scientific and cultural elites
(feminists being a particular béte noir). And they select elements of both the religious tradi-
tion and techno-scientific modernity; once “updated” and instrumentalized, these retrieved
practices, precepts, and doctrines constitute the foundation for an alternative worldview
and set of institutions capable of challenging the hegemony of secularism. To this end fun-
damentalists also embrace absolutism and dualism as tactics of resistance. In an attempt to
protect the holy book or hallowed tradition from the depredations of historical, literary, and
scientific criticism—that is, from criteria of validity and ways of knowing that deny the tran-
scendence of the sacred—fundamentalist leaders claim inerrancy and infallibility for their
religious knowledge. The truth revealed in scriptures and traditions is neither contingent
nor variable, but absolute. Each movement selects from its host religion certain scandalous
doctrines (i.e., beliefs not easily reconcilable to scientific rationality, such as the imminent
return of the Hidden Imam, the virgin birth of Christ, the divinity of the Lord Ram, the com-
ing of the Messiah to restore and rule “the Whole Land of Israel”). These “supernatural dicta”
they embellish, reify, and politicize. The confession of literal belief in these hard-to-swallow
“fundamentals” sets the self-described true believers apart from the “Westoxicated” masses.
Moreover, it marks them as members of a sacred remnant, an elect tribe commissioned to
defend the sacred against an array of “reprobate;” “fallen,” and “polluted” coreligionists—and
against the forces of evil that have corrupted the religious community.3+

Already one recognizes the religious core of fundamentalisms, and evidence mounts of
a propensity toward aggression, at the very least, as one considers which elements of the
historic religious repertoire are chosen and how they are adapted. That is, the vulnerability
of some religious actors to the seductions of an absolute truth and unambiguous moral clar-
ity shapes identity formation over against a demonized other (Schwartz). Desire to manipu-
late the awesome power of the numinous (Rudolf Otto*) seems to serve an (often awkward)
emulation of the idealized (secular) other—reflecting a grudging admiration which quickly
curdles into resentment and will to power (Girard).

That the dominative power perceived within the sacred holds a perhaps irresistible appeal
to the fundamentalist becomes ever more evident in the final ideological trait, namely, the
retrieval and embellishment of the millennial or apocalyptic dimension of the religious
imagination. By these two terms I mean to include the array of combustible eschatological
doctrines, myths, and precepts embedded in the history and religious imagination of the
major religious traditions of the world. Islam, Christianity, and Judaism all anticipate a dra-
matic moment in time, or beyond time, in which God will bring history to a just (and often
bloody) culmination. In certain religious communities, such as Shi’ite Islam or evangelical
Protestant Christianity, this expectation is highly pronounced and developed. (Indeed, the
term “millennialism” refers to the prophesied thousand-year reign of the Christ, follow-
ing his return in glory to defeat the Anti-Christ.) What is striking, however, is the recent
retrieval of apocalyptic themes, images, and myths by fundamentalists from religious com-
munities with a muted or underdeveloped strain of “end times” thought.3¢

How does this retrieval and embellishment of apocalyptic or millennial themes func-
tion within fundamentalist movements that seek recruits from among their orthodox
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coreligionists? Leaders seeking to form cadres for jihad, crusade, or anti-Muslim (or
anti-Jewish, etc.) riots must convince the believer that violence is justified in religious
terms. Luckily for them, most scriptures and traditions contain ambiguities and excep-
tions—including what might be called “emergency clauses” Thus the Granth Sahib,
the holy book and living guru of the Sikhs, repeatedly enjoins forgiveness, compassion,
and love toward enemies. It does, however, also contain an injunction calling believers
to arms, if necessary, if the Sikh religion itself is threatened with extinction—a passage
put to use by Jarnail Singh Bhindranwale, the Sikh militant who cut a swath of ter-
ror through the Punjab in the early 1980s.5” Such “emergency clauses” can be found in
the Qur’an, the Hebrew Bible, and the New Testament as well. And what better “emer-
gency” than the advent of the predicted “dark age” or reign of evil that precedes the
coming of the Messiah, the return of the Mahdji, the vindication of the righteous at
God’s hands? The fundamentalist invocation of “millennialism,” in short, strives to
convince believers that they are engaged not merely in a mundane struggle for territory
or political power or financial gain, but in a cosmic war (Juergensmeyer), a battle for
the soul and for the future of humanity. In such a context, violence is not only permis-
sible; it is obligatory.

Case studies illustrating these dynamics proliferated after the Islamic revolution in Iran
and, again, after 9/11.3® While fundamentalists are not portrayed uniformly as irrational,
much less pathological, most authors of the scholarly literature are not themselves funda-
mentalists (and many are not religious in any sense), and they leave little doubt that move-
ments with a strong religious or “fundamentalist” element are indeed prone to pursue power
through the barrel of a gun. Bruce Lawrence, an American scholar of Islam who authored a
seminal analysis of comparative fundamentalisms that helped launch that sub-field of study,
provides a more nuanced treatment.?* Shattering the Myth: Islam Beyond Violence success-
fully steers a middle course between apologetics and polemics by demonstrating how the
variability of Islam—the book considers and compares Islamist leaders and movements in
Tunisia, Egypt and Syria, Indonesia and Malaysia—fosters a spectrum of Muslim attitudes
toward violence, including strategies for averting the cyclical violence that feeds on patterns
of revenge and retaliation.+

WEAK RELIGION

“Strong religion” as an interpretive approach, as we have seen, encompasses works that
underscore the capacity of religions themselves to enjoin or legitimate deadly violence, as
well as studies of movements, groups, networks, and organizations driven primarily by reli-
gious goals and dynamics. Yet few movements that foment violence are wholly or “purely”
religious—including “strong religious” networks such as al-Qaeda, Hezbollah, or Gush
Emunim. Most collectives are “mixed” in membership—composed, that is, of “true believ-
ers” as well as bureaucratic functionaries, armed militias, ideological fellow travelers, dis-
placed youth, and bandwagon-jumpers.

Even more to the point is the fact that contemporary and recent reformist, revolution-
ary, fundamentalist, and other politicized social movements have emerged in the con-
text of “hyper-modernity;,” an era characterized by unprecedented globalizing trends,
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ideologies of nationalism, and the omnipresent “totalizing” nation-state.# In this
milieu, religion is seldom the sole player, and religious actors themselves are suscep-
tible to worldviews and habits of mind embedded in structures and processes derived
not from religious but from “worldly” (secular) trajectories. Accordingly, innumerable
books and articles published over the last few decades modify the category “religious
violence” by embedding religious agency within encompassing nationalist and eth-
nic narratives. I call these works examples of a “weak religion” interpretive approach,
because many of these accounts subordinate the religious motivations and dynamics of
violence-prone actors (inaccurately, in some cases) and also because a recurrent expla-
nation for the “dependent” role of religious actors within a “mixed” movement, or for
the mixed motives of religious actors themselves, is the vulnerability of religious lead-
ers and institutions to the manipulations of state, nationalist, and ethnic forces in their
societies. The religious element, that is, is relatively “weak.”

Two clarifications are in order. First, rather than construe “strong” and “weak” religious
presences as two wholly separate, isolated realities, as if some movements are always or
essentially “purely” religious, and others always or essentially diluted, it is more accurate
to use these terms as indicators of points on a continuum of configurations across which
religious actors move over time (in different directions). The interesting question is not
(only): Which movements are strong or weak at a given time? Rather, it is: Under what con-
ditions are religious actors (leaders, individuals, movements, institutions) more and less vul-
nerable to nonreligious forces?

Second, the field of religious violence studies is evolving (perhaps an optimis-
tic choice of words) on this interpretive issue. Accordingly, several key authors have
written both in the “strong religion” and the “weak religion” mode. Juergensmeyer’s
Terror in the Mind of God falls more squarely in the former, for example, while his
other major work on religious violence, The New Cold War?: Religious Nationalism
Confronts the Secular State (1993)—updated and reissued in 2008 under the title
Global Rebellion: Religious Challenges to the Secular State, from Christian Militias to
Al Qaeda—is premised on the claim that militant religious actors of the twentieth cen-
tury have adopted the modern ideology of nationalism from their secular counterparts
as their political vehicle of choice. While Juergensmeyer does not call these religious
actors “weak,” exactly, three factors suggest their continuing vulnerability to being
defined by their putative adversaries: their reliance on a historically secular (i.e., alien)
model of political and social order; their serial failures to transform it into an effective
religious model (with the debatable case of Iran being the major possible exception);
and the “mixed” (religious and vaguely religious or even irreligious) character of these
political movements.

Juergensmeyer’s approach, while persuasive in some respects, attempts to squeeze all
major violent religious actors into one procrustean category, “religious nationalism,” thereby
eliminating from view the important and numerous militant religious actors who decry “the
idolatry of the state” into which their coreligionists have fallen, and/or who offer a different
political model (e.g., the restored caliphate) around which to rally the troops.# The term
“fundamentalism” has its own deficiencies, but it does encompass a broader range of “mili-
tantly antisecularist and antimodernist” political options. In Shattering the Myth, Lawrence
attempts to settle this debate by presenting “religious nationalism” as a subset or species of
the genus “fundamentalisms.”#
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RELIGION, NATIONALISM, AND VIOLENCE

One of the themes of the vast theoretical literature on nationalism is the exclusionary nature
of the process of national formation, which is linked to the sacralization of the nation itself.++
Befitting an interpretive approach to religious violence that emphasizes the susceptibility of
religious militants to manipulation by nationalists, several recent studies focus on the pat-
tern whereby, as the political scientist Scott Hibbard puts it, “ostensibly secular state actors
sought to coopt the ideas and activists associated with religious fundamentalisms”# A small
mountain of literature, much of it by social scientists, explores how politicians recruited reli-
gious actors in Sudan, Sri Lanka, Iran, Israel, and elsewhere to do their “dirty work,” includ-
ing the violent persecution of religious and ethnic minorities.*¢ Hibbard’s own recent book,
Religious Politics and Secular States: Egypt, India, and the United States, adds a new wrinkle
to this interpretive camp by focusing on state actors and on the partly unintended conse-
quences of their machinations. “The invocation of illiberal renderings of religious tradition
provided state actors with a cultural basis for their claims to rule and an effective means
of mobilizing popular sentiment behind traditional patterns of social and political hierar-
chy” he writes. As a result, “secular norms were displaced by exclusive forms of religious
politics”+” “Weak” religion gains a boost of power, welcome or not, in this transition.

A subtle and provocative variation on the “religious versus secular” theme places
aggressive religious and secular actors in the same interpretive frame. For example, Joyce
Dalsheim’s analysis of right-wing religious settlers in Gaza and their leftist and secular antag-
onists situates these opposing camps within a broader account of the social and cultural
work they inadvertently collude to accomplish. Their antagonism “reinscribes existing cat-
egories, setting the boundaries of ways of being, and the limits of public debate,” she writes.
“The appearance of incommensurable discourses in conflict conceals continuities and com-
monalities among these Israelis who are all part of the settler project in Palestine and who are
all subject to the disciplining processes of state rationality.’+*

Further down the road to crediting religious agency in nationalist campaigns are studies
in which the term “religious nationalism” appears prominently. The subcontinent of India is
the locus of many such organizations and movements.# The anthropologist and professor
of comparative religion Peter van der Veer calls attention to the nationalist appropriation of
widespread religious practices such as the ritual performance of pilgrimage, as well as tradi-
tional discourse on the body and the family, for the purpose of nation building in India and
Sri Lanka. While van der Veer acknowledges the complicity of religious actors in this appro-
priation, he emphasizes the priority granted by them to nationalist discourse:

Nationalism reinterprets religious discourse on gender, on the dialectics of masculinity and
femininity, to convey a sense of belonging to the nation. It appropriates the disciplinary prac-
tices, connected to the theme of the management of desire, in the service of its own political
project. Nationalism also grafts its notion of territory onto religious notions of sacred space. It
develops a ritual repertoire, based on early rituals of pilgrimage, to sanctify the continuity of
the territory.s°

Indeed, a major theme in the literature argues that the manipulation of South Asian com-
munities of practice by colonial and imperial powers left them in a “weakened” religious
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condition—weakened, in no small part, by their reduction to the status of a “religion” differ-
entiated from the political authority and from other local or regional communities of prac-
tice. Harjot Oberoi traces this disintegrative process in Sikhism, which ultimately led to the
rupture of the Sikh community, the construction of religious boundaries, the (re)valoriza-
tion of a warrior caste, and vicious intra- as well as inter-religious conflict.>*

ETHNO-RELIGIOUS VIOLENCE

The relationship between ethnicity and religion can become a vicious circle. On the one
hand, religions yield their independence and autonomy when they sacralize ethnic iden-
tity. On the other, as David Little observes, “religiously shaded ‘ethnic tension” appears to be
latent in the very process of ethnic classification”’s> Whenever supposedly “primordial” ties
of blood, land, and birth assume a transcendent dimension, whenever religious authorities
invoke the idea of a ‘chosen people; they thereby sanctify the quest for ethnic hegemony and
appear to provide justification for engaging in deadly violence against rival ethnic groups.
Folk religion—“the religion of the people’—therefore claims a special relationship to, or
authority over, national consciousness.

The reverse is also true: ethnonationalist leaders can and do exploit a religion’s identifica-
tion with “the people,” especially at times when a heightened perception of threat destabilizes
society. According to Michael Sells, the Bosnian War of 1992 to 1995 featured the perpetra-
tion of religiously justified violence elicited by ethnonationalist extremism. In his rivet-
ing account, The Bridge Betrayed, Sells demonstrates how the Serbian politician Slobodan
Milosevic manipulated the folk and nationalist elements of the Serbian Orthodox Church,
turning potential critics into allies, or silent bystanders, as he launched a campaign of ethnic
cleansing. Milosevic orchestrated the events of June 28, 1989, for example, when the Serb
Orthodox patriarch led a procession of priests in scarlet robes marking the death of Prince
Lazar, the hero of Serb nationalist mythology, at the battle of Kosovo. Nearby, on the plain of
Gazimestan, where the battle had taken place, a vast crowd gathered. Milosevic mounted a
stage with a backdrop depicting peonies, the flower that symbolized the blood of Lazar, and
an Orthodox cross at each of its four corners. (The symbol stands for the slogan “Only Unity
Saves the Serb”) The crowd chanted “Kosovo is Serb” and “We love you, Slobodan, because
you hate the Muslims.” The former communist “had adroitly transformed himself into an
ethnoreligious nationalist,” Sells comments, and within three years, those who had directed
the “festivities” at Gazimestan were organizing unspeakable depravities against Bosnian
civilians.

Analysts who downplay the presence of religious elements in the Bosnian War point to the
secular orientation of the generals or to the manipulation of naive or weak religious officials.
One misreads the religious sensibilities of a people, however, by judging from the behavior
of their military or government leaders. “The genocide in Bosnia . . . was religiously moti-
vated and religiously justified,” Sells argues. “Religious symbols . . . myths of origin (pure
Serb race), symbols of passion (Lazar’s death), and eschatological longings (the resurrec-
tion of Lazar) were used by religious nationalists to create a reduplicating Milos Obilic [the
assassin of Sultan Murat], avenging himself on the Christ killer, the race traitor, the alien,
and, ironically, the falsely accused ‘fundamentalist’ next door” When the Serb and Croat
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armies systematically targeted libraries, museums, mosques, and churches, they were
destroying the evidence of five hundred years of inter-religious life in Bosnia. To evalu-
ate such acts as being religious in motivation and character is not to deny the explanatory
power of political and economic analyses. Neither is it to equate “genuine” religious behavior
with moral atrocities. Still less is it to valorize the acts in question as “holy” by calling them
religious. Unfortunately, the numinous power of the sacred—accessible to human beings
through multivalent symbols, elastic myths, and ambiguous rituals and conveyed through
the imperfect channels of intellect, will, and emotion—does not come accompanied by a
moral compass. The seeds of Serbian, Croatian, and Bosnian religiosity were not stamped
out under communist rule, even among the so-called secularized masses; but neither were
they nurtured. Scattered and left untended, they were eventually planted in the crude soil
of ethno-nationalism. “The human capacity for acknowledging religiously based evil,” Sells
concludes, “is particularly tenuous.”s+

In some prominent accounts of deadly conflict, religion is rendered “weak” by methods
and analyses that artificially subordinate religious motivations to economic, political, and
other factors. Such reductionist accounts distort the role of religion by failing to perceive
or “measure” religious agency and give an accurate account of its subtle power. Religious
dimensions of violence, in short, should not be evaluated as “weak” simply because they
escape certain kinds of social scientific methods of inquiry.ss

PATHOLOGICAL RELIGION

Prior to 9/11 Charles B. Strozier, a practicing psychoanalyst and currently a professor of his-
tory and the director of the Center on Terrorism at the John Jay College, CUNY, was not
exactly a voice crying in the wilderness; from the publication of Freud’s The Future of an
Illusion (1927), religion has been pathologized by a long and distinguished line of psycho-
analysts, social psychologists and social scientists more generally. Freud himself saw “cling-
ing to religion” as a neurotic regression to satisfy infantile desires and needs. Developing
insights of Freud and his successors, social philosophers and critical theorists such as Michel
Foucault and Judith Butler have presented ideas associated with the religious imagination
as formative of a subject who emerges through “passionate attachment” to his or her own
subordination.s¢ But Strozier, working at times with the psychiatrist Robert Jay Lifton, went
a step further. While working with fundamentalist Christians imprisoned at Riker’s Island
and preparing his 1994 book, Apocalypse: On the Psychology of Fundamentalism in America,
Strozier read the growing literatures on fundamentalism and modern apocalyptic move-
ments though the lens of psychoanalytic theory.s”

Around that time, a group of social psychologists, clinical psychologists, psychoanalysts,
and cultural historians began to explore what they call The Fundamentalist Mindset.>* While
the editors of the volume claim they do not intend to present fundamentalism within a devi-
ant frame, they nonetheless draw a straight line between the mindset and a psychological
disposition toward violence—and terrorism. In fact, the book details the profile not of a reli-
gious logic, but a patho-logic. The true believers, in short, suffer from the symptoms of a
mental disorder, an identifiable disease. Strozier and coauthor Katharine Boyd contend that
“the fundamentalist mindset, wherever it occurs, is composed of distinct characteristics,
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including dualistic thinking; paranoia and rage in a group context; an apocalyptic orienta-
tion that incorporates distinct perspectives on time, death, and violence; a relationship to
charismaticleadership; and a totalized conversion experience.”s In her essay “The Unsettling
of the Fundamentalist Mindset,” Lee Quinby develops the notion of an “apocalyptic sub-
jectivity” to which fundamentalists are prone—“a psychology subjected to the teachings
and the values found in the Book of Revelation.” Foundational to that psychology, Quinby
asserts, are “gender dualism, messianic rescue, and obedience to authority.”*

This interpretive approach turns both the strong and weak religion camps on their heads,
in that it sees militant religion (many varieties of which are included in their analyses) as the
distilled essence of a mindset discoverable in secular as well as strictly religious actors. Thus
the authors committed to the “pathological religion” thesis attempt to make a case for the
recurrent manifestation of a paranoid habit of mind, shaped by the alienating experience of
humiliation (or close identification with the humiliated), that can be perceived not only in
individuals but in bloodthirsty movements, groups, and parties ranging from the Jacobins of
1789 to the genocidaires of twentieth-century Nazi Germany, Rwanda, and Cambodia. They
cite theorists and theories of violence such as Jerrold Post’s typology of terrorist movements,
Vamik Volkan’s conceptualization of ethnic violence around concepts of a “chosen trauma”
and a “chosen glory,” and the work of Melanie Klein, Otto Kernberg, and Wilfrid Bion on
what might be called the pathology of ideology. In Strozier and company’s rendering, fun-
damentalism is not only religious, but secular, not only modern but primordial, ancient, and
medieval—and it is exceedingly violent in its trajectory and telos. This conceptual slipperi-
ness is justified by reference to the supposed “benefits of ambiguity, which makes for a larger
conceptual umbrella .. ”®

Yet such ambiguity invites chaos as well as creativity. Not least, it erodes the theoretical
foundations supporting an empirically accurate portrait of fundamentalists as unmistakably
modern, selective retrievers of the elements of religious traditions, including apocalyptic
and dualist habits of mind, for the purpose of constructing religiously nuanced alternatives
to an overweening, hostile, secular political and cultural milieu. One of the alternatives is the
creation of a theocratic state or transnational community by means of extremist violence,
including terrorism. But there are literally hundreds of millions of “true believers” within
global religious communities who have adopted the fundamentalist mode of religiosity
while rejecting any form of terrorism or violent apocalypticism. Confident in their use of
synecdoche, however, the “pathological religion” camp chooses the extreme point on the
spectrum as the representative of the whole. They fail to explain why the vast majority of
the world’s fundamentalists do not take up the sword. In sum, the phenomenon under scru-
tiny in The Fundamentalist Mindset might more coherently be called The Extremist Mindset,
toward which a subset of religious fundamentalists arguably are drawn.

An interpretive approach informed by a psychological perspective need not be reduc-
tive or unhelpfully destabilizing of even elastic definitions of religion, as the psychoanalyst
Sudhir Kakar demonstrates in his nuanced study of communal conflict in India, The Colors
of Violence.®* An extended case study of the Hindu-Muslim riots in Hyderabad in 1990, trig-
gered by the Babri Masjid conflict, the argument unfolds through consideration of informa-
tion collected from interpretive interviews with both Hindu and Muslim leaders of violent
mobs as well as with the victims of violence. The psychological mechanism that Kakar most
often uncovers is Freudian “projection,” whereby one ethno-religious group, employing a
kind of reverse mimetic desire, projects its own insecurities and self-doubt upon the reified
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other (e.g., Hindus characterize Muslims as “sexual animals,” “polluted,” “dirty,” etc.). The
displacement and feelings of alienation that invariably accompany rapid but haphazard
modernization and urbanization, Kakar suggests, increase the appeal of membership in
groups with absolute value systems and with little tolerance for deviation from their norms.
Yet Kakar, observing with a critical empathy, refrains from equating membership in such
communities with a psychological disorder.

CoONCLUSION: THE PROMISE OF COHERENCE

My abbreviated and inevitably selective review of the field raises the question of what the
field should be called. I have used the term “religious violence” to underscore my conviction
that religion is indeed “something apart” from other modes of belief, behavior, practice, and
social organization, and that it can generate violence through (always internally contested)
self-understandings excavated from the depths of an identifiably religious logic and religious
dynamics. Yet I also resist—and the evidence does not support—the automatic identifica-
tion of a fundamentalist or militant religious orientation, much less any intense religious
sensibility whatsoever, with an inclination toward deadly violence, or with a deviant or path-
ological mindset (apart from the argument that any act of violation of another person might
justifiably be considered “deviant”). The paired words “religious violence,” however, might
create the unfortunate (to my mind) impression of a natural connection between the two.

And so we study “religion and violence,” and therefore ponder the question: When does
religion become violent? The “strong religion” line of analysis reviewed above, granting deci-
sive agency to the religious actors themselves, points to the calculations of religious leaders
and their reading of the external environment. Is the struggle perceived as a defense of basic
identity and dignity? Is the religious community threatened with extinction if it does not
take up arms? Are there certain religious values that take priority over life itself (e.g., witness
to the truth, the protection of innocents, etc.) and are these values at risk in the conflict? Is
this, then, the time to retrieve elements of the religious imagination, scriptures, traditions
that might transform worshippers into warriors?®

The “weak religion” line of analysis points, instead, to exogenous triggers, especially the
encroachments of secular actors, the compelling identification of blood, land, birth with
“sacred priorities” Yet it does not ignore the contributions of structural or psychological
aspects of the religious community itself. An ecclesiology that holds church and nation to
be ontologically united, divinely twinned and thus inseparable; a lack of moral formation
and religious instruction (catechetical training, preaching, practices, etc.) that cultivates a
prophetic voice and fosters a measure of independence from external influences; a failure of
religious leadership—such conditions, owing to internal dynamics, increase the vulnerabil-
ity of the religious group or community to intervention by unsympathetic outsiders.

Insights from the still-evolving “pathology” camp, if not yet developed into a coherent and
satisfying master narrative of religion and violence, lend depth and nuance to our under-
standing of the strong-to-weak spectrum.

In the opening of this chapter I described the “avalanche” of publications that have issued
forth over the last three or four decades as “incoherent.” Yet there is much to be admired
in the sheer volume of data collected and concepts developed to order it. In addition, one
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can perceive distinct lines of analysis and interpretive “schools” taking shape. This amounts,
one might become convinced, to a mighty groaning toward coherence. Can a first sustained
attempt at a comprehensive general theory of religious violence be far off 2%+
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DAVID LITTLE

INTRODUCTION

Nationalism and the Liberal Peace

NATIONALISM is a matter of increasing interest to scholars of religion, conflict, and peace.
An important reason is that in recent times, many lethal conflicts appear to involve
religiously-colored disputes over the boundaries and character of nation-states, as in the
cases of Northern Ireland, the former Yugoslavia, Sri Lanka, Kashmir, Sudan, Nigeria, Iraq,
and Israel-Palestine. Other countries, like India and Egypt, were subject in the 1970s and
1980s to sectarian strife and executive assassination, with a potential for greater violence
generated by appeals to one or another version of “religious nationalism.”* At issue in all
such cases is the makeup of the “nation” or “people” who control the state of a given territory.
Religion plays a role by helping to define national identity or “peoplehood,” thereby influ-
encing the ideals and values according to which the state is organized and legitimated. The
process by which nation and state coalesce and interact is fraught with political, economic,
cultural, and territorial competition, and as a result, too frequently, with violent conflict.

Some students of the subject distinguish between two types of nationalism, “liberal” or
“civic” and “illiberal” or “ethnic,” as a way of tracking the connection between nationalism
and peace.”They are advocates of what is known as “the liberal peace” They maintain that
the orderly and properly sequenced development of robust liberal political and economic
institutions is a critical condition of national and international peace,? while illiberal or eth-
nically exclusivist institutions increase the probability of violence.

According to Jack Snyder, violence is restrained by means of “thick versions of liberal or
constitutional democracy;” consisting “of an ample set of preconditions for “a stable, pro-
ductive, peaceful society” There is “a certain degree of wealth, the development of a knowl-
edgeable citizenry, the support of powerful elites, and the establishment of a whole panoply
of institutions to insure the rule of law and [equal] civic rights”# Similarly, Michael Doyle
and Nicholas Sambanis, on the basis of their detailed study of conditions for successfully
resolving civil war, conclude that “the rule of law and constitutional consent,” including “a
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basic framework of rights and duties of citizens,” are crucial foundations for durable peace.’
By contrast, the presence of illiberal or ethnic nationalism, which “bases its legitimacy on
common culture, language, religion, shared historical experience, and/or the myth of shared
[ethnicity], and. . . use[s] these criteria” as the exclusive basis for citizenship, engenders a
high risk of violence of either an institutionalized sort, as in authoritarian systems, or outside
institutional control, as in insurgencies and civil wars.®

A particularly important recent study highlights the urgency of protecting “a basic frame-
work of rights and duties of citizens,” and especially freedom of conscience, for the sake
of peace. The study is by Brian J. Grim and Roger Finke and called The Price of Freedom
Denied: Religious Persecution and Conflict in the Twenty-First Century.” On the basis of a
broad and rigorous empirical survey, the authors express strong support for the liberal
peace. They conclude: “to the extent that governments and societies restrict religious free-
doms, physical persecution and conflict increase.”®

To be sure, this typology of “liberal/civic” versus “illiberal/ethnic” nationalism has been
challenged. Skeptics point out that national identity, even in the allegedly most “liberal” or
“civic” of countries, like the United States or France, “comes loaded with inherited cultural
baggage that is contingent upon their peculiar histories,” including a privileged language or
religion, or a domineering ethnic group or economic class. In fact, the skeptics continue,
“claims about. . . authentic or original identity most often represent ways of silencing debate
about the interpretation of. . . complex and often contradictory cultural legacies” In short, a
national image advertised as liberal and civic typically conceals illiberal or ethnically prefer-
ential and economically unjust components.

A second criticism is that if liberal or civic nationalism means a commitment to universal
equal freedom, it is questionable how liberal a system of segmented, diversely populated,
nation-states can be when each state has as its primary obligation favoring the interests of its
own citizens.”® The problem is both internal and external. Domestically, granting completely
equal status to all of a nation’s diverse cultural and social ideals is not feasible. Some degree of
preference and ranking is unavoidable. As to the international aspect, even the most liberal
nation-state thwarts the universal spread of equal freedom, politically and economically, to
the extent it is called upon, as it frequently is, to protect the security and welfare of its own
citizens at the expense of others.

A third criticism challenges the coherence of the notion of religious freedom as a
purported ingredient of the liberal peace by calling it “impossible” to define and apply
without bias," and by arguing that legal and other attempts to do so inevitably produce
perverse results.”> The claim is that modern law bearing on religious freedom has typically
favored privatized, individualistic, and voluntary, or “protestant,” forms of religion, while
disfavoring public, communal, and ascribed forms, conditions that are now supposed to
be changing to some extent. In the United States, for example, it is asserted that the law
increasingly privileges religious groups over nonreligious ones, creating a new kind of
discrimination.” Beyond such claims, this line of attack goes further and calls into ques-
tion the worth of a liberal order as such, including the rule of law and human rights stan-
dards in general.'4

It needs to be stressed that however arresting these criticisms are, they do not altogether
refute the claims of the advocates of liberal peace. That is because those claims rest on exten-
sive evidence showing that relative differences in the incidence of liberal or illiberal attri-
butes in given nation-states in fact match important variations in the probability of peace or
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violence, duly defined and measured. Any successful refutation would have to expose flaws
in the procedures and conclusions of such studies.

Still, even if the data generally hold up as claimed (a not unimportant conclusion), there is
merit to some of the criticisms. To establish that, as with any ideal typology, boundaries dis-
tinguishing one type from another are usually more porous, more subject to cross-boundary
“slippage” in the real world, than is often admitted, could be significant for the study of peace.
Acknowledging that nationalism by nature incorporates illiberal or ethnically exclusive and
economically unjust elements serves at once to dispel complacency and draw attention to
the lurking sources of antagonism and grievance that provoke violence.

The same is true of efforts to resolve political, economic, cultural, and territorial contests
within the nation-state, as well as conflicts between national and international obligations
outside it. Acute awareness of the difficulty of finding equitable compromises to the daunt-
ing “dilemmas of nationalism” would appear to be the beginning of wisdom. It could inspire
new, imaginative ways of negotiating and accommodating as peacefully and as justly as
possible the congeries of interests and obligations characteristic of modern nation-states.
Even the general charges against liberalism, including the rule of law and the right to reli-
gious freedom and other human rights, might generate sensitivity to legal and political blind
spots and to inadvertent forms of discrimination. Whether the benefits extend beyond that
remains to be seen.

Justpeace: An Alternative?

It is such considerations as these that underlie a broader critique of the liberal peace associ-
ated with the concept justpeace, something of central concern to the editors and authors of
this volume. The concept involves a notion of “strategic peacebuilding” that is “comprehen-
sive,” “architectonic,” and “sustainable,” where all relevant factors are considered in relation
to each other in an “interdependent” and “integrative” way."> Viewed from that perspective,
some proponents regard the liberal peace as “far too narrow;® and something to “move
beyond.”"” At issue are not only the shortcomings of overlooking the persistent, subtle, and
complex interaction of liberal and illiberal forces constitutive of nationalism, or of disre-
garding the domestic and international “dilemmas of nationalism” alluded to above. Also
in question, say some justpeace proponents, is the limited range of concerns identified with
the liberal peace, namely, “to end armed violence and to establish human rights, democ-
racy, and market economies [premised on] the liberal tradition that arose from the Western
Enlightenment*

According to one proponent, peacebuilding “is far wider, deeper, more encompassing
and involves a far greater array of actors, activities, levels of society, links between societ-
ies, and time horizons than the dominant [liberal peace] thinking realizes”® That would
mean, for one thing, giving more attention to the role of religion in peacebuilding than
secularly-oriented descendants of the Enlightenment are inclined to do.*® As one example,
religious resources favoring forgiveness, reconciliation, and restorative justice might be
consulted as a way of supplementing, if not replacing, exclusive reliance on retributive jus-
tice characteristic of the liberal peace.* For another thing, it would imply seriously reeval-
uating the close association between neoliberal economic policies and the liberal peace.
“Marketization strategies that ignore social welfare” and perpetuate inequality and poverty
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in postconflict settings are exacerbated by a global economic order indifferent to “local cul-
ture, customs, institutions and processes.”** Similarly, it is argued that the liberal peace is too
closely tied to the traditional structure of the nation-state. What the justpeace approach calls
for is a substantial expansion of horizons to include peace efforts at the international and
transnational level and, simultaneously, at the “subnational” or local and grassroots level.?

In sum, without intending to refute the essential conclusions of liberal peace advocates—
that liberal or civic nationalism promotes peace of a certain kind, while illiberal or ethnic
nationalism promotes the opposite—justpeace proponents seek to expand the discussion to
include a more comprehensive range of considerations relevant to achieving a truly dura-
ble and just peace. What remains unclear among justpeace proponents is whether the lib-
eral peace framework “can be salvaged and improved” or whether “more radical thought is
required to go beyond this paradigm of peacebuilding”>4

One important step toward clarifying that issue is to examine afresh the historical ori-
gins of nationalism as background to the idea of liberal peace. The objective is to sharpen
understanding of what exactly the idea means, the better to decide what to make of it. That
involves determining how pertinent the “liberal/civic” versus “illiberal/ethnic” typology is
to the beginnings of nationalism, and assessing, from a historical point of view, how accurate
the charges are against the typology and related aspects of the notion of liberal peace. In par-
ticular, we shall have to sort out the role and significance of religion, as well as characterize
the attitudes of early nationalists toward corrective and economic justice, and toward negoti-
ating and accommodating both transnational and subnational interests and obligations. We
shall also need to begin, at least, to come to terms with the more general assault on liberalism
we mentioned, including the rule of law, the idea of freedom of religion, and other human
rights.

THE ORIGINS OF NATIONALISM

The Scholarly Setting

Undertaking the task we have set ourselves is especially demanding since we must work
against considerable historical neglect and misunderstanding. Claiming as we shall that the
Protestant Reformation marks a decisive point of origin, we have to make up for the fact that
students of nationalism have either neglected the Reformation altogether,” or commented
on it only in passing.2® Others have mischaracterized its influence by overlooking or mis-
construing the contribution of the Calvinist wing of Reformed Christianity.>” Historians
who have commented on the Reformation and its aftermath have either made the same
mistake,?®or written inconsistently on the subject.?

Besides three notable exceptions to this general picture,?® a sophisticated and sustained
account of the role of the Reformation in the rise of nationalism is contained in Anthony
Marx’s Faith in Nation: Exclusionary Origins of Nationalism. For Marx, the Reformation
decisively affected the ideas of nationhood in sixteenth- and seventeenth-century Protestant
England and France under the influence of the Catholic Counter-Reformation, as the result
of sometimes violent interactions between the state and the respective religious communi-
ties. However, his argument that the idea of national identity was in each case simply the
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product of a state-manipulated policy of religious uniformity ignores the independent role
of religion, as well as the competing conceptions of nation advocated by different segments
of the Reformation, and the diverse effects those conceptions had on subsequent forms of
nationalism.?*

The Reformation and New Notions of “Peoplehood”

The Protestant Reformation, appearing just as the medieval Catholic establishment in
Europe was dissolving into a collection of separate self-governing territorial states, involved
reimagining the meaning of “nation” or “people” to go along with these new states. Through
publications in the vernacular and related means of mobilizing the public, the Reformation
elevated in various ways, often in an innovative theological idiom, a politically oriented pop-
ular consciousness, implying a new sense of popular awareness, political empowerment, and
national identity or “peoplehood””

Behind this new thinking lay two sources, Renaissance humanism and Catholic concili-
arism. Both undoubtedly had an impact on the early nationalist attitudes of the Reformers,
though the role of humanism was less direct and less salient, except, perhaps, in the case
of England. To be sure, recent scholarship has demonstrated a decided preoccupation with
national identity on the part of the humanist movement. “Towards the end of the fifteenth
century, German, French, Spanish and English scholars fashioned themselves simultane-
ously as humanists of [classical] Italian greatness and as champions of a free and authen-
tic nation. In both roles they claimed to contribute to the honor of their nation” Still, the
nationalist spirit associated with the humanist movement was not, in general, connected
to the new populism that would become so important.3* There is some debate about the
Florentine humanists, but the northern humanists appear to have supported consistently
“a traditionally hierarchical picture of political life’® and “a durable oligarchic rule” in rela-
tion to which they performed “a mainly celebratory function.”?”

By contrast, conciliarism radically challenged existing authority, ecclesiastical and politi-
cal. Reaching its peak of influence at the Council of Constance in 1414-1415, the movement
favored rule by church council rather than papal monarchy. In various ways and degrees, its
advocates introduced constitutionalism as a way to ecclesiastical and political peace, pro-
posing to limit the power of both church and state by distinguishing and carefully defin-
ing their respective jurisdictions and functions by means of “definite laws and statutes,” as
Jean Gerson, one of the leaders, put it.?® Gerson held that the two societies, “ecclesiastical”
and “secular;” are each “perfect,” or self-sufficient, in their own right. Ecclesiastical authori-
ties have no right or aptitude for interfering in worldly matters, especially in regard to the
administration of physical force.?

Conciliarists interpreted their key principle, “the people’s welfare is the ultimate law;” in
accord with a doctrine of natural rights that added to the sense of popular empowerment,
and they based membership in the councils on representation from what they called “the
four nationes—the Gallicana, Italiana, Anglicana, and Germanica”+° “Each nation could
elect its own president, . . . hold its meetings in a proper assembly room, dispatch delegates to
the committees, and most importantly, pass a single vote for all its members”+!

Nicholas of Cusa (1401-1464), one of the more progressive leaders, sought to expand
the significance of the ‘contractual’ or ‘covenantal’ relationship between the rulers and the
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“people” in both church and state. “Since all men are by nature free;” he wrote, “it follows that
every government, whether it rests its authority on written law or on the voice of the prince,
derives solely from the common consent and agreement of the subjects” Officials of the
Christian church likewise depend on the voluntary assent of the faithful, and, according to
Nicholas, “it would be well that this ultimate popular derivation of Church authority should
be emphasized in his own day by the revival of the primitive practice of congregational elec-
tion of bishops and priests”’4>

It should be emphasized that despite its (variable) emphasis on the freedom of the peo-
ple and their right to participation, conciliarism nowhere favored anything close to a mod-
ern view of freedom of conscience where the doctrines of the church were concerned. The
Council of Constance regarded itself as a duly constituted legal institution, and, going back
on its renunciation of the right of the church to use force, “claimed coercive powers over the
entire Christendom.#

However, as to the political order, conciliarists made “deeply influential contributions to
the evolution of a radical and constitutionalist view of the sovereign State”44 For Gerson,
wherever a ruler is above the law, there can be no authentic political community. That is
because political order is fundamentally grounded in the necessity to restrain arbitrary
power, something that can be achieved only by adopting common constitutional standards.
In a “strongly anti-Thomist and anti-Aristotelian style,” Gerson, like other conciliarists,
believed that, because of the fall, human beings were otherwise unable to control bias, par-
tiality, passion, and revenge in pursing their interests.* Rulership, unregulated by constitu-
tional standards, simply reverts to the chaotic conditions of what later would be called the
state of nature.

Though conciliarism lost out to papalism within the Roman Catholic Church, its central
tenets had an important impact on some of the Reformation ideas about peoplehood and
citizenship, albeit in different ways and degrees. Three quite divergent movements stemming
from the Reformation may be singled out: accommodationism, renovationism, and reform-
ism. Accommodationism is an example of “illiberal” or “ethnic” nationalism, whereby reli-
gion accommodates or acquiesces, among other things, to a centralized, territorial state45;
renovationism, in reaction, represents a radical, utopian version of “liberal” or “transethnic”
nationalism; and reformism tries, erratically and with considerable ambivalence, to work out
a middle way between the two options. In short, reformism exhibits oscillation between lib-
eral and illiberal nationalism, as well as between national and transnational responsibilities.
Much of the instability associated with modern nationalism, including struggles over the
two dilemmas—the tension between liberal and illiberal forms, and between national and
international obligations—is eloquently foreshadowed in reformist experience.

Accommodationism

The key feature of accommodationism is the mobilization of popular support for a con-
solidated, unitary* territorial state closely allied with an exclusive national religion and
a hereditary, hierarchical system of authority and status. Despite some fits and starts, the
German reformer Martin Luther (1483-1546) eventually encouraged such an arrange-
ment, and two influential leaders of the English Reformation, Archbishop John Whitgift
(1530-1604) and Richard Hooker (1554-1600), advocated it consistently and without
reservation.
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Luther is a complicated case. While he sometimes adopted the nationalist idiom of the
humanists, as when he characterized the French as duplicitous, the Scots as haughty, the
Spanish as cruel, and the Italians as insidious, treacherous, and untrustworthy,*® he refused
to follow the humanist custom of singularly elevating his own people.#® But his influence, if
circuitous, was no less important. Unlike the humanists, he helped inspire the “new popu-
lism” that eventually transformed the elitist and politically marginal activities of the human-
ists into a mass movement.>® The new populism was to a certain extent a function of the
rejection of Latin and the astonishing spread of vernacular literature, made possible by the
invention of printing in the late fifteenth century,’" and successfully exploited by Luther in
making his writings popularly accessible. It was also the result of his anticlericalism, illus-
trated by his famous slogan “the priesthood of all believers,” and of his conciliarist sympa-
thies, which led him to prefer representative councils over the papacy, and occasionally, if
inconsistently, to condone political resistance to oppressive rule.

But, preponderantly, Luther’s legacy is associated with his conviction that the people are
best served by supporting a strong, religiously uniform, unitary government. That convic-
tion rested on his growing fear of anarchy, and a certain indifference and passivity regarding
the institutional reform of both church and state. At first, Luther wanted to remove icons and
images from the churches because of their association with Catholicism. But he changed his
mind when he saw people taking things into their own hands. Such practices would create
“pretty preliminaries to riot and rebellion,” and a loss of respect for order and authority.>>
Hadn't St. Paul counseled a duty of passive obedience to temporal rulers? Luther thought so
and said as much in responding to the Peasants’ Revolt in Germany of 1524-25. He reminded
the rebels that the wickedness and injustice of rulers do not excuse rebellion, and that in
defying their obligations to temporal authority, the peasants “forfeited body and soul,” and
thereby “abundantly merited death”>* He displayed no compunctions whatsoever about the
methods used by the princes in subduing the peasants, or about the appalling costs of such
action.>* In one place, Luther even goes so far as to say that tyrants exist not because they are
scoundrels, but “because of the people’s sin”5

Luther came to favor an established national church in close alliance with a unitary ter-
ritorial government as the only secure bulwark against chaos. Despite occasional utterances
limiting the authority of state to “life, property, and other external things on earth,” and
precluding it from regulating religious belief and practice,’® Luther gravitated not only “to
attacking the jurisdictional powers of the Church [of the medieval period], but also to filling
the power-vacuum this created by mounting a corresponding defense of the secular authori-
ties,” including the right of the prince “to appoint and dismiss the officers, as well as to con-
trol and dispose of Church property.”s?

This is the key to “Luther’s nationalist influence”?® According to the principle cuius
regio eius religio—“a territory’s religion is that of its ruler;” a principle Luther stalwartly
supported—the people of a state must take on the faith of the ruler, which, in turn, becomes
the primary index of national identity. Uniform religion is the essential link between “nation”
and “state” This principle was first officially implemented by the Peace of Augsburg in 1555 as
the basis for political sovereignty and order among the Lutheran and Catholic territories that
made up Germany at the time. Having embraced the ruler’s religion, any believers found out
of place were at liberty either to emigrate to the territory where their religion was practiced,
or to stay put and acquiesce. Proselytism across or within political borders was strictly pro-
hibited. A century later, the agreement was expanded to include other religious groups and
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other parts of Europe in the Peace of Westphalia of 1648, something that laid down impor-
tant legal and political foundations for the modern nation-state system.

When it came to working out the institutional structures of church and state, Luther
was more devoted to tearing down than building up. As to the church, he sought to liber-
ate Germany from the domination of the papacy and canon law, and as to the state, he was
happy to accept whatever powers that were, so long as they, too, were liberated from Catholic
control. His indifference to the organization of the state never really changed; there is no evi-
dence he ever reflected on the comparative merits of monarchy, aristocracy, or democracy,
or sought to integrate his disparate comments on the restraint of political power into any
kind of general theory of government.

On the subject of church order, Luther’s policies were the result of inadvertence. Without
much reflection, he at first recommended replacing the discredited Catholic tradition with
simple New Testament norms. When that failed, as the result of a series of severe social,
political, and economic crises in the 1520s and ’30s, he acquiesced to a kind of accidental
reappropriation of Catholic canon law, so long as it was shorn of all traces of papal author-
ity. He went along, as Quentin Skinner puts it, so as to fill the power vacuum that had been
created by the removal of the Catholic system. Authority over spiritual and temporal mat-
ters, invested in the church in medieval times, now became the responsibility of the unitary
state.” “By the mid-1550s, the medieval canon law had returned to . . . German society, but
now largely under the control of civil authorities and under the color of civil law."®°

It should be emphasized that by encouraging the substantial extension of state author-
ity over church affairs, Luther weakened significantly one tenet of conciliarist thought, the
independence of the church. While conciliarists never succeeded in putting into practice
their commitment to the separation of the spiritual and temporal communities, the idea was
very much there in theory. By definition, accommodationism minimizes the separation of
church and state.

J. N. Figgis’s claim that Luther, along with the sixteenth-century Anglican leaders
Whitgift and Hooker, transferred “to the State most of the prerogatives that had belonged
in the Middle Ages to the Church,”® applies more directly and with less qualification to the
Anglicans than to Luther. Whitgift and Hooker were accommodationists par excellence
because they developed elaborate theological and other warrants for defending a unitary ter-
ritorial government against the threats of both Catholic recusants and a growing number of
Reformed Protestant agitators. For them, national identity consisted in the exclusive alliance
of the state with the national—“English”—church, causing them to set aside even the limited
space for popular independence and resistance admitted by Luther. Except for the concilia-
rist emphasis on the national character of the church, they were less indebted to conciliarism
than Luther and closer to some aspects of humanist teaching on nationalism, especially its
traditionally hierarchical picture of political life.

Archbishop John Whitgift and Richard Hooker were children of and leading apolo-
gists for the Henrician and Elizabethan settlements in England. Taken together, these two
arrangements—the one occurring in 1532 when Henry VIII (1509-1547) broke with Rome
and “nationalized” the English church, and the other in 1559, when Elizabeth I (1558-1603),
shortly after ascending the throne, secured passage of the Supremacy and Uniformity
Acts—consolidated the English Reformation. According to the Supremacy Act, the English
monarch, alayperson, became “Supreme Governor” of the church, and anyone not acknowl-
edging the queen’s ultimate religious authority would be ineligible for public office or for a
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university degree. Later, authorizing still severer punishments, the Uniformity Act estab-
lished Anglicanism as the only lawful religion of England.

While Elizabeth, partly by temperament, partly by political instinct, was at first
ill-disposed to enforce Anglicanism too rigidly, she was, nevertheless, prompted by circum-
stance to unify state and nation by means of an increasingly exclusionary religious policy.®>
She created thereby a remarkable early example of “religious nationalism,” according to
which one religion, uniformly imposed by the state upon the inhabitants of a given territory,
is a key determinant of national identity, and thus of popular political consciousness and
loyalty.

The strong current of anti-Catholicism Elizabeth inherited, inspired by widespread revul-
sion toward the fervent pro-Catholic policies of her half-sister, Mary Tudor (1553-1559),
formed an important part of the strategy by which she would solidify support for her govern-
ment. It was helped along by a series of consequential events: a pattern of intimidating efforts
undertaken in the early years of her reign by the pope; the challenge to the English crown of
the Catholic claimant, Mary Queen of Scots; the ominous designs of Catholic Spain, which
were finally terminated in the dramatic defeat of the Armada in 1588; and the continuing
military conflicts with Catholic Ireland.

The other part of the strategy, namely, the efforts from the 15508 onward to domesti-
cate the growing body of Reformed Protestant opposition to the Elizabethan settlement,
the so-called “Puritan movement,” was less successful, at least in the long run. Thanks to
the efforts of Whitgift, Elizabeth weakened the movement temporarily, but it would prove
harder over time to contain this group and gain control of its considerable energies. Though
the movement was complex and various, many Puritans had religious, national, and
political goals deeply at odds with the prevailing system. In a profound sense, the contest
between Elizabeth—together with her Stuart successors, James I (1603-1625) and Charles
I (1625-1649)—and much of the Puritan movement was over the kind of nationalism that
would eventually prevail in England, the Tudor-Stuart version, or something quite different.

Though Elizabeth tried to suppress “Catholic sedition” with increasing ardor during the
1580s, and though Whitgift and Hooker supported her efforts, it was especially the Puritan
threat that they had in mind in mounting their spirited defense of the Elizabethan order.
Whitgift was appointed archbishop in 1583, and immediately declared war on the Puritans,
whom Hooker disparagingly referred to as “patrons of liberty” It is they who “shaketh uni-
versally the fabric of government, . . . overthroweth kingdomes, churches, and whatsoever
now is through the providence of God by authority and power upheld’®3 By means of new
authority and newly perfected inquisitorial techniques, Whitgift went about stringently
enforcing subscription by the clergy to the Acts of Supremacy and Uniformity. Hooker’s
Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity, dedicated to Whitgift, provided the theory for Whitgift’s
practices.®

At the heart of their position is the idea, familiar to accommodationists, that the tempo-
ral commonwealth is best entrusted with the coercive supervision of all “outward action”
Hooker rejected the claims of Catholics and Puritans that the church has the right to super-
vise its own affairs, and like Luther, though more consistently, Whitgift and Hooker believed
the effects of the Gospel are but inward or “ghostly” Accordingly, the English crown does not
overstep its authority in regulating outward action, including the faith and life of the church,
so long as it respects the traditions of the English Reformation, understood “as a return to
the past, a vindication of the rights of the Crown against usurped [papal] jurisdiction.”5s
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Recovering and exercising legitimate political and ecclesiastical jurisdiction is the very
soul of peace and tranquility. First, monarchy is incomparably better than polyarchy. “Where
many rule, there is no order;” declares Whitgift, taking issue with a Puritan preference for
electoral government.®® Second, proper order depends on conforming to what is established
and traditional. “There are few things known to be good,” writes Hooker, “till such time as
they grow to be ancient”” What was decided in the dim past binds the present since “cor-
porations are immortal,” and “we were alive in our predecessors and they in their successors
do still live”®® That is the proper meaning of the adage “the voice of the people is the voice
of God?” The age-old “general and perpetual voice of the people” has from time immemorial
reaffirmed the inseparable unity of church and state under the guidance of the earthly mon-
arch. “There is not any man of the Church of England but the same man is also a member of
the commonwealth, nor any man a member of the commonwealth which is not also of the
Church of England,” wrote Hooker.%

Thirdly, national peace and security also depend on maintaining the existing political,
social, and religious status system established from ancient times. In the allocation of politi-
cal power and authority, “hereditary birth giveth right unto sovereign dominion,” as Hooker
put it, and the same is true of social rank. “The Church of God esteemeth [the nobility to be
of] more worth than thousands,”7° and any proposal “which bringeth equally high and low
unto parish churches,” or in any way challenges “the majesty and greatness of English nobil-
ity” is utterly intolerable.”

Even more than Luther, Hooker played down the independence of the church advo-
cated by the conciliarists. While admitting that church councils have some significance
in determining the church’ life and thought, and that its rulings may have advisory value,
he believed that the “just authority” of the established civil government in overseeing the
church “is not therefore to be abolished.””

Renovationism

The various individuals and groups who made up the “Radical Reformation” represented, in
one way or other, a fundamental and widespread repudiation of accommodationism. Most
offensive was the close identification of Christianity with the new, post-medieval territorial
state, and particularly with the emerging patterns of authoritarian control over the church,
including the enforcement of religious uniformity and the willingness to accept as the basis
for church order the dominant hierarchical, unitary, and territorial forms of political and
social organization. Impatient with what they regarded as dishonorable compromises with
the world, these people “espoused, rather, a radical rupture with the immediate past and all
its institutions, and [were] bent upon either the restoration of the primitive Church or the
assembling of a new Church, all in an eschatological mood far more intense than anything to
be found in normative Protestantism or Catholicism.”73

A new kind of Christian had emerged, . . . not a reformer but a converter, not a parishioner
but ... asojourner . .. whose true citizenship was in Heaven, . . . . no longer primarily . . .
German or . .. Gentile, . . . husband or . . . wife, . . . nobleman or . . . peasant, but a saint . . ., a
fellow of the covenant . . ., a bride of Christ . . .. The Radical Reformation [transformed] the
Lutheran doctrine of the priesthood of all believers [into] a universal lay apostolate[, mainly]
the common man and woman, [but also] former friars, monks, and nuns, . . . as well as patri-
cians and noblemen.”*
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The term “renovationism” is designed to convey how profound and extensive were the
social revolutionary implications of the Radical Reformation. That the radicals themselves
declined to advocate social programs, but instead generally withdrew from and were indif-
ferent to worldly institutions, does not obscure the fact that their message bespoke a total
and final renovation of the world and everything in it. Nor should the implications of their
preaching be overlooked because most of their attention was devoted not to the temporal
kingdom, but to the heavenly one yet to come. It is hardly surprising that what these renova-
tors said and did struck the authorities as seditious in the extreme.

Some of the radicals, like Thomas Muentzer (1488?-1525), were standard revolution-
aries, inciting armed rebellion, as he did as a leader of the Peasants’ Revolt of 1525. Most
Anabaptists rejected Muentzer’s violent apocalypticism, but they shared his antipathy to the
political and religious establishment, as well as his high regard for the common lay people
and for those victimized by the existing system.

These predilections seriously challenged the prevailing ideas of “nation” and “state” What
it means to be a “people,” and, by implication, what form of government might best accom-
modate such an understanding, were profoundly reconceived. Most of the radicals were
Anabaptists, and their central belief in adult baptism epitomized the point. For Anabaptists,
the conventional practice of infant baptism subverted an indispensable feature of the
Christian life, mature individual conscientious consent. In particular, the practice exempli-
fied four objectionable features of accommodationism. It was authoritarian for being forced
upon the under-aged by authorities not consensually appointed. It determined membership
on the basis of birth, elevating as key marks of Christian identity accidental, ascribed factors,
such as ethnic identity and inherited status. It discouraged a spirit of intentional, respon-
sible participation in favor of passivity and subservience, and, given the close connection
between church and state, it was, above all, coercive. The prescribed practice was under the
supervision of the state, and any defection from the obligations of baptism would be civilly
punished.

Though differences existed among the Anabaptists, there were also salient continuities.
Basic was the impulse to form a consensual or “free church,” as Conrad Grebel, founder of
the Swiss Brethren, emphasized. Christians must “go forward with the Word and establish a
Christian church” on the basis of “common prayer and decision according to faith and love,
without command or compulsion””> The true church is a “voluntary association of the faith-
ful” that “on principle administers its own affairs without the aid or the interference of the
temporal government;” and where “the free will of the individual and liberty from the con-
straints of the authorities were . . . the distinct marks.”76 In a word, the “individual congrega-
tion had no superior; it was independent and democratically organized.”””

The Anabaptist idea of “participatory lay religion” was combined with the belief that a
Christian’s primary obligation was to a “universal Church not linked to race or nation,” but
to “a People . . . transcending any earthly state and never to be subsumed under one.””® Most
Anabaptists acknowledged that the earthly government is divinely ordained to restrain
transgressions in “outward affairs,” but there its jurisdiction ended. As an early Mennonite
leader put it, “the ruler has received his sword not to sit in judgment . . . over spiritual mat-
ters, but to keep his subjects in good order and peace, and to protect the good and to punish
the wicked””® Their notion of true people- or nationhood implied a state with drastically
limited authority. Only those states that respected and tolerated freedom of conscience were
truly legitimate.
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Though limited government of that kind is to be respected, Anabaptists generally refused
to serve as civil authorities because it would mean complicity in the use of force. In their
early statement of faith, the Schleitheim Confession of 1527, they declared that “it is not
appropriate for a Christian to serve as a magistrate because . . . the . .. magistracy is accord-
ing to the flesh, but [the discipline of Christians] is according to the spirit: their citizenship
is in this world, but the Christians’ citizenship is in heaven; the weapons of their conflict
and war are carnal and against the flesh only, but the Christians’ weapons are spiritual,
against the fortification of the devil."%°

The suggestion that such “apolitical” beliefs were socially irrelevant is misleading.
However much Anabaptists may have isolated themselves, the political impact of their
views was critical. They contributed to revolutionizing conceptions of nation and state by
offering a vision of limited government and an expanded role for “civil society” that encour-
aged increased voluntary political and civil participation and new opportunities for the free
exercise of conscience, or, beyond that, by implying that state interests are circumscribed
by compelling transnational conditions and obligations. Specifically, their views implied
the principle of conscientious objection to military service, something that would assume
enormous significance in the development of liberalism. In keeping with their fundamental
beliefs, Anabaptists invoked a “higher right,” based on conscience, to exemption from par-
ticipation in a primary function of the state, the use of force. Although commonplace now,
the idea that ordinary citizens, in addition to clergy and monastics, had a right to exemp-
tion was earthshaking at the time. By their statements and actions—typically viewed in the
sixteenth century as desperate and futile—Anabaptists were laying down precedents for
transforming life in the West.®

Anabaptists introduced other radical ideas, which, to be sure, were not always consis-
tently put into practice. While the “cultural gap between educated leadership and unedu-
cated clergy and laity characteristic of the Roman church and the Protestant established
churches was narrowed drastically among Anabaptists,” their ability to overcome “the
patriarchal principle of men over women” in regard to marriage and social relations was
by no means uniformly successful.3 There is considerable evidence that what was affirmed
in principle was not widely realized in fact.® That is also true of the tendency over time of
Anabaptist communities to take on the characteristics of ethnic enclaves, altogether out of
keeping with their original inspiration. Nevertheless, the revolutionary potential of their
early message was always there.

That potential was important in two other respects. Except in a few extreme groups,
Anabaptists regarded private property as a God-given trust that entailed a stringent obli-
gation to share possessions with those in need, both inside and outside the community.
“Extravagance was forbidden, while everything beyond the actual need of the individual
member was placed at the disposal of the whole group.”$

It is also reasonable to attribute to Anabaptists the early practice of what has come to
be called “restorative justice” Forsaking retributive, usually coercive, punishment asso-
ciated with the earthly magistrate, Anabaptists emphasized consensual acts of forgive-
ness and mercy aimed at overcoming estrangement and restoring right relations among
offender, victim, and community. Expelling a resolutely unrepentant offender from the
group was the closest they came to practicing retributive justice, and even that was non-
violent in character.
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Reformism

Reformism represents a middle way between accommodationism and renovationism. Its
representatives try to mediate and negotiate between the radical differences of the two types.
That leads to enormous disruption, innovation, and dynamism in regard to national and
international institutions, and to considerable tension and difference of opinion among the
individuals and groups who make up this unstable type.

The tensions and disagreements may be evaluated as to whether they tend more toward
accommodationism or renovationism. While reformists are distinguished from either
extreme by their efforts to hold features of both sides together, there are still significant varia-
tions in emphasis. Some incline, with certain reservations, toward a religiously uniformist
understanding of the state, thereby endorsing a more expansive role for state authority in
religious and other matters than Anabaptists could ever accept. Others incline in the oppo-
site direction, though with a difference. They favor certain renovationist ideas about limiting
government, reconceiving citizenship, and protesting social, legal, and economic injustice.
At the same time, their commitment to institutional reform, and thus to active involve-
ment in the political and legal order, sets them apart from the renovationists. Anabaptists,
adopting a more utopian or eschatological outlook, had little confidence in human efforts to
reconstruct society. They did attempt, locally, to put into practice some of their radical views
concerning church order and social life, but those efforts were intended more as testimony to
the coming kingdom than as a scheme for social reform.

The leading example of reformism is the Calvinist branch of the Reformation, starting
with the Genevan reformer John Calvin (1509-1564).% There is clear evidence of the ambigu-
ous effects of the movement’s influence on the development of nationalism in premodern
Switzerland, France, Holland, England, and colonial New England. With the accommoda-
tionists, Calvin essentially took a “people” or nation where he found it—situated, that is,
within the territorially administered boundaries of post-medieval Europe. He came to favor
a close alliance between the state and an exclusive national religion, and up to a point toler-
ated inherited patterns of status and authority. At the same time, he sought to reform those
“new nations” in accord with key renovationist values, such as the independence of church
from state, freedom of conscience, new ideas of citizenship, participatory government, spe-
cial protection for the deprived and vulnerable, and transnational obligations. His far-flung
spiritual offspring reflected much of the same ambivalence.

Calvin interacted extensively with Anabapist refugees in Geneva, even marrying the
widow of one of them. While he sometimes harshly opposed their views, “his assertions that
discipline and suffering were characteristic of the true Church were also Anabaptist themes
... [and] many of Calvin’s followers proved over the next century that they could be as . . .
politically revolutionary as any Anabaptist.”*® Though modified and reformulated, radical
Anabaptist conceptions of peoplehood and citizenship played an important role in reformist
thinking.

Calvin encountered both humanism and conciliarism as a student, and he was undoubt-
edly exposed to the early forms of nationalist discourse expressed by both movements.
However, the influence of conciliarism was particularly evident in Calvin’s commitment
to constitutionalism, as applied to both state and church. Consistent with conciliarist the-
ory, constitutional government became for him the vehicle for expressing the voice of “the
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people” by means of national representation, the separation of ecclesial and civil powers,
plural authority, and a provision for the fundamental rights of communities and individuals.
All this contributed considerable impetus and shape to the “new populism” associated with
the Protestant Reformation.

Drawing on the conciliar tradition, Calvin elaborated a position approximating in vari-
ous ways the characteristics of modern constitutionalism. As to the state, Calvin held the
following:

o “Every commonwealth rests upon laws and agreements,” preferably written,® that
are regarded as fundamental to the protection of the “freedom of the people,” a term
he frequently invoked. Written law is “nothing but an attestation of the [natural law],
whereby God brings back to memory what has already been imprinted in our hearts”®

o The structure of government should be polyarchic rather than monarchic, “a system
compounded of aristocracy and democracy.”®° For “it is very rare for kings so to control
themselves that their will never disagrees with what is just and right, or for them to have
been endowed with such great keenness and prudence, that each knows how much is
enough. Therefore, mens’ fault or failing causes it to be safer and more bearable for a
number to exercise government.”"

o “The best condition of the people [is] when they can choose, by common consent, their
own shepherds: for when any one by force usurps the supreme power, it is tyranny.>

o “Certain remedies against tyranny are allowable, for example when magistrates and
estates have been constituted, to whom has been committed the care of the common-
wealth; they shall have power to keep the prince to his duty and even to coerce him if
he attempt anything unlawful”®? Especially toward the end of his life, and facing the
Huguenot revolt in France, Calvin welcomed duly authorized redress on the part of
“constitutional magistrates,” as he called them, countenancing armed rebellion under
their authority in extreme cases.®* Shortly before he died, Calvin even went so far as to
condone acts of individual resistance against tyrannical rulers.*

« A set of basic rights and freedoms are taken to undergird the founding agreement, and
to comprise an imprescriptible limit on governmental power. They are a collection of
what are best described as the “original natural rights of freedom,” “associated with the
second table of the Decalogue,” and stressing especially the protection of “personal lib-
erty and property;” as well as the rights of conscience.?®

A few comments on the rights of liberty and property, as well as conscience, are in order.
Underlying Calvin's commitment to constitutional government, as with the conciliarists,
was an abhorrence of arbitrary power. Gradually, he came to support constitutionally autho-
rized armed rebellion aimed at resisting “the fierce licentiousness of kings” “who violently
fall upon and assault the lowly common folk;®7 or as he puts it elsewhere, exercise “sheer
robbery, plundering houses, raping virgins and matrons, and slaughtering the innocent.”®
To tolerate such atrocities is both to violate the natural “inborn feeling” “to hate and curse
tyrants,” and to “betray the freedom of the people.”

It is, then, the fundamental purpose of constitutions, and the basic rights they protect, to
restrain arbitrary power, defined as taking life, inflicting severe pain and suffering, expro-
priating property, and inhibiting thought and action basically for self-serving purposes.
Such behavior is taken to be both wrong in itself and likely to provoke violent resistance.
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Accordingly, restraining the impulse to act that way—an impulse believed to be endemic to
human experience—is the primary justification for constitutional government.®

While particular constitutions may vary in certain ways, they all have as their ultimate
purpose to limit power by “equally press[ing] toward the same goal,” namely what Calvin
calls “equity” It is “equity alone,” he says, that “must be the goal and rule of all laws**° As
the essence of the moral law “God has engraved upon the [human mind],” the idea consists
of two rules: firstly, “that everyone’s rights should be safely preserved,”*" and, secondly, that
everyone “be beneficent to neighbors,” and “helpful to the necessities of others,” relieving
indigence with abundance.'®* Particularly the second rule of equity recalls the stringent obli-
gation, assumed by the Anabaptists, to share wealth with those in need.

But the idea of equity had another significance for Calvin, related, again, to Anabaptist
ideals, namely their commitment to “restorative justice.” Understood as “voluntary modera-
tion” and “abatement of severity” directly associated with Christian love, equity tempers the
strong human impulse “to demand our right with unflinching rigor**3

Almost all are so blinded by a wicked love of themselves, that . . . they flatter themselves that
they are in the right . . . Christ reproves that obstinacy . . . and enjoins his people to cultivate
moderation and equity, and to make some abatement of the highest rigor, that, by such an act
of justice, they may purchase for themselves peace and friendship.'*4

Perfect justice, Calvin seems to be saying, is justice informed by love. Although never
ignored, claims for the meticulous protection of everyone’s rights by means of a rigorous
application of retributive justice must always be assessed in the light of the higher, overrid-
ing claims of “peace and friendship.” While (to my knowledge) Calvin nowhere attempts to
institutionalize restorative justice in anything like the forms being proposed these days, he
clearly and persistently supported such ideals.

Civilly and politically, Calvin did labor during his career in Geneva to expand the rules
of due process'® and enlarge substantially the civil franchise,'*® and eventually, as we have
mentioned, he supported armed rebellion abroad aimed at restraining tyrannical power. As
to economic justice, he embraced a theory of property rights going back to monastic theolo-
gians and developed by the conciliarists.'®” It involved drawing a distinction between “inclu-
sive rights,” which naturally entitle all human beings to adequate sustenance and health, and
“exclusive rights,” which protect private property, but only so long as the inclusive rights are
provided for. While Calvin nowhere spelled out specific state obligations, he defined “a just
and well-regulated government” as one that upholds “the rights of the poor and afflicted”
“who are exposed as easy prey to the cruelty and wrongs of the rich,”°® and he favored and
supported welfare efforts in Geneva, both public and private.'*

Calvin’s ideas on the rights of conscience are tied to his theory of the church, and, it
turns out, to a deep and pervasive ambivalence concerning constitutional government.
On the one hand, he defends a very high doctrine of the sovereignty of conscience,
which depends on a critical distinction between the “internal” and “external” forum.
The first concerns personal, inward deliberation regarding fundamental belief and
practice regulated by “spiritual power,” meaning reliance on reasons and argument. The
second concerns “external” or public deliberation regarding “outward behavior”—the
needs of “the present life,” such as food, clothing, and the laws of social cooperation—
that are regulated by the “power of the sword,” something that limits the sovereignty of
conscience.
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Expositing the thirteenth chapter of the Epistle to the Romans early in his career, Calvin
declared that the proper jurisdiction of a well-ordered government is exclusively that “part
of the law that refers to human society; or the second table of the Decalogue, whose basic
principle is that “all individuals should preserve their rights” “There is no allusion at all,” he
asserts, “to the first table of the law, which deals with the worship of God.” Since “the whole of
[Paul’s] discussion [only] concerns civil government,” “those who bear rule over consciences
attempt to establish their blasphemous tyranny . . . in vain”"'° In short, the subject matter of
the first table is the province of conscience, which, except when it threatens to subvert the
civil and economic rights of others, ought to be entirely free from state regulation.

In keeping with this line of thought, the church, for Calvin, is the locus of what he calls
“liberated consciences.” Its members comprehend more fully than non-Christians the “goal
and rule of all laws”—the principle of equity (respect for the rights of all supplemented by
special concern for the deprived and vulnerable)—and they are endowed with a new capac-
ity to embrace and act upon its requirements by means of the “law of the spirit,” not the “law
of the sword.” For this reason, Calvin is particularly emphatic about constitutionalizing the
church, about carefully defining and separating the powers of church government so as
to maximize the opportunity for voluntary participation by “the people,” thereby protect-
ing their fundamental rights, including, above all, their right to conduct their affairs free
of state interference. It was, of course, regarding just such issues that Calvin was expelled
from Geneva in 1538 by town fathers jealous of their authority over church life. That he was
invited back in 1541 marked a certain concession on their part to his belief in an independent
church.™

It should be stressed that this more liberal side of Calvin’s thought presupposed the exis-
tence of a natural moral law that is universally both accessible and obligatory. Otherwise, it
would not be possible to hold non-Christians accountable, and therefore legitimately subject
to coercion, for violations of the restrictions on arbitrary power. It is clear Calvin held such a
view; but he held it only some of the time."

That brings us to the “other side” of Calvin’s thought regarding the proper shape of consti-
tutional government. While, in my view, he was always ambivalent about the natural moral
capability of human beings, he became increasingly skeptical toward the end of his life,
somewhere, perhaps, around 1553 with the trial and execution of Michael Servetus, as John
Witte Jr. suggests.” It is after that event that he specifically reversed himself with regards
to limiting the jurisdiction of the state to the second table of the Decalogue, now calling
upon civil magistrates to enforce “the outward worship of God” as well as “sound doctrine
of piety and the position of the Church.”*'* Obviously, such prescriptions radically restricted
the right to freedom of conscience, and, by implication, the exercise and enjoyment of other
rights, as well. To establish religion, to bring both tables of the Decalogue more directly
under the control of the state, is to limit the opportunities of citizens not only religiously, but
also politically, civilly, and economically. While Geneva during Calvin’s career was never free
of such regulation, it appears to have intensified after 1555 when Calvin reached his full pow-
ers of influence.

Calvin’s growing skepticism about natural moral capabilities appears also to have colored
his constitutional preferences in both church and state. While at pains to expand democratic
participation in both places, he was undoubtedly biased, in the final analysis, toward the
“aristocratic” side of his constitutional proposals. What he said about the administration
of the church could also go for the civil order: special deference to officials is required in
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elections, as in the general conduct of affairs, “in order that the multitude may not go wrong
either through fickleness, through evil intentions, or through disorder”> Moreover, his
deepening suspicion of natural moral capabilities also strengthened in his mind the indis-
pensability of the Reformed Church as the locus of true righteousness, and therefore as the
exclusive foundation of state authority and practice.

While Calvin made considerable room theoretically for a “liberal” interpretation of con-
stitutional government, based on an expansive understanding of the right to freedom of con-
science, both inside and outside the church, he very much qualified that interpretation in
practice—increasingly, in the latter years of his tenure in Geneva.

This ambivalence on Calvin’s part toward liberal nationalism, expressed in irresolution
and vacillation with regard to the scope of the constitutional protection of freedom of con-
science, was central to his legacy as it spread throughout northern Europe, and especially
England and colonial New England, after his death. Calvinism was directly associated with
severe political convulsions in Europe and the British Isles from the 1550s throughout much
of the seventeenth century. They occurred in Holland beginning with the Dutch Protestant
insurgency against the Catholic Hapsburgs in 1581, in France with the long-running civil war
between the Huguenots and Catholics, in Scotland beginning with the Scottish Reformation
of 1560, in England with the Puritan challenges to the Anglican establishment starting in the
1560s and leading up to the Civil War and Interregnum, and in New England with the Puritan
community’s struggles over religious freedom beginning in the 1630s. All of these contests
concerned national constitutional reform, and especially the relations of state to religion. In
all of them, Calvinist participants exhibited, in different ways and degrees, ambivalence over
the meaning of the “rights of the people,” particularly as they applied to religious freedom,
but with significant consequences for the broader enjoyment of civil, political, and economic
rights as well."¢

The most striking example of the tension between liberal and illiberal nationalism implicit
in the Calvinist tradition is the case of colonial New England. While they by no means agreed
on everything, American Puritans, “in their covenanted towns and congregations,” as David
Hall puts it, were of one mind that the “crucial feature of all covenants” is “a people’s willing
consent,” that “covenant [is an] instrument and expression of popular decision-making”"7
That common conviction underlay their commitment to constitutional government, and, in
fact, explains their pioneering role in the rise of modern constitutionalism.

According to a leading authority, the Charter of Massachusetts Bay of 1629 “was not
strictly a popular constitution, because it was in form and legal effect a royal grant, but in its
practical operation after the transfer, it approximated a popular constitution more closely
than any other instrument of government in actual use up to that time in America or else-
where in modern times”*® Moreover, Massachusetts Bay authorities went well beyond the
original wording, claiming that their charter permitted an astounding degree of politi-
cal independence. As early as 1641, they refused help from the English Parliament because
the colony might “then be subject to all such laws as [the Parliament] should make or at
least such as [it] might impose upon us”"*® When in 1646 the authorities were criticized for
considering themselves “rather a free state than a colony or corporation of England,” they
agreed! Parliament might have authority in England, but “the highest authority here is in
[our legislature], both by our charter and by our own positive laws . . . [O]ur allegiance binds
us not to the laws of England any longer than we live in England”'*° This same interpretation
applied to the charters of the other colonies, as well. Though American Puritans were slow
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to admit it, it was not a large step to the eventual replacement of the authority of the English
crown, as well as of Parliament, with the will of “the people” who inhabited the colonies.'*

Of greatest importance was the impulse in Massachusetts Bay and other colonies to
adopt declarations of rights as an important feature of their early constitutions. The Body
of Liberties was adopted by the Massachusetts Bay legislature in 1641, and amounted to an
exceptionally lengthy list of fundamental rights.”> Though it incorporated provisions from
English statutes and precedents, it went well beyond them. It redefined and restructured the
traditional rights of English subjects in the light of Puritan Christianity, adding modified
portions of biblical law, and some “daring rights proposals™> from left-wing English Puritan
pamphleteers.

The document opens, significantly, by referring to “such liberties, immunities, and privi-
leges” that “humanity, civility, and Christianity call for as due to every man in his place and
proportion without impeachment or infringement,” highlighting the several grounds, reli-
gious and natural, that rights were believed to rest on.”*# In the first article, the document
goes on to enumerate certain fundamental protections against taking life or property, or
imposing penalties and burdens, “unless it be by some virtue or equity of some express law
.. . established by the [legislature] and sufficiently published. . . ”**> Hall makes much of
the idea of equity in Puritan New England, echoing what it meant for Calvin (respect for
the rights of all supplemented by a special concern for the deprived and vulnerable). Equity
“may best be understood,” he says, “as expressing strong hopes for even-handedness in a
world where ‘unrighteousness and iniquity were visibly present in the workings of English
politics, civil society, ecclesiastical governance, and the law, each of which was aligned with
structures of privilege and power.”*>® He mentions several kinds of legal reform present in
the Body of Liberties aimed at creating a more “equitable society”

One was “a cluster of rights and privileges for plaintiffs and defendants with virtually no
equivalent in English law;” including a “more impartial method of selecting juries than was the
norm in England”*” Another was significantly limiting capital punishment, and abolishing
what the code calls “revolting barbarities of the English law”” Still another was the abolition of
monopolies, which in England had been arbitrarily dispensed to favorites of the Crown, and
abolishing as well the practice of primogeniture. In its place was established (though not always
observed) a more equitable system of inheritance, including provisions for female children.
In that way and others, according to Hall, “the colonists eliminated all but a few traces of the
social privileges that pervaded the English system and remade justice into a matter of equal
treatment before the law.”?® Incidentally, in respect to the distribution of wealth, Hall stresses
that Puritan rhetoric was fervently and repeatedly addressed to the obligations of the affluent
for the indigent, accompanied by efforts to make tax policy more equitable than was the case in
England,” and in places to guarantee “each adult male” “some land, free and clear°

There was, however, one part of the Body of Liberties that generated a particularly strong
division of opinion: the rights pertaining to religious belief and practice, namely, section 95,
articles 1 through 11, identified as “A Declaration of the Liberties the Lord Jesus hath given
to the Churches” According to these articles, all members of the colony have “full liberty”
to practice religion according to conscience, though only so long as they “be orthodox in
judgment,” and “every church has full liberty to elect church officers,” “provided they be able,
pious and orthodox.”

This was of course the basis of what John Cotton, a prominent clergyman in the colony,
referred to as the “theocratic” character of Massachusetts Bay, namely, a state governed by
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officials regarded as divinely guided.”” Cotton and other leaders did believe that church and
state should not be “confounded,” so that magistrates were precluded from holding church
office, and church officials from holding civil office. At the same time, he and his associates
affirmed with equal resolution that only church members might vote in civil elections, that
churches and clergymen should receive direct public support through taxes and other dona-
tions, and that religious beliefs and practices should be extensively and severely regulated by
laws covering blasphemy, irreverence, profanity, idolatry, and “schismatic” activity.

Although the position was widely shared, by no means all Puritans agreed with the official
Massachusetts Bay policy concerning the meaning of “full liberty” of religious belief and
practice, or with the commitment to established religion. Roger Williams, a controversial
figure from the time he set foot in the New World in 1631, and himself evicted from the col-
ony for unorthodox beliefs five years later, strongly opposed the Massachusetts Bay estab-
lishment, and, from his newfound perch in Rhode Island, took up the case against it in a
lengthy and heated dispute in print with none other than John Cotton himself.

In essence, the conflict between Cotton and Williams personified dramatically the two
sides of the Calvinist background. Both figures were staunch constitutionalists, favoring
limited government, and most of the protections enunciated in the Body of Liberties—
though they differed, of course, on the degree of limits and the range of protections. Both
were committed to Reformed doctrine and use of scripture in guiding faith and morals,
though Williams was increasingly skeptical, as Cotton was not, of Reformed ecclesiology. He
seemed to take to extremes the motto, “the church reformed, always reforming”*3*

What divided them most fundamentally was the right to the freedom of conscience and
the implications of that difference for the organization of church-state relations and the
enjoyment of civil and political rights. Williams put the issue between them as sharply as
possible quoting passages that pitted Calvin against himself. When Calvin declared that
Romans 13 restricts the jurisdiction of the state exclusively to the second table, he was an
“excellent servant of God,” as Williams writes in The Bloody Tenent of Persecution, published
in 1644."%3 But when Calvin assigned “Christ’s ordinances and administrations of worship . ..
to a civil state, town or city, as [in] the instance of Geneva,” Williams rejected that practice
unconditionally as a contradiction of Calvinist principles.’34

Williams proceeded to develop his case against Massachusetts Bay very much within the
framework of Calvin’s “liberal” side. There is the same reliance on the distinction between
the “inward” and the “outward” forum, and the accompanying distinction between “spirit”
and “sword,” and between the two tables of the Decalogue, that Calvin presupposed. There
is the same belief that human beings are, within limits, naturally capable of recognizing
violations of “second table crimes” prior to and independent of special religious enlighten-
ment, and insofar as they do not violate those prohibitions, they may—and should—be left
free to determine their religious convictions as their consciences dictate. It is important to
emphasize that in constructing his position, Williams (like Calvin) invoked several separate
arguments: some based explicitly on reason and experience, others derived from scripture
and doctrine. To his mind, these arguments all worked together, suggesting a constructive
relation between the two tables of the Decalogue, properly implemented.'® In particular, he
repeatedly emphasized that the persecution of conscience “fills the streams and rivers with
blood,” in keeping with the findings of Brian J. Grim and Roger Finke, mentioned above.!3¢

It is, of course, on these grounds, taken together, that Williams opposed so fervently all
forms of established, or what he called “National,” religion so prevalent at his time. He was
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very clear: Given forms of political “power, might or authority [are] not religious, Christian,
etc., but natural, humane, and civil”’3” The “wall of separation” between church and state
Williams favored was not for protecting the church from an invariably corrupt state, as
is so frequently asserted, but for protecting church and state equally from what he called
the “wilderness of National religion,” a condition that utterly confuses the proper roles
of both institutions.® Along with religious warrants, his commitment to the principle of
non-establishment is based on a belief in an independent natural moral law accessible to and
obligatory upon all people, and it led to a remarkable expansion not only of the rights of con-
science but of civil, political, and economic rights as well, as expressed in the Rhode Island
Civil Code of 1647 and the Rhode Island Charter of 1663.

Martha Nussbaum has demonstrated convincingly in her book Liberty of Conscience'®
that it is Roger Williams, not John Locke, Thomas Jefferson, or James Madison, who pro-
vided the intellectual foundations for the expansive constitutional protection of conscience
that, she believes, Jefferson and Madison also intended. The only shortcoming in Nussbaum’s
otherwise excellent book is the failure to appreciate the Calvinist background, or at least one
side of it. She mistakenly invokes the Stoics as the basis for Williams’s approach, and thereby
neglects the tradition of constitutionalism and natural rights that Calvin and many of his fol-
lowers so clearly, if sometimes so ambivalently, represented.

Of course, the contribution of the Williams-]Jefferson-Madison lineage to the ideals of lib-
eral nationalism has constituted only one part of the American experience. That lineage has had
to contend persistently with strong tendencies in the opposite direction, tendencies that have
promoted one or another form of religious establishment at both state and national levels, or,
more recently, the preservation of “Anglo-Protestant Culture,” something Samuel P. Huntington
has considered an indispensable expression of American national identity that to him is at
present under severe threat.* These tendencies reflect the illiberal side of the Calvinist back-
ground, and they are reflected in other ways as well. Despite the fact that Rhode Island adopted
one of the first American anti-slavery laws in 1652, and that Roger Williams had an impressive
record of deep respect and equal regard for native Americans, he assisted in rounding up native
Americans and selling them into slavery after King Philip’s War of 1675-1676, probably as the
result of an uncharacteristic flash of vengefulness over the destruction done. Williams’s ambiva-
lence toward slavery set the tone for similar ambivalence on the part of Jefferson and Madison,
though, in their case, with even more baleful consequences for the ideals of liberal nationalism.

A concluding and very significant example of reformist attitudes toward early nationalism
is the work of Alberico Gentili (1552-1608), an Italian-born Calvinist'#' who taught interna-
tional law at Oxford around the turn of the seventeenth century. “As the precursor of [Hugo]
Grotius, and the one who substantially and effectively prepared the way for him, Gentili is
[arguably] the real ‘father’ of the modern law of nations”4* In sum, “the pioneer work of
Gentili was in harmony with the larger movement of the sixteenth century which witnessed
a transformation of society, the establishment of a new spirit and wider outlook, the decline
of theocracy, and the rise of the modern State”4> Central to the idea of the modern law of
nations, already incipient in the earlier thinking of the conciliarists and Catholic theorists
like Victoria and Suarez, is the extension of the norms of constitutionalism, including, espe-
cially, the universal protection of rights, to a new international order made up of a multiplic-
ity of independent national states. That meant establishing general laws and practices able
to restrain arbitrary power, not only within the new nations, but among them, as well, and
particularly in regard to the use of force.
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Calvin did not comment at length on the law of nations, but he did support the idea over
against those who wanted to make universal “the political system of Moses*4* Whatever the
variations in detail and degrees of punishment among the law codes of the world, all nations,
he said, enforce second-table rights and may be called to account in respect to them. These
rights are expressions of natural law and equity, which, in turn, underlie the law of nations.'#
In that connection, he also devoted some attention to the “right of the government to wage
war”46 and its duty to observe “restraint and humanity in war,”¥’ briefly invoking some of
the standards of the just war tradition, albeit ambivalently.!43

Gentili elaborated on the law of nations and the law of war at much greater length and
with more serious study and expertise than Calvin. However, he shared Calvin’s general per-
spective, as well as some of the deep ambivalence of his thought, now developing certain
liberal themes, now veering toward more illiberal ones.

An important part of Gentili’s theory of force accords with Calvin’s views, and, up to a
point, particularly his “early” thinking. Like Calvin, Gentili distinguished sharply between
the two tables of the Decalogue: the laws of religion “are divine, that is between God and
man; they are not human, namely between man and man.”'4° “Religion is a matter of the
mind and . . . will, which is always accompanied by freedom.>° “Therefore, no man’s rights
are violated by a difference in religion, nor is it lawful to make war because of religion.”’s"
“Force in connexion with religion is unjust.”’>> Gentili registered strong support for religious
freedom and pluralism, both among and, more surprisingly, within states, thereby chal-
lenging the principle of religiously uniform states authorized by the Peace of Augsburg and
Westphalia.'s3

Accordingly, human laws alone—second-table rights—are the proper domain of earthly
government, in both domestic and international relations. “Now this is a just cause [for the
use of force, if] our own rights have been interfered with. . . . Everyone is justified in main-
taining his rights”4 The only truly just cause for using force, inside or outside national
borders, is the protection of the legitimate temporal and material rights of nation-states
and their citizens. Excluding religion as a cause for war, whether civil or international, and
expanding the society of states to include infidel and even barbarian nations that are inde-
pendent and politically organized,” is an indispensable condition of peace. By developing
his approach to international law in this way, Gentili advanced the secularization and liber-
alization of international law.'s®

Like other sixteenth-century Calvinist authors, Gentili supported constitutional restric-
tions on political power and authority, including a right of rebellion in extreme cases.
However, he occasionally equivocated on the subject, exemplifying ambivalence about these
matters characteristic of reformist thinking. On the one hand, rulers who betray their sub-
jects by failing to defend them or by breaking agreements with them, may be replaced, and,
in fact, rebellions may be assisted licitly by outside powers, as in the case of the support given
to the Dutch Revolt of 1581 by Queen Elizabeth of England.’”” On the other hand, Gentili tem-
porized at times. He worried that things might go too far, and concluded that since anarchy
is worse than tyranny,® considerable indulgence is owed earthly rulers. Now and again, he
suggested that they have overriding authority that must be submitted to, appearing at times
to disregard the authority of “constituted lesser magistrates” to stand up to a deviant ruler that
was countenanced even by Calvin himself."® For example, Gentili stated that rulers may not
be put on trial by their people, and that while they are not entitled to deprive their people of
property without just cause, a ruler has the final say as to whether a just cause exists!"s°
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Gentili’s thoughts on international obligations during wartime also reveal some further
ambivalence. Along with respect for religious diversity, he strongly emphasized protection
of noncombatants, restraints against cruelty to prisoners, moderation of vengeance against
a conquered enemy, and conservation of religious buildings and other architectural and
artistic treasures. Nevertheless, he countenanced the enslavement of conquered peoples, the
right of booty, the sacking of cities, and the use of reprisals.’®

CONCLUSION

Following the advocates of “the liberal peace,” we have assumed that “liberal nationalism,”
consisting of the orderly and properly sequenced development of constitutional democracy,
including provisions for economic prosperity, is a critical condition of national and inter-
national peace, while the presence of illiberal institutions, namely those that are seriously
fractured religiously, ethnically, economically, and in other ways, promise a high probabil-
ity of violence. At the same time, we have paid attention to some of the challenges to those
assumptions represented by adherents of the new idea of “justpeace,” such as the neglect of
religion, questionable neoliberal convictions about economic justice, an exclusive devotion
to the merits of retributive justice, and the benefits of state-centered solutions to violent con-
flict. In addition, we have acknowledged the inescapable dilemmas of nationalism, such as
the intermixture of liberal and illiberal elements, and the abiding tension between national
and international obligations, as well as the complications of attempting to administer a sys-
tem of equal rights fairly and equitably.

Accordingly, we have reexamined the historical origins of nationalism and offered a fresh
account that does two things: First, it reveals the saliency of religion by establishing the
centrality of the Protestant Reformation and the complexity of its influence on the rise of
nationalism. The three types of attitude toward a new understanding of nation- or people-
hood—accommodationism, renovationism, and reformism—give clear evidence of the
conflicting tendencies between liberalism and illiberalism that have become central to the
study of nationalism, and they help explain why the conflicts are so deep-seated and so per-
sistent. Second, it reveals some significant intellectual resources for reevaluating and cor-
recting our understanding of the liberal peace, which will bring it more closely into line with
the ideals of the advocates of justpeace.

By demonstrating that religion was “present at creation,” our account shows why religion
and nationalism have up until now been so closely associated, as well as why the dilemmas
of nationalism, both domestic and international, are not likely to go away. It also reveals,
especially where reformists—mainly liberal Calvinists—give prominence to renovation-
ist ideas, how the concept of the liberal peace can be improved. In particular, the Calvinist
notion of equity, drawing as it does upon Anabaptist impulses to modify both economic
inequality and the severity of retributive law, contributes to adjustments in approaches to
peacemaking that seem abundantly confirmed by experience. That is also true of the lib-
eral Calvinist emphasis, again adapted from central Anabaptist convictions, on limiting the
state and expanding the sphere of conscientious belief and action, religious and otherwise.
That development makes way for supplementing state-centered peacemaking policies with a
broad array of nongovernmental innovation.
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For all these reasons, it is imperative to take a new look at the origins of nationalism.
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Richard Hooker, Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity (1593; repr., London: J.M. Dent and Sons,
1958), vol. 1, 362-363.

In Separation of Church and State, 32—38, Philip Hamburger makes much of the fact that
Hooker mischaracterized the Puritan dissenters as seeking a strong version of separation,
rather than a more benign form of disestablishment. But if the distinction between sepa-
ration and disestablishment is not as sharp as Hamburger claims (see note 28), then it is
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likely that Hooker’s description matched the views of some segments of a complex move-
ment, views that would become more prominent in the seventeenth century, as in the case
of Roger Williams.

Maurice Powicke, The Reformation in England (New York: Oxford University Press, 1961), 51.
Cited in David Little, Religion, Order, and Law (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1984),143.

Hooker, Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity, vol. 2, 29.

Hooker, Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity, vol. 1, 195.

Works of Richard Hooker, John Keble, ed. 3 vols. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1888), vol. 3,330.
Hooker, Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity, vol. 2, 475.

Hooker, Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity, vol. 2, 475.

Skinner, Foundations, vol. 2, 105.

George Hunston WIlliams, The Radical Reformation (Kirkville, MO: Sixteenth Century
Journal Publications, Inc., 1992), 1303.

Williams, Radical Reformation, 1277.

Conrad Grebel and friends, “Letters to Thomas Muntzer;” in Spiritual and Anabaptist
Writers, ed. George Hunston Williams, (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1958), 79.
Hans-Jurgen Goertz, The Anabaptists (London: Routledge, 1996), 86.

Claus Peter Clasen, Anabaptists: A Social History (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press,
1972), 426.

Williams, Radical Reformation, 1286-128.

Cited by James M. Strayer, Anabaptists and the Sword (Lawrence, KS: Coronado Press,
1976), 320.

Cited at Strayer, Anabaptists and the Sword, 121. There were related reservations about
paying taxes, particularly in support of the use of force, though on that matter some
Anabaptists were willing to compromise.

See MacCulloch, The Reformation: A History, 682: “Radical thinkers and preachers in the
early stages of the Reformation [were at the time] marginalized and rejected by Catholics
and Protestants alike . . . [M]ainstream Christianity is only now reexamining [their] alter-
native views of the future and recognizing how much value there is in them. A modern
Anglican . . . is likely to be more like a sixteenth-century Anabaptist in belief than ... a
sixteenth-century member of the Church of England”

Clasen, Anabaptists: A Social History, 426.

Williams, Radical Reformation, note 15, 763, 762.

Peter James Klassen, Economics of Anabaptism, 1525-1560 (London: Mouton and Co.,
1964), 42.

Parts of what follows are borrowed from a forthcoming essay by the author, “Calvinism,
Constitutionalism, and the Ingredients of Peace,” in John Bowlin, ed., Kuyper Center
Review. Calvinism and Democracy (Grand Rapids: Eardmans, 2014).

MacCulloch, The Reformation: A History, 190.

Calvin, Homilies on I Samuel, 10, cited in Herbert D. Foster, “Political Theories of
Calvinists,” in Collected Papers of Herbert D. Foster (privately printed, 1929), 82.

John Calvin, Institutes of the Christian Religion, ed. John T. McNeill, trans. Ford Lewis
Battles (Philadelphia: Westminster Press 1960), bk. 4, ch. XX, para. 31, 1519.

Calvin, Commentary on the Psalms ch. 119, cited in Foster, Collected Papers, 82.

Calvin, Institutes, bk. 4, ch. XX, para. 8, 1493.

Calvin, Homilies on I Samuel, 8, cited in Foster, Collected Papers, 82.

Calvin, Commentary on Micah, 5:5.
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93. Calvin, Homilies on I Samuel, cited in Foster, “Political Theories of the Calvinists,” 82.
94. Calvin, Institutes, bk. 4, ch XX, para. 31, 15181519, and note 54.
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See Willem Nijenhuis, “The Limits of Civil Disobedience in Calvin’s Last-Known
Sermons,” in Ecclesia Reformata: Studies on the Reformation, vol. 2 (New York, Leiden
and Koln: E.J. Brill, 1994), 73-94, discussing Calvin's Homilies on 1 and II Samuel.

Josef Bohatec, Calvins Lehre von Staat und Kirche mit besonderer Berucksichtigung des
Organismusgedankens (Aalen: Scientia, 1961), 94-95. (Translations are mine.)

Calvin, Institutes, bk. 4, ch. XX, para. 31, 1519.

Calvin, Institutes, bk. 4, ch. XX, para. 24, 1512.

This conviction, central to Calvin’s thought, is an important point of connection to
what Judith Shklar has called the “liberalism of fear” in her classic essay by that name
(in Liberalism and the Moral Life, ed. Nancy L. Rosenblum (Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 1989), 21-38). Because of the deep-seated and widespread human
disposition toward the exercise of arbitrary power—to inflict, that is, severely aversive
consequences for self-serving purposes—plural government and the legal protection of
individual rights (against arbitrary killing, torture, enslavement, persecution of “con-
science, religion or belief;” etc.) are urgently required on a universal basis. This general
point is either not addressed, or addressed confusingly (see note 134, below), by crit-
ics of liberalism, the rule of law, and existing human rights norms, such as Danchin,
Hurd, Mahmood, Sullivan, and their mentor, Asad, mentioned in note 14. (See David
Little, “Religion, Human Rights, and Secularism: Preliminary Clarifications and Some
Islamic, Jewish, and Christian Responses” in Humanity Before God: Contemporary Faces
of Jewish, Christian, and Islamic Ethics, ed. William Schweiker, Michael A. Johnson, and
Kevin Jung (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2006), 262-273, for a critique of Asad’s attack
on human rights language.) While particular governments, including constitutional
democracies, must of course be called to account according to constitutional, rule of law,
and human rights standards, it is those very standards that are taken by “liberals of fear”
best to protect against the violations resulting from the exercise of arbitrary power, and
to reduce the related occurrence of violence. Any successful refutation must begin by
addressing the extensive evidence that by now supports that position (see note 2, above).

Calvin, Institutes, bk. 4, ch. XX, para. 16, 1504.

Calvin, Four Last Books of the Pentateuch, Exodus, http://www.studylight.org/commen-
taries/cal/view.cgi?bk=ex&ch=20:15, vol. 3.

Calvin, Epistles of Paul the Apostle to the Romans and to the Thessalonians, trans. Ross
Mackenzie (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1976), IT Thessalonians 3:12, 420.

Calvin, Commentary on Matthew 5:25, cited in David Yoon-Jung Kim, “Law, Equity, and
Calvin's Moral Critique of Protestant Faith,” ThD diss., Harvard Divinity School, 2012,
164, 171. I am indebted to Kim’s dissertation for illuminating the central importance of
the idea of equity in Calvin’s thought, as well as the connection of the idea to a “natural
law conception of rights.”

Calvin, Commentary on Matthew 5:25.

Witte, Reformation of Rights, 52.

Foster, “Calvin’s Programme for a Puritan State,” in Collected Papers, 65.

Brian Tierney, Idea of Natural Rights: Studies on Natural Rights, Natural Law and Church
Law (Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press, 1997), chs. IX, X.

Calvin, Commentary on the Psalms, http://www.ccel.org/ccel/calvin/calcomo8.html,
82:3.
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Robert M. Kingdon, “Social Welfare in Calvin's Geneva,” in Church and Society in
Reformation Europe (London: Variorum Reprints, 1985), 50-69; and Jennine E. Olson,
Calvin and Social Welfare: Deacons and the Bourse Francaise (London: Associated
University Presses, 1989).

Calvin, Epistles of Paul the Apostle, 283-286.

Philip Benedict, Christ’s Churches Purely Reformed: A Social History of Calvinism (New
Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2002), 7, 120.

See David Little, “Calvin and Natural Rights,” Political Theology 10 (2009): 3.

Witte, Reformation of Rights, 67-70.

Calvin, Institutes, bk. 4, ch. XX, para. 2, 148;7.

Calvin, Institutes, bk. 4, ch. I11, para. 15, 1066.

See Chapters 2, 3, and 4 of Witte, Reformation of Rights, on Theodore Beza, Johannes
Althusius, and John Milton, respectively. These chapters discuss the evolving thoughts
on constitutionalism, the protection of rights, and church-state relations of the three
figures toward violent struggles over national reform in France (Beza), the Netherlands
(Althusius), and England (Milton) in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.

David D. Hall, A Reforming People: Puritanism and the Transformation of Public Life
(New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2011), 157.

C. H. Mcllwain, Constitutionalism and Its Changing World (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1939), 241.

From Winthrop’s Journal, cited in McIlwain, Constitutionalism and Its Changing World, 234.
From Winthrop’s Journal, cited in Mcllwain, Constitutionalism and Its Changing World,
235, emphasis added.

Donald S. Lutz, Origins of American Constitutionalism (Baton Rouge, LA: Louisiana
State University Press, 1988), 37.

Edmund S. Morgan, Puritan Political Ideas, 1558-1794 (Indianapolis, IN: Bobbs-Merrill
Co.,1965),171-197.

Witte, Reformation of Rights, 280.

Morgan, Puritan Political Ideas, 172-173. I have modernized and here and there “trans-
lated” some of the archaic words and forms of speech in the Body of Liberties, and in
some of the subsequent citations from Puritan writings.

Morgan, Puritan Political Ideas, 173.

Hall, A Reforming People, 147.

Hall, A Reforming People, 150

Hall, A Reforming People, 152.

Hall, A Reforming People, 67-70.

Hall, A Reforming People, 64-65.

Cotton actually uses the term to describe what in his mind is “the best form of government
in the commonwealth, as well as the church,” in Morgan, Puritan Political Ideas, 163.

It is this aspect of Williamss views that Hamburger devotes exclusive attention to in
expositing Williams’s thinking on church-state relations (Separation of Church and
State, 38-53). Hamburger refers to Williams’s insistence on purifying the church of all
worldly influence, including his radical anticlericalism, as favoring “a sort of separation”
(484), though a position Hamburger regards as idiosyncratic, if not just plain weird. On
Hamburger’s construction, this obsession with church purification, leading Williams
eventually to abandon membership in any congregation, and to oppose all existing
forms of church organization, caused him to turn his back on the state and all “worldly
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134.

activities” (42), and thereby to embrace, if circuitously, his highly peculiar view of
church-state separation. Clearly, Hamburger’s objective is to marginalize Williams’s con-
tribution. However, this is a seriously distorted interpretation of Williams’s position. For
one thing, it ignores several other prominent lines of argument employed by Williams in
favor of separating church and state (alluded to in the text) that are quite consistent both
with (liberal) Calvinist thinking and with subsequent eighteenth-century approaches to
the subject. For another, Williams’s convictions concerning the purification of the church
have little bearing on his broader theory of church-state relations, which explicitly leaves
the matter of religious belief and practice, including religious organization, entirely up to
the consciences of others. Williams nowhere demands adherence on the part of others to
his anticlerical or anti-ecclesiastical views.

It is distressing that Hamburger’s characterization of Williams continues to be highly
influential on reputable historians and legal scholars alike. See, for example, Gordon
S. Wood’s comments on a recent book on Williams in a review entitled “Radical, Pure,
Roger Williams,” New York Review of Books (May 10, 2012). “Williams’s beliefs were
too extreme, too eccentric, too individualistic to have much relevance today” As with
Hamburger, Wood’s argument for Williams’s alleged irrelevance is that he was gradu-
ally disillusioned with all forms of organized Christianity and isolated himself from any
corporate religious experience. Hamburger’s misrepresentations of Williams’s views rep-
licate in many ways the similarly mistaken but widely echoed claims of Mark DeWolfe
Howe, The Garden and the Wilderness (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1965). One
particularly distressing example of Howe’s distorting influence on the understanding
of Williams is in the otherwise compelling and insightful writings on law and religious
liberty by Douglas Laycock, Religious Liberty: Overviews and History (Grand Rapids,
MI: Eerdmans, 2011), 68. Citing Howe, Laycock says that for Williams “religion is sacred
and the state corrupt, so that separation of church and state is necessary to protect reli-
gion from corruption by the state” See notes 136 and 138 for the discussion of Williams’s
idea of the “wall of separation.”

Roger Williams, A Bloody Tenent of Persecution, in Complete Writings of Roger Williams,
vol. 3 (New York: Russell and Russell, 1963), 153.

Williams, A Bloody Tenent of Persecution, 225. A key implication of Williams’s critique
of Calvin here is that legal protection of the rights of conscience is an indispensable
means of preventing the state from exercising arbitrary power, an insight Calvin himself
appreciated and asserted early in his career, even if he went back on it later. Ironically,
Williams’s central conviction is well-expressed by Winifred Sullivan, a putative critic
of freedom of religion, rule of law, and human rights. Surprisingly, freedom of religion
stands, after all, for something of which she strongly approves: “the right of the individual,
every individual, to life outside the state—the right to live as a self on which many given,
as well as chosen, demands are made” (Impossibility of Religious Freedom, 158-159; italics
added). Her central conclusion in Impossibility of Religious Freedom that this right to a
“life outside the state” “may not best be realized through laws guaranteeing religious free-
dom but by laws guaranteeing equality” (159) is undercut by an earlier claim of hers that
“religion is . . . arguably different from speech, movement, association and the like”—the
legal protection of which presumably guarantees equality! “To be religious is, in some
sense, to be obedient to a rule outside of oneself and one’s government, whether that rule
is established by God, or otherwise. It is to do what must be done. . . and doing so at
some personal cost” (156). This is the standard idea of the “sovereignty of conscience”
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135.

and its special right to protection over against the authority of the state. Her additional
claim that “to be religious is not to be free, but to be faithful” (156) is true in regard to
conscience, but not in regard to the state. That’s the whole point: Being subject to the one
means being free, at least in part, from the other.

The problem is Sullivan’s concessions here deeply compromise her recurring attacks,
and those of her colleagues, against what they consider to be the perverse influence of
“protestant” “hyper-privatization” on questions of religious freedom. On the one hand,
Sullivan’s formulation—completely consistent with Williams’s ideas—presupposes an
irreducible individualism (what I have called elsewhere “conscientious individualism”).
Despite the indispensable influence of social experience, it is, finally, individuals who
have consciences, which, according to the implication of Sullivan’s formulation, are to be
protected as such by a well-ordered state against undue coercion or restraint. On the other
hand, there is no reason to assume, as Sullivan and associates seem to do, that protection
of conscience is hopelessly wedded to a preoccupation with “private belief” understood
as unrelated to behavior, group membership, or public life in general. Williams respected
“free exercise” or practice as well as belief, and he also respected the “non-protestant”
groups many people at the time identified with, such as Jews, “Mohammedans,” and
native Americans, so long as they complied, as many of them did on his account, with
“second table standards,” and allowed, in one way or another, for the “right of the indi-
vidual” “to life outside the state,” a principle Sullivan herself endorses. As to the public
aspect of freedom of conscience, Williams never tired of arguing that protecting individ-
ual rights of conscience enabled the state to do its true job, namely to ensure to all citizens
impartially and equally the public goods of peace, safety, and civic welfare. Continuing to
consider, in accord with due process, “challenges of conscience” to the state’s jurisdiction
performs a critically public function of calling the state to account in this regard.

Sullivan also seems sympathetic to an idea Williams favored, namely extending free-
dom of conscience to those, in Williams’s words, “who turn atheistical and irreligious”
(Complete Writings of Roger Williams, vol. 7, 181), although she disregards the fact that
human rights standards follow Williams by enshrining that very idea (see Impossibility
of Religious Freedom, 157). In “The Conscience of Contemporary Man,” Sullivan affirms
the Supreme Court’s extension of the right of conscience to nonreligious people (as in
U.S. v. Seeger), but then, inexplicably, goes on to portray such a development as “out-
dated” by invoking a number of recent anthropological studies without making clear
what bearing they have on the issue of conscience and state. A similar criticism might
be leveled against her interpretation of the ruling in Warner v. Boca Raton, the central
focus of her argument throughout Impossibility of Religious Freedom. It is hard to fol-
low why, on Sullivan’s own assumptions, she would not favor a ruling that, on grounds
of conscience inclusively understood, extended the right to erect upright gravestones
in an area otherwise legally limited to flat gravestones. She here and there toys with
such a conclusion, but nowhere forthrightly embraces it (see, e.g., 136-137). Cf. Kent
Greenawalt, Religion and the Constitution, vol. 2, Establishment and Fairness (Princeton,
NJ: Princeton University Press, 2008), 330-331, for a related criticism.

Williams writes: “I affirm that state policy and state necessity, which (for the peace of the
state and the preventing of rivers of civil blood) [safeguards] the consciences of men,
will be found to agree most punctually with the rules of the best politician that ever the
world saw, the King of kings and Lord of lords.” He speaks of the civil protection of con-
science as an “absolute rule of this great politician for the peace of the field, which is
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141.

142.

143.
144.
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146.
147.
148.

149.
150.
151.
152.
153.

154.

the world, and for the good and peace of the saints, who must have a civil being in the
world” (Complete Writings of Roger Williams, vol. 3,178-179). The point is that the teach-
ings and life of Jesus, based on appeals to conscience, not coercion, match and flour-
ish in a civil order that protects conscience, and make a critical contribution to civil or
“worldly” peace for which Jesus’s true followers, “the saints,” have a singular responsi-
bility. At the same time, there is nothing compulsory about the convergence; Williams’s
view of Christianity, though compelling for him, is by no means an “official requirement”
for a constitutional system to work, as he makes clear more than once. In fact, he believed
most Christians of his time and place, by turns predatory and overbearing, had much
to learn about the authentic Christian message by respecting the equal rights of native
Americans and interacting with them sympathetically. (See Nussbaum’s moving discus-
sion of Williams’s contribution to the ideals of “respect and sympathetic imagination” as
exemplified by his attitudes toward the Narragansett Indians whom he befriended (The
New Religious Intolerance, 149-158).)

See note 8.

Complete Writings of Roger Williams, vol. 3, 398.

See Little, “Roger Williams and the Puritan Background of the Establishment Clause;” in No
Establishment of Religion, ed. Gunn and Witte,111-112, for an elaboration of this critical point.
Martha C. Nussbaum, Liberty of Conscience: In Defense of America’s Tradition of Religious
Equality (New York: Basic Books, 2008).

Huntington, “Anglo-Protestant Culture,” in Who Are We?, 59-80. See David Little,
“Culture, Religion, and National Identity in a Postmodern World,” Anuario del Derecho
Eclesiastico del Estado XXII (2006), for a critique of Huntington’s argument.

In her definitive study of Gentili, Alberico Gentili and the Development of International
Law (Amsterdam: H. J. Paris, 1937), Gezina H.J. van der Molen makes a strong case for
Gentili’s Calvinism, both theologically (249-256) and politically (201-221).

Coleman Phillipson, “Introduction,” in Alberico Gentili, De Iure Belli Libri Tres, trans.
John C. Rolfe (1612; repr., Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1933), 18a.

Phillipson, “Introduction,” 25a.

Calvin, Institutes, bk. 4, ch. XX, sect. 14, 1502.

Calvin, Institutes, bk. 4, ch. XX, sect. 16, 1502.

Calvin, Institutes, bk. 4, ch. XX, sect. 11,1499.

Calvin, Institutes, bk. 4, ch. XX, sect. 12, 1500.

Calvin, Institutes, bk. 4, ch. XX, sect 16, 1505: “There are countries which unless they
deal cruelly with murderers by way of horrible examples, must immediately perish from
slaughters and robberies. There are ages that demand increasingly harsh penalties.”
Gentili, De Iure Belli, bk. 1, ch. IX, 41.

Gentili, De Iure Belli, bk. 1, ch. IX, 39.

Gentili, De Iure Belli, bk. 1, ch. IX, 41.

Gentili, De Iure Belli, bk. 1, ch. IX, 38.

Gentili, De Iure Belli, bk. 1, ch X, 43-46: “Violence should not be employed against sub-
jects who have embraced another religion than that of the ruler. . . with the reservation,
‘unless the state suffer some harm in consequence’ [such as disturbance of the peace—
a fully modern limitation].. . . I for my part hear of battles and wars where no place is
given to religion. I do not hear of them where there is room for different religions.” In this
regard, Gentili was considerably more liberal than Grotius, who favored religious plural-
ism and freedom internationally but not domestically.

Gentili, On the Laws of War, bk. 1, ch. XVIII, 83.
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155. Phillipson, “Introduction,” in Gentili, De Iure Belli, 25a.
156. Van der Molen, Alberico Gentili, 2141F.

157. Van der Molen, Alberico Gentili, 237.

158. Van der Molen, Alberico Gentili, 236.

159. Van der Molen, Alberico Gentili, 239.
160. Van der Molen, Alberico Gentili, 133, 136.

161. Van der Molen, Alberico Gentili, 244.
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SCOTT HIBBARD

INTRODUCTION

THE relationship between religion and the modern nation-state has been the source of much
discord, debate, and conflict. At one level, the contention involves ongoing debates over the
proper role of religion in public life. Should the religion of a dominant community inform
the institutions of nation and state, or ought the political structures of a given society (and
government policy) be neutral in regard to matters of religion and belief? In other words,
should the state (and/or nation) be religious or secular? At a deeper level, the central con-
cern involves questions about the nature of society, and whether membership in the national
community ought to be inclusive or exclusive. These disputes pit religious activists against
their secular counterparts, minority populations against majorities, and coreligionists
against one another. These debates also raise questions about the very idea of secularism. Is
secularism a matter of neutrality in matters of religion—and largely consistent with liberal
or modernist understandings of religion—or is secularism, by definition, hostile toward reli-
gious belief of all kinds?

This chapter will examine these questions in turn. Its point of departure is the recognition
that neither modernity nor states are invariably secular, nor is secularism necessarily hostile
to religion. On the contrary, there are multiple interpretations of secularism, some of which
are consistent with expressions of religion in public life, while others are not. Similarly, both
religion and nationalism are defined by high degrees of variation, ranging from the liberal
and tolerant to the chauvinistic and intolerant. In this context, religion refers to “a com-
plex of socially prescribed beliefs and practices relating to a realm of reality conceived as
sacred.” It is this connection between the immanent and transcendent—more specifically,
a transcendent moral order—that gives religion its continuing utility in modern politics.
Religion provides a normative language for political action, informs nationalist mytholo-
gies, and helps to define collective identities. More to the point, religion and religious ide-
ologies remain important mechanisms for reifying particular patterns of social and political



RELIGION, NATIONALISM, AND THE POLITICS OF SECULARISM 101

power, and, thus, for shaping the contours of social life. Hence, the important question is not
whether states are religious or secular per se, but rather, how do different interpretations of
religion (and secularism) inform competing visions of the nation?

The first part of the chapter will focus on the larger issue of religion and public life, and
the failure of the secularization thesis to account for the continuing relevance of religion to
modern politics. In doing so, this opening section will elaborate on the relationship between
religion, nationalism, and the modern state. Particular emphasis will be devoted to the com-
petition between those who argue for state neutrality and those who believe religion (or,
more accurately, a particular interpretation of religion) ought to be given preference within
the institutions of nation and state. This first section will also examine the variability of reli-
gion, and the manner in which different interpretations of religious tradition inform com-
peting visions of the nation. Both of these latter two issues raise important questions about
the persistence of religious sectarianism, and the compatibility of certain forms of religious
belief with the requirements of an open, tolerant, and inclusive society.

The second section will then turn to the secular tradition and review the different interpreta-
tions of secularism as well as the debates over its relative merits. One of the challenges here is
that secularism has come to mean different things to different people. For many, secularism
is seen as the antithesis of religion—akin to atheism—or, more simply, as an overt hostility
toward religion. This type of “irreligious secularism” embodies a “competing intellectual and
moral vision™ that seeks to remove all traces of religion from the public sphere. However, there
is an alternative variant, “ecumenical secularism,” that is defined by neutrality, not hostility, in
matters of religion and belief. Given the absence of societal agreement on religious issues, it is
argued that state policy must be premised upon “a civil politics of primordial compromise”
whereby each faith community relinquishes its claim for preference in exchange for all other
communities doing likewise. This is central to the construction of a social order consistent with
the requirements of a “justpeace,” though one that has remained elusive in practice.

The last two sections of the chapter will explore the critiques of secularism and a
re-conceptualized vision of secularism. At the heart of the “politics of secularism” is a
claim—some would argue a recognition—that, whatever the theory, secularism in practice
has failed to accommodate religion of any sort. From this view, there is within the very idea
of secularism an inherent hostility toward religion, and secularism can only allow certain
types of religion into the public square. Secularism, from this perspective, systematically
excludes certain ideas and peoples from public life, and is deeply implicated in the power
structures of states and markets. More to the point, it is said to foster the kind of extremism
it is meant to eschew. A key challenge, then, for achieving a truly just society—one free of
the institutional violence that the justpeace paradigm is committed to addressing—lies in
resolving this tension between secularism in theory and secularism in practice. What this
might look like—and whether a genuinely inclusive vision of social life means abandoning
secularism altogether—is the final topic of the chapter.

RELIGION, NATIONALISM, AND THE STATE

A review of modernization theory and its corollary, the secularization thesis, provides a
useful starting point for this inquiry. At the heart of modernization theory was the premise
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that religion would diminish in importance—both for the individual and in public life—as
economic and political development progressed. As the ideas and institutions of modernity
became more pronounced, it was argued, religion would become less important and, ulti-
mately, disappear. A key feature of this argument was its recognition of the growing influence
of modern states and market capitalism over social organization. As these core institutions
of the “modern” world became more influential, it was assumed that they would displace the
church (or other formal religious organizations) as the dominant institutions of public life. It
was also assumed that personal belief would decline as religious myths lost their hold on the
popular imagination. Just as markets and states marginalized the church, science and reason
would displace religious belief. Insofar as religion endured, it would be a personal affair and
limited to individual matters of conscience. Modernity subsequently came to be defined by
a differentiation of social life into a variety of spheres: secular vs. religious, on the one hand,
and public vs. private on the other.

Although this theory was largely descriptive in nature, it also had a prescriptive compo-
nent. The programs of social engineering that defined Turkish government policy in the
early twentieth century—as well as related efforts to control religion in Iran and Egypt—
were informed by a worldview that equated religion with a backward tradition and secular-
ism with a progressive modernity. Similarly, in the post-World War II period, economic and
political development was thought to require a diminution of religious belief. It was this lat-
ter perspective that informed government policy for many countries—and the field of devel-
opment economics—well into the latter part of the twentieth century.

The proliferation of religious politics in the post-Cold War era forced a re-evaluation of
these ideas. To be fair, some elements of modernization theory have held true. The first, and
perhaps most important, is that the authority of organized religion has been greatly dimin-
ished vis-a-vis the state and the market. Churches as centers of social life do not have the
same degree of influence they once did. Moreover, as the World Values Survey has demon-
strated, there is a correlation between levels of affluence and religiosity, even if this is not uni-
form. On the other hand, it is clear that science and rationalism have not displaced religious
belief on a personal level, even in affluent societies such as the United States. As Peter Berger
has rightfully noted, the world is “as furiously religious” as ever.* Similarly, economic change
has not undermined religion in the manner predicted by these earlier theories. Rather, the
dislocation associated with economic modernization (and globalization) has ironically had
the opposite effect.> The destruction of traditional societies by global capitalism—and with
that the web of relationships that bound historical communities together—has spurred a
return to religion on a large scale as individuals have sought to find a home in their trans-
formed world. Far from diminishing religion, economic change in this context has rein-
forced it.®

If modernization theory cannot account for the continued relevance of religious
politics, what can? Does the contemporary “resurgence” embody a genuine return to
religion—a “de-secularization of the world,” as Berger and others would argue—or does
it merely reflect the utility of religion for articulating political purpose? A comprehensive
answer to these questions is beyond the scope of this chapter, but a brief overview of the
dominant approaches is useful. One of the more commonly held views is that the religious
politics of recent years embodies a popular rejection of secularism and secular norms. This
“deprivatization of religion,” some argue, springs from the deep desire of religious popula-
tions to “re-normativize” the public sphere, and otherwise assert themselves in an overtly
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secular (or atheistic) society.” From this perspective, religious mobilization in the post-Cold
War era represents a rebellion of religious populations against secular elites, and pits those
who seek to infuse public life with the “traditional values” of religion against a state that
embodies the irreligious values of secular modernity.®

An alternative perspective views the issue less in terms of religion—and religious revival—
than of politics. This latter approach perceives the failure of the modern state to address basic
human needs as the source of a popular discontent that has found expression in religious
terms. While such political movements may articulate their grievances in a religious and
cultural idiom, the underlying impetus is economic and political.? It is a mistake to interpret
contemporary activism as “religious” since the source of grievance is material. Religious fun-
damentalisms, then, ought to be seen as a byproduct of a rapidly changing economic, social,
and political environment, and not as a return to religion per se.

A third approach sees the larger trend as both thoroughly religious and political. It is this
last view that shapes this chapter. While the driving impetus for much religious activism may,
indeed, be socioeconomic or political in nature, it is nonetheless significant that it is religion
to which political actors appeal, and not some other ideological resource. This is indicative
of the continued salience—and power—of religion in modern life. To begin with, religion
speaks to fundamental questions of human existence: life, death, and moral purpose. While
science and reason help to explain the mechanical operations of the world, they are less able
to address the normative questions faced by both individuals and society. Moreover, religion
provides a language to articulate moral purpose, sanction the exercise of power, and other-
wise situate contemporary issues in a wider, normative framework. Religion also remains
central to the construction of identity, and particularly collective identities. Hence, even if
there is a formal separation of church and state—that is, a separation of religious authority
from political authority—religious ideas and beliefs continue to provide a basis for social
cohesion and a language for contemporary politics.

It is for these reasons that even ostensibly secular states have invoked religious narratives
to legitimate their authority. This last point warrants elaboration. A key failing of modern-
ization theory was the assumption that modern states were invariably hostile to religious
belief of all sorts. This assumption was incorrect. While some states tried to eradicate reli-
gion—or greatly restrict it—this was by no means universal. More commonly, states sought
to control, regulate, or otherwise use religion to their own ends. As other chapters in this
volume illustrate, religion was (and remains) a central feature of the nationalist project, and
nationalist narratives provided a new means by which religion could enter the public sphere.
As Anthony Marx has argued:

[Within the European context,] religious fanaticism was the basis for popular engagement
with—for or against—centralizing state authority. . . . Nationalism emerged when the masses
were invited onto the political stage or invited themselves in. But that invitation did not come
inclusively from books, enrichment, or schooling, but rather from sectarian conflicts, enrag-
ing sermons and callings. The passions of faith were the stuff of which the passions for the state
were built."

The point is that nationalism emerged from the cauldron of religious sentiment, and the
latter continues to provide an emotive—and moral—foundation to modern political struc-
tures. This influence is evident in the religious symbols and narratives that inform modern
nationalisms, including such recurring themes as “chosen peoples,” divine favoritism, and
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providential mission." The religious dimension of nationalism also offers a narrative within
which individual sacrifice is given transcendent meaning, associating it with both a mythic
past and an ostensibly better future. These features of modern nationalism derive in part
from the covenant tradition of biblical religion, and provide a moral and spiritual founda-
tion to secular societies and institutions. These forms of “civil religion” are an important
mechanism for binding nationalist communities together, justifying political authority, and
lending a universal and sacred quality to a particular set of political arrangements.'

Part of the explanation for the contemporary resurgence of religion, then, is that religion
never went away. It was always a part of modern political discourse, even if its particular
manifestations varied across time and place. What is most interesting about the post-Cold
War resurgence, however, involves the type of religion with which it is associated. What
defined this era was not a resurgence of religion per se, but rather a resurgence of illiberal
visions of religion at the expense of liberal ones. In the mid-twentieth century, the type of
religion that was dominant in public life was liberal and modernist—that is, the dominant
interpretations of religion eschewed a literalist reading of scripture for metaphorical, and
emphasized tolerance and ecumenical coexistence. These liberal interpretations of reli-
gion were consistent with secular norms of neutrality and informed a vision of society that
was (theoretically) inclusive. Modernist religion was also associated with the political left,
the promotion of social justice, and the eradication of poverty. On the other hand, illib-
eral religion—interpretations that claimed a monopoly on truth, placed an emphasis upon
scriptural literalism, and tended to be intolerant of alternative beliefs—were commonly
associated with the political right and traditional patterns of social and political hierarchy.

In the mid-twentieth century, illiberal and dogmatic forms of religion (and the organi-
zations that espoused them) were politically marginalized and commonly repressed. This
marginalization was perceived as a harbinger of religion’s future writ large, and the trend
informed the secularization thesis. However, the relative influence of these competing inter-
pretations of religion began to change in the 1970s and early 1980s. During this period, main-
stream political actors came to see religious fundamentalisms as a bulwark against socialism
and a useful carrier of a patriotic majoritarianism (vis-a-vis a more explicit religious nation-
alism). In this Cold War context, religious activists gained support on a variety of continents
from state actors who had come to see illiberal religious movements as a constituency to be
courted, not a threat to be marginalized.” The resurgence of religious politics that transpired
inthe 1990s, then, was characterized by the rise of illiberal religion at the expense of its liberal
counterpart. Significantly, this trend was associated with a larger ideological shift defined by
the embrace of neoliberal economic policies, and the abandonment by state actors of earlier
commitments to social justice, equality, and diversity.

These last points highlight an important part of the broader narrative: different interpre-
tations of religion inform competing visions of social life.'* Liberal or modernist interpre-
tations are commonly associated with inclusive political structures and have provided the
basis for a civic nationalism and “inclusive universal and transcending [identities]” Illiberal
renderings of religious belief, on the other hand, tend to inform the “exclusive particularist
and primordial [identities]” associated with ethnic nationalisms.”” When we speak of the
“struggle to define the nation,” we refer to this competition over both religious interpretation
and social order.

The assumption, then, that modernity is secular (and liberal) and “tradition” is religious
(and illiberal) is highly misleading. Rather, secularism, religion, and nationalism all have
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their liberal and illiberal variants, and neither religion nor secularism is necessarily hos-
tile to the demands of an inclusive and open society. Similarly, the assumption that secular
forms of nationalism are invariably hostile to religion is a misreading of history. As the early
to mid-twentieth century illustrates, modernist or liberal interpretations of religion were a
common feature of the secular public square (at least in those societies that were tolerant of
religious and ideological pluralism) and were entirely consistent with the “ecumenical secu-
larism” that will be discussed below. Conversely, exclusive interpretations of secularism (i.e.
those that are intolerant of all religious expression) were less accommodating to ideological
pluralism, and tended to be associated with closed conceptions of society.'® This was the case
in the former Soviet states (as well as in modern China), where religion was perceived as a
competing source of individual loyalty, and, hence, a threat to the state.

A more nuanced depiction of the religious-secular divide, then, would distinguish
between four interpretations of social order, each reflecting a different way in which religion
and secularism inform competing visions of the nation. These include inclusive conceptions
of both religion and secularism (“civil religion” and ecumenical secular nationalism, respec-
tively) as well as exclusive conceptions of religion and secularism (religious nationalism and
irreligious secular nationalism). A simple typology would link inclusive interpretations of
both religion and secularism with cosmopolitan norms of national identity. Conversely,
exclusive (illiberal or sectarian) interpretations of religion and secularism tend to cor-
relate more closely with closed conceptions of community.”” (See Table 4.1 below.) Hence,
the liberal interpretation of religion is more inclined toward a cosmopolitan interpretation
of national identity, while those who claim a unique understanding of the sacred are more
likely to institutionalize a privileged position for their religious or communal identity. The
main point here is that there is nothing antithetical between religion and the demands of an
inclusive society; rather, the issue is how a given religious tradition (or official secularism) is
interpreted, and whether or not this interpretation tolerates diversity.

Table 4.1
Conceptions of Social Order
Inclusive/Open Exclusive/Closed

Religious Liberal or Civic Nationalism (Informed  Religious or Ethnic Nationalism
by a ‘Civil Religion’)

Secular Ecumenical Secular Nationalism Irreligious Secular Nationalism

THE POLITICS OF SECULARISM

Like debates over religion, debates over the relative merits—or failings—of secularism are
complicated by the absence of a common understanding of the term. The root word, “secu-
lar” typically refers to worldly or temporal affairs. That is, not ecclesiastical or clerical, nor
involving a separate “realm of reality conceived as sacred” In this regard, the “secular” and
the “religious” make up a binary phenomenon that is “mutually constitut[ing],”*® though
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made up of distinct parts. The former pertains to things of “this world”—the immanent or
natural—and the latter to things associated with an eternal, transcendent, or spiritual realm.
Secularism as a doctrine reflects this distinction, and is alternately interpreted as either a
separation of spheres—with an emphasis upon the temporal as opposed to the spiritual—or
as a set of beliefs or habits that “makes no reference to supernatural beliefs”” While one
understanding acknowledges the existence of two separate realms, the other denies the
existence of the transcendent altogether. In either case, secularism as a worldview typically
understands the functioning of both social and natural order without reference to God or
some form of spiritual power. It is this worldly perspective that Taylor has referred to as the
“immanent frame,” and which defines our era as a “secular age”*°

Secularization similarly reflects the dichotomous essence of “secular” but refers not to
a philosophy or doctrine, but to the process by which religion is diminished or marginal-
ized. In this sense, secularization refers to the evolution of a worldview that is self-contained
and devoid of spiritual reference. It can also refer to the historical process whereby areas of
social life that were once regulated by religious rules and institutions come to be governed by
secular norms and institutions (e.g., states). The process of secularization need not require
the eradication of religion, but it certainly demands a differentiation of spheres. It also gives
priority to the immanent over the transcendent. In this regard, secularization is not with-
out normative judgments. The marginalization of religion has been commonly perceived
as a matter of “emancipating” humanity from the grip of superstition, and thus as essen-
tial to human progress. This is perhaps the most controversial aspect of the secularization
thesis: the assumption that secularization is a universal process whereby human freedom
and development are invariably (or necessarily) tied to religion’s demise. From this view, the
natural evolution of social life is “from the primitive sacred to the modern secular”*

This last point reveals a latent bias within the secular tradition. While secularism does not
necessarily entail the rejection of religion, it has come to be seen as the antithesis of religion. This
understanding derives in part from the classic formulation of secularism as an ideology (and
movement) that developed in nineteenth-century England.** In this context, secularism was
understood as a moral and political doctrine that was rationalist in orientation and concerned
solely with worldly affairs. Morality was derived not from scriptural commandments (or the
divine), but rather from the requirements of humanism. The tendency toward atheism that was
associated with the movement reflected the historical tensions between reason and faith, and
between church and state. While this understanding of secularism is just one interpretation, it
has come to shape popular perceptions. The assumption that secularism is the antithesis of reli-
gion is especially pronounced among religious populations in the Muslim world, where secular-
ism is commonly equated with unbelief, atheism, and Western domination.

From this discussion, we can distinguish between two very distinct but related interpreta-
tions of secularism.? The first, irreligious secularism, is best understood as hostility to religion,
and may be summarized as “a doctrine oriented toward human earthly well-being that excludes
all consideration of religious belief and practice”*# It emphasizes the exclusion of religion from
public life. This understanding is rooted in the emancipatory project discussed above, and oper-
ates under the premise that governments ought to remove religion from the public sphere and
diminish religious belief among its subject population. Irreligious secularism sees religion as
inherently illiberal, intolerant, and supportive of oppressive social institutions. Consequently,
religion is assumed to be inimical to human flourishing and in need of regulation and con-
trol. Moreover, the tendency in the early to mid-twentieth century to equate secularism with
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modernity—and to link economic and social progress with the diminution of religious beliefs
and institutions—meant that the process of secularization was not just descriptive, but often
prescriptive as well. This accounts for the efforts by many states to eradicate religion—or other-
wise diminish its influence—as a means of facilitating economic and social development.

The alternative version of secularism is one defined by neutrality, not hostility, in matters
of religion. Secularism, from this view, is sympathetic but impartial toward religion and fun-
damental beliefs, neither privileging nor excluding particular religions or denominations.
This alternative, ecumenical secularism, can be defined as “a doctrine oriented toward human
earthly well-being in a narrow or restricted sense that otherwise supports protection of reli-
gious belief and practice”* This alternative is concerned with two related sets of issues. The
first is protecting religion and conscience from political intrusion. Secularism, in this sense,
circumscribes the authority of the state to regulate religious belief, and provides the basis
for the institutional separation of church and state. This separation is premised upon a dis-
tinction between two realms: the inner realm of conscience and the outer realm of worldly
affairs. Matters of religion and belief fall within the inner realm of conscience, where persua-
sion, not the coercive power of the state, is legitimately exercised. This realm differs from
the outer one, which involves matters of public order, and where the coercive power of the
state is legitimately employed. As Locke argued in his Letter Concerning Toleration, govern-
ment’s rightful business is with the latter and not the former. Hence, the jurisdiction of the
state is limited to the concerns of this world—security, health, and well-being—*“in which
all members of a political community, regardless of religious differences, are assumed to
share a common interest”*® In matters of religion and belief, however, it is the church—and
conscience—that are to be the final arbiters of truth.

A second concern of ecumenical secularism is protecting religious minorities from dis-
crimination and persecution. This issue reflects the pragmatic considerations from which
many secular states emerged. It also embodies the basic compromise of multiethnic,
multi-religious societies not to privilege one interpretation of religion (and, hence, one
community) at the expense of all others. Recognizing that most societies are defined by a
high degree of religious diversity, the separation of religious and political authority, and
the development of inclusive governmental institutions, are intended to provide a basis
of social solidarity that is not rooted in a religious or sectarian identity. By separating reli-
gion from political authority—and de-linking civil status from religious identity—secular-
ism as non-discrimination is meant to protect minority populations from persecution and
marginalization. To do otherwise—to give a preferential status to one religion or denomina-
tion—necessarily relegates minority sects and populations to a second-class status. It also
provides the basis for ongoing conflict and division.

The heart of ecumenical secularism, from this latter view, is the creation of both a national
identity and a political order that are not premised upon the exclusion of certain communi-
ties or the privileging of others. The secular project of the mid-twentieth century reflected
this view and was driven by the desire to create “over-arching [political] loyalties that tran-
scend the more primordial ones of ethnic affiliation, religious affiliation and linguistic
identity”*” Without some common basis for social life—including a minimal notion of
shared identity—it was feared that inter-communal rivalries would tear weak political
communities apart.?® Similarly, the common interest—or common good—that provided a
foundation for society had to be defined by a shared commitment to constitutional rule, the
protection of rights, and the equal treatment of its diverse citizens.
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These various understandings of secularism and secularization are evident in the different
cases in which secular norms have provided a guiding ideology. The strong version of secu-
larism as hostility to religion, or irreligious secularism, is evident in the Turkish understand-
ing of Kemalism developed under Mustafa Kemal Ataturk, the father of modern Turkey. In
this instance, state policy was informed by a conscious effort to remove religion from the
public sphere. The motivation behind this policy was to reorient Turkish society away from
the Muslim Middle East and toward a European and Western vision of modernity. The secu-
lar project in Turkey was, thus, informed by an assumption that religion had hindered the
development of Ottoman society, and tied the population to a backwards, Muslim East.
To be modern, from this view, was to be secular, and to be religious was to be backwards.
Consequently, the eradication of religion was considered a necessary prerequisite for the
development and modernization of the new Turkish republic. Given the historical context—
which included the demise and dismemberment of the Ottoman Empire—the founders of
modern Turkey saw a complete transformation of society as necessary to compete with their
European rivals. This transformation would be economic, political, and, above all, cultural.

Similarly, the French secular tradition, laicité, emerged from a desire to minimize the con-
tinuing influence of the Catholic Church on both French state and society. Laicité therefore
differentiated between the public and private spheres, and restricted religion to the latter.
Since laicité was born of the French Revolution—and had distinct anticlerical overtones—
this differentiation was seen as protecting “citizens from religion, not, as in the American
case, to also protect religion from the state.”* Political freedom in this context was not coex-
tensive with religious freedom. Olivier Roy (as well as others), however, has argued that
laicité does not necessarily entail a rejection of religious values, or a broader notion of the
sacred. Rather, the political doctrine of laicité “aims to free political, but also public, space
from religious control. [It] does not aim to replace religious discourse by a new ethics3°
This ambiguity is not surprising. The anticlerical strains of French history vie with the con-
tinuing influence of Catholicism on national identity. In more recent years, laicité has been
interpreted in a more aggressively exclusionary manner, at least in regard to headscarves and
other outward symbols of personal religious faith. The 2004 law banning headscarves is per-
ceived by many as discriminatory and as an infringement upon the individual religious free-
dom it is said to protect. The headscarf ban in public schools, of course, involves much more
than religion, but ties into larger issues regarding the ability—and desirability—of integrat-
ing a dispossessed Muslim minority into contemporary French life.

The understanding of secularism as neutrality in matters of belief is evident in the cases
of both India and the United States. In each instance, the religious pluralism of society
prompted the government to develop official policies of tolerance and non-discrimination
in matters of religion. These governments also sought to create a political identity that would
transcend religious and sectarian division.

In the American experience, the proliferation of religious denominations within the early
colonies precluded the establishment of any one church. Fearful that the dominance of one
tradition or sect would entail the persecution of all others, representatives of the various
faith groups accepted state neutrality as a founding compromise. They agreed, in short, to
recognize others’ religious freedom in exchange for their own. This compromise was mani-
fest in the First Amendment to the Constitution, which precludes the establishment of any
one particular religion, while also preserving the free exercise of religion. Very much influ-
enced by both John Locke and Roger Williams, many of the founding fathers believed the
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state ought not to involve itself in the business of promoting particular interpretations of
religion. They also believed that government ought not to ally with religious authorities “in
the joint names of Caesar and God to impose their will on the people™ More to the point,
the framers agreed that the Constitution should not privilege one group above all others, but
rather “put contending sectarians on an equal footing by giving special status to none”* This
vision of an ecumenical secularism has been the basis of America’s inclusive civic national-
ism, a vision that has been challenged variously by those who seek a more overt expression
of Christianity in public life as well as by those who seek to eradicate religion altogether.
Indeed, it is this competition between strict separationists, liberal accommodationists,
and Christian nationalists that informs a broad spectrum of thought on matters of faith in
American public life.

Similarly, in India, an ecumenical secularism was seen by Jawaharlal Nehru, Mohandas
Gandhi, and other early leaders as the only viable basis for domestic harmony. Fearful of
the sectarian divisions that marked the Partition of India, state elites committed themselves
to creating a public square defined by official neutrality. This notion of official tolerance is
exemplified by the Indian understanding of secularism as “equal distance” to religion, and
embodies a genuinely pluralist conception of fundamental belief. This type of “primordial
compromise” was seen as a necessary prerequisite for social harmony, and is embodied in
Nehru’s description of India’s secular state:

We call our State a secular one. The word “secular” perhaps is not a very happy one and yet for
want of a better, we have used it. What exactly does it mean? It does not obviously mean a soci-
ety where religion itselfis discouraged. It means freedom of religion and conscience, including
freedom for those who may have no religion. It means free play for all religions, subject only to
their not interfering with each other or with the basic conceptions of our state.>

Secularism’s Critics and Challenges

Finding the proper balance between religion and state—and institutionalizing a nondis-
criminatory vision of secularism—has remained a challenge. Some critics of the secular
tradition emphasize its failure to achieve this goal, while others reject the goal altogether.
Among the latter group are many religious activists who see secular norms as a betrayal of
faith and nation. For such activists, the self-actualization of a given community requires
a close association between religion and state. Official preference ought to be given to the
religious and ethnic motifs of the dominant community, and civil status be tied to religious
identity. Such ethnic or religious nationalisms are based on the belief that “social unity and
concord requires agreement on a general and comprehensive religious, philosophical or
moral doctrine”4 In other words, social cohesion is seen as requiring a shared religious (or
national) identity, and political unity as best achieved through a high degree of cultural uni-
formity. Tolerance of religious diversity—and, hence, an ecumenical compromise on matters
of religion and belief—is perceived as either a threat to social order, or as the “acquiescence
in heresy” It follows, then, that state authority has both the right and the obligation to regu-
late religious thought and practice.

There are numerous examples of such assertive religious nationalisms. This trend is evi-
dent among those who argue that the United States is a Christian nation, and that conser-
vative Christian ideas ought to be promoted through government institutions (particularly
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education). Similar arguments are made in favor of an Islamic state in Egypt, the defining
feature of which is government implementation of Islamic law. In such debates, it has been
argued that “the unity of the nation can only be cemented by ensuring unity of thought’3
The struggle to define Indian nationalism similarly pits Hindu nationalists against their civic
opponents. In this case, religious activists offer an exclusive vision of Indian society—one
that privileges upper-caste Hindus—against their secular counterparts. In these (as well as
other) cases, debates over the role of religion in state institutions reflect long-standing dis-
putes between those who want to construct an inclusive social order and those who believe
that the state ought to give priority to the religion of the majority population. The religious
nationalisms of the former Yugoslavia, culminating in the wars of the 1990s, represent the
extreme version of this trend, and embodied both intense chauvinism and a corresponding
proclivity toward violence.

These extreme expressions of religious nationalism are the most significant challenge to
secularism of either variant. Such debates involve basic questions of social life, and whether
society (and, hence, the nation) ought to be defined along cosmopolitan lines—and inclu-
sive of diversity—or whether such inclusiveness is itself discriminatory. These debates pit
majority demands for self-assertion against minority concerns of equal treatment, and high-
light the difficulty of accommodating exclusive visions of religion and nation. In each of the
cases mentioned in the previous paragraph, the call for a preferential role for conservative or
illiberal religion was tied to a majoritarian impulse that saw secular nationalism not as neu-
trality, but as privileging minority populations at the expense of the majority. Whatever the
philosophical intention, secular norms, from this view, were seen as banishing religion from
the public sphere, not accommodating it.

This last point ties into a second set of critiques. For many, secularism as a worldview is
simply incapable of accommodating religion in any manner aside from a subordinate one.
There are several aspects to this view. The first is that secularism has, in practice, abandoned
any sense of neutrality. Critics like Ashis Nandy and T. N. Madan, for example, have argued
that states (or at least the Indian state) have fallen into the trap of “illiberal secularism”
and refuse to recognize the manner in which religion legitimately informs human life and
society.? In doing so, they argue, secularists have made things worse, not better. By attempt-
ing to remove religion altogether—and by transforming secularism into a totalizing world-
view—state policies have inadvertently contributed to the kind of religious assertiveness
and fanaticism that secularism was meant to combat. While Nandy and Madan focus on the
Indian experience, this argument can be applied to any number of other cases, including the
United States. From this view, secularism is the “dream of a minority that wishes to shape the
majority in its own image”?®

A similar critique is offered by William Connolly and Elizabeth Shakman Hurd, both of
whom argue that secularism—and the secular state—has set itself up as the authoritative
(and intolerant) arbiter of truth in the modern world.?® From this view, secularism is not
just a set of state policies but an authoritative discourse that structures human relations. It is,
in this sense, both an ingrained worldview—filled with assumptions about what is natural,
right, and just—as well as “an exercise of power” whose strength derives from its perceived
objectivity and “taken for granted” status. The ideas that constitute the secular imaginary, in
other words, exercise their influence indirectly through the social and political structures
that they inform. This is evident in the perceived neutrality of ecumenical secularism (what
Shakman Hurd refers to as Judeo-Christian secularism), which is embedded in the cultural
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and political institutions of the West. Although secularism is inclusive at one level—tolerat-
ing, as it does, different Christian denominations—it nonetheless “[retains] the civilizational
hegemony of Christianity in a larger sense”4° This prejudice reflects a lack of self-awareness,
an assumed ‘naturalness, and a pernicious quality given the close association of secularism
to both Western power structures and global capitalism.

Talal Asad takes this argument a step further and asserts that secularism (like, ostensibly,
theliberal tradition from which it derives) is necessarily premised on the exclusion of certain
ideas and peoples. Political speech may, in theory, be free, but in practice only certain types
of speech are tolerated, let alone allowed into the public square. From this view, secularism
is premised upon the exclusion of ideas and individuals that do not conform to particular
norms, and, as a result, various forms of dissent are simply not given serious consideration.
Asad goes on to argue that this is not an unintended consequence but a constitutive feature
of the inequitable power relations (and inherent coercion) that constitute the secular public
sphere. Secularism as a worldview, in other words, “presupposes new concepts of religion,
ethics and politics.” Traditional religious ideas and practices must conform to certain (mod-
ernist and liberal) criteria in order to be tolerated. Just as the freedoms of the liberal tradi-
tion are not absolute, secularism entails proscribed limits of acceptability that constitute the
institutions of social order. As a consequence, such freedoms “are not open equally to every-
one”# and never will be.

The question remains whether the ecumenical version of secularism has failed to live up to
its promise, or whether the secular idea is itself inherently flawed. In short, can secularism be
redeemed or must it be abandoned? This question goes to the heart of the critique: whether
an inclusive secularism is possible, or whether the secular order is invariably based on the
exclusion of certain beliefs (and peoples) and, thus, is incapable of tolerating genuine diver-
sity. The converse of this last question also needs to be asked. Can secularism stand up to the
assault of illiberal religious actors? The resurgence of illiberal religious ideologies represents
a significant challenge to the liberal vision of an open society, and highlights the weak appeal
of secular norms and identities. On the one hand, the attraction of religious fundamental-
isms reflects the inherent limitations of a public sphere shorn of religious imagery, and the
inability of liberal norms to provide certitude in a world defined by constant change. On
the other hand, the appeal of fundamentalisms reflects the political utility of religion and its
ability to provide a sense of belonging in a fragmented world. The failings of secularism, in
short, are inherent in the challenge of providing a normative basis to political life without
reference to the divine, and raise questions about whether an inclusive social order is even
viable within the multiethnic, multi-religious societies that define our age.

A JUSTPEACE APPROACH

Secularism is, indeed, in a state of crisis. So where lies its future? Is secularism—as noted
above—so flawed as to warrant its complete abandonment, or can it be redeemed? If it is to
be abandoned, what would be the alternative? What kind of institutions and values would be
offered in the place of a secular order? It is in regard to this last query—and the absence of a
viable alternative to a liberal vision of secularism as neutrality—that many have concluded
that secularism must be rehabilitated, not forsaken.#* The following section will expand



112 SCOTT HIBBARD

upon this idea, and offer a re-conceptualized notion of secularism that takes the issue of
neutrality and equal distance seriously, and rejects the exclusive tendencies that have proven
so problematic. In formulating such an alternative, one can look to the emerging lens of just-
peace as a guide for re-conceptualizing secular ideas and institutions, and to provide a nor-
mative benchmark by which to judge the efficacy of a reconceived secular order.

One of the key challenges for any society is the unrestrained exercise of power, and the
coercion and violence associated with it. A second challenge is providing a shared ethic or
moral basis to diverse societies. Political liberalism (which informs ecumenical secularism)
arose in response to precisely these issues. In regard to the first, liberalism as a political tradi-
tion sought to restrain the arbitrary exercise of power through constitutional limits and the
rule of law. This includes the protection of individual rights, freedom of conscience, and a
commitment to equal treatment. In regard to the second issue, religious diversity, opposing
political views and differences over conceptions of justice are just a few of the obstacles to
developing a vision of social life that “goes beyond a mere modus vivendi”4* Rawlsian politi-
cal liberalism—which is reflected in secularism as non-discrimination—sought to address
this challenge by differentiating political conceptions of justice from the overarching world-
views that inform them. The assumption was that members of society can agree on political
values and policies, even if they cannot agree on comprehensive moral doctrines. This is the
basis of a compromise that ensures equal treatment of individuals and groups.

Here, the central critique of ecumenical secularism needs to be addressed directly. As
Asad notes, “it is not enough for liberals to [argue] that although the public sphere is less
than perfect as an actual forum for rational debate, it is still an ideal worth striving for. The
point here is that the public sphere is a space necessarily (not just contingently) articulated
by power [and] everyone who enters it must address power’s disposition of people and
things”44 While Asad’s last point is self-evidently true, does it mean that the elimination
of constitutional restraint would be preferable? The construction of a social order without
power relations would appear utopian, so the alternative must be to mitigate—as far as pos-
sible—the abuses and exploitation associated with any concentration of power, be it eco-
nomic, political, or religious. In regard to questions of religious and ethnic pluralism, there
is a legitimate debate over whether traditional notions of liberal tolerance are sufficient, or
whether they need to be expanded to embrace a “multicultural” (or deeply pluralist) model
of coexistence. This would, among other things, require tolerating those who are outside the
bounds of traditional acceptability and who “may have to disrupt existing assumptions in
order to be heard”#

The evolving field of justpeace, with its emphasis upon strategic peacebuilding, offers
a guide to address these challenges. As Scott Appleby and John Paul Lederach argue, the
goal of strategic peacebuilding is to “[nurture] constructive human relations. . . [and focus]
on transforming inhumane social patterns, flawed structural conditions and open violent
conflict that weaken the conditions necessary for a flourishing human community.’#¢ A key
component of this vision is the reduction of violence—both overt and institutional—and
a respect for individual human rights, transparent government, and other elements of
constitutional liberalism. Lederach and Appleby also identify a commitment to economic
and social justice as a central feature of a just social order. The strength of this justpeace
alternative—and its difference from the liberal tradition—is that it seeks to address directly
the exclusionary tendencies of secularism in practice, the privileging of certain economic
and political classes, and the tendency to associate neoliberal economic policies with the
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“liberal peace” thesis. Finally, a true justpeace would include interdependence among
communities and a genuine collaboration in the articulation and pursuit of “the common
good”# (about which more will be said below). This would, it appears, entail the engagement
of a broad spectrum of religious actors and groups, and require a re-conceptualization of the
nation in a manner that is genuinely inclusive and cosmopolitan.

Ecumenical secularism—rightly conceived and implemented—can facilitate the goals of
a justpeace as envisioned above. Each emphasizes mitigating the systemic sources of con-
flict, marginalization, and oppression that have historically been associated with the lib-
eral tradition. Moreover, a genuinely ecumenical vision of secularism can pursue justpeace
without degenerating into the kind of relativism that is latent within the critique mentioned
above. While an ecumenical secularism would not presume a particular “telos” for human
society—particularly not one that requires a diminution of religious belief or the removal of
religion from the public square—it would require a basic commitment to freedom of con-
science and to the norms of non-discrimination and equal treatment. More to the point,
an inclusive secularism would require a re-conceptualization of the nation that rejects the
exclusive tendencies of both the religious nationalist and the irreligious secular nationalist.
State and nation would, in short, need to tolerate social, religious, and political difference,
though such tolerance could be based on either religious or secular reasons.

What might an ecumenical secularism entail in practice? A necessary first step would
be to take a more accommodating approach to religion. This would require, above all
else, abandoning the anti-religious sentiments latent within the secular worldview,
and instead recognizing the constructive role that religion can play in human affairs.
The “de-privatization” of religion should be seen as offering a source of meaning and
moral authority, and not necessarily be perceived as a source of contention and con-
flict.#® A re-conceptualized secularism would, moreover, see religion not as a separate
(and autonomous) sphere, but rather as part of the social fabric that binds communities
together, and that informs the norms and identities of both individuals and groups. In
this context, an ecumenical secularism must take the commitment to equal treatment
and non-discrimination seriously, and reflect that commitment in the institutions of
nation and state. To this end, the state cannot support one version of religion above all
others—sanctioning intra-religious or inter-religious domination—nor should it treat
religious perspectives differently from nonreligious (“secular” or atheistic) views. Just as
one tradition should not be favored over another, a neutral state cannot favor “religion
over against nonbelief in religion or vica versa”+®

This last point is important. As Charles Taylor notes, one of our key mistakes is in thinking
that secularism has to do with religion, when “in fact it has to do with the (correct) response
of the democratic state to diversity.’>® A social order that embodies the values of a justpeace,
and a re-conceptualized vision of secularism, will be defined by non-discrimination and
equal treatment of all citizens. In Taylor’s view, this would require the pursuit of three goals.
The first would be to ensure freedom of religion and conscience (i.e. the right to believe or
not), as embodied in the notion of religious liberty. Second, this liberty must be available
to all, equally. In other words, there must be equal treatment of all faith communities and
worldviews, and none should “enjoy a privileged status, let alone be adopted as the official
view of the state”s' The third goal would move beyond non-discrimination and ensure a pos-
itive role in society for “all spiritual families,” along with a concerted commitment to harmo-
nious relations between groups.
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What is interesting about Taylor’s alternative is that it identifies goals, not particular
institutional arrangements. This is intentional. Taylor recognizes that all societies have dif-
ferent cultural and historical contexts, and that one size does not fit all. Rajeev Bhargava
agrees on this point, noting that a particular configuration of secularism will have to be
“context-sensitive”>* Nonetheless, there are certain overarching themes that need to be
respected regarding both conscience and the free exercise of religion. First, even if one can
legitimately criticize particular religious practices or doctrines, religious belief needs to be
protected and free from persecution. Second, there needs to be an element of reciprocity in
matters of tolerance. This is similar to (though distinct from) Alfred Stepan’s “twin tolera-
tions,” which argues that democratic institutions require a degree of freedom from religion,
in the same manner that “citizens need to be given sufficient space by democratic institutions
to exercise their religious freedom.”> Finally, this re-conceptualized secularism “cleaves very
strongly to certain political principles: human rights, equality, the rule of law and democ-
racy”>* That such recommendations draw from the liberal canon should not be surpris-
ing given the priority liberalism places upon the restraint of power, and they should not be
rejected on this basis.

There are, of course, a variety of challenges to achieving such a re-conceptualized vision
of secularism. One involves the tension between the various goals. As Taylor rightly notes, to
ensure that “every voice is heard” does not mean that each will be heard equally. Hence, there
will always be some tension between the competing goals of liberty and equality, particu-
larly in matters of belief. Second, there will remain differences of opinion on fundamental
issues of social and political life that are not easily reconciled. This is particularly relevant
to questions of fundamental purpose, and the absence of a shared conception of the good
towards which society (and human existence) is ostensibly directed. What, in short, does
it mean to commit oneself to human flourishing when there are competing visions of what
that entails? Finally, the very notion of consensus is premised on the existence of a common
interest, when, in fact, democratic societies are defined by competing—and often mutually
exclusive—interests.

How, then, can diverse societies find a common ethic or shared moral vision for their
collective life? More to the point, can this be resolved without coercion, marginalization,
or the exclusion of at least some voices? These questions have been the subject of much
debate, and only a very brief summation is possible here. Many, including John Rawls and
Jirgen Habermas, believe that consensus on matters of political purpose and justice is pos-
sible, though it must be sought through persuasion and negotiation. In terms of content,
this would entail, at minimum, a shared commitment to the equal protection of rights, and
such public goods as health, safety, order, and the rule of law.> How such a vision would
be justified is another matter. Rawls, in particular, has argued that support for such public
goods is facilitated by the use of a universal language that is subject to “reasoned” debate.
In other words, to develop a genuine consensus on the ethical underpinnings of public life,
the arguments over law and government must appeal to “secular reasons,” and not to reli-
gion. This claim assumes that religious arguments are unpersuasive (if based upon scriptural
commandment), irrational (i.e., not rooted in secular reason), or parochial (if not grounded
in natural law or some shared human experience). Needless to say, this claim has been the
source of much contention. To marginalize religion from such debates, it is argued, will
create a moral void and pave the way for “the intolerant, the trivial, and other misguided
moralisms.”s®
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How, then, to address this challenge? Do citizens need to check their religion at the door,
or can overt expressions of religion be tolerated in a secular public square? The answer, at
least in an inclusive secular order, is that religion and religious expression must be a part of
this discourse. The teachings of a given religion can be appealed to in the public realm—and
this should be welcomed—though not to justify the exclusion of other religious communi-
ties or ideas. The acceptance of religious reasoning is evident in a growing consensus (at
least in American political circles) that recognizes the positive contributions that religion
can make to the secular public sphere. Although appeals to church dogma or biblical literal-
ism will have limited effectiveness when those views run counter to prevailing opinion, it is
nonetheless important that such voices be heard. An argument similar to this was made by
then-Senator Barack Obama in a speech he gave in 2006, when he argued that secularists
(of the strict separationist sort) ought to shed their bias against religion in public discourse.
Religion, he noted, is part of the fabric of American culture and politics, and should neither
be excluded nor feared. By embracing—and not avoiding—religion, all parties “might rec-
ognize some overlapping values that both religious and secular people share when it comes
to the moral and material direction of our country.”s’

The challenge remains, though, how to deal with those who espouse intolerant ideologies
(whether religious or secular) or who otherwise promote violence and injustice. In other
words, how ought society treat those who reject the fundamental principles of equal treat-
ment and mutual tolerance? This poses a conundrum for the advocates both of justpeace
and of a re-conceived secularism. In any society, there will be members (and groups) who
believe themselves to be uniquely informed, and all others to be errant, on matters of religion
and politics. Such certitude provides modern zealots with the belief that they ought rightly
“direct and control the behavior of people outside the faith as well as inside it.”s® It also pre-
cludes such activists from accepting any political arrangement that does not give priority to
their beliefs. The question, then, is: ought the rights and privileges of membership in a politi-
cal community be granted to those who refuse to extend similar rights to others? If not, are
illiberal beliefs and activists necessarily—and legitimately—excluded from the democratic
process?®

There are no easy answers to these questions. A re-conceptualized secularism would begin
by recognizing that intolerance is not something unique to religion. Hence, the problem is
not religion per se, but the exclusive qualities of any belief system. Moreover, as long as those
espousing intolerant views abide by the minimal requirements of peaceful coexistence,
then there is an obligation to respect their right to hold contrarian views. In other words,
dogmatic (and intolerant) ideas will need to be tolerated, though not “in the way adherents
would want to have their beliefs accepted.”®° This claim is based upon several assumptions.
First, tolerance necessarily entails a willingness to accept (though not necessarily embrace)
objectionable and uncomfortable opinions. Second, to do otherwise—to exclude illiberal
opinions from public life—has historically proven to be counterproductive (as noted in the
section “Secularism’s Critics and Challenges”). Of course, those who engage in violence,
infringe upon others’ civil liberties, or otherwise engage in violations of the standards set
by the justpeace alternative are legitimately excluded or restrained. However, the reason for
exclusion would not be their beliefs, but their actions. Finally, one can assume that ideas put
forward in a public manner will be subject to dialogue and debate, and that the inclusion of
all views in the public square is the best means of restraining chauvinism. As Pope Benedict
XVT argued, the only solution to the pathologies of religion is to allow “the divine light
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of reason” to serve as a controlling organ. Similarly, the “pathologies of reason” ought to
be checked by the spiritual lessons offered by the “great religious traditions of mankind”®'
Religion, in short, can—and ought—to play a positive role in the re-conceptualization of the

secular public square.

CONCLUSION

In seeking accommodation on matters of religion in public life, a few points are evident.
First, it is necessary to recognize that neither states nor modernity are necessarily secular
(let alone liberal), nor is secularism invariably hostile to religion and religious pluralism.
Similarly, religion is not, by definition, either irrational or inimical to human progress.
While religious violence and extremism may capture headlines, those present only a part of
the influence of religion in human experience. Religion can, and should, be a part of public
discourse, and can provide a basis for peaceful coexistence. Similarly, secularism as a tra-
dition or worldview is not a unitary phenomenon, but rather is itself defined by variation
and diversity. Some interpretations are consistent with inclusive visions of social life and the
nation, while others are not. What is ultimately at stake in these debates, then, is not religion
or secularism, but diversity, and the tension between those who are willing to peacefully
coexist with other communities and those who are not.

Moving beyond such preconceptions is a necessary first step for imagining a more con-
structive relationship between religion, nation, and state. It also creates an opportunity to
re-conceptualize a vision of secularism that eschews its intolerant strains and affirms those
elements consistent with the goals of justpeace. Such a re-conceptualized secularism would
require (1) an ecumenical tolerance, in which particular expressions of various religions are
neither excluded nor privileged; (2) that all faith traditions and communities enjoy equal
treatment under law, and (3) that social order (i.e., the nation) be characterized by an inclu-
sivity that does not link civil status to religious identity. Admittedly, this vision of ecumeni-
cal secularism is distinctly liberal insofar as its emphasis is on constitutional governance and
the protection of the “inner forum” of conscience.’> However, this emphasis—along with
the commitment to non-discrimination—remains consistent with the basic requirements
of justpeace regarding the marginalization of populations and the institutionalized violence
associated with unregulated market capitalism and unfettered state power.

Such a re-conceptualized secularism is, necessarily, an ideal type, and one that may
remain insufficiently “reformed” or inclusive for many. Nonetheless, it does consciously
seek to break with secularism’s troubled past, particularly in regard to secularity’s material-
ist worldview and the tradition’s historical intolerance. Of course, some will argue that any
form of secular nationalism—or even religious tolerance—will invariably contain cultural
and religious bias. Be that as it may, what this alternative hopes to offer is the requirements of
a genuine and viable political compromise on matters of faith and conscience. Such a com-
promise would need to recognize that religion cannot—and should not—be excluded from
public life, nor should state power be used to coerce belief of any sort. The legitimate exercise
of state power is, consequently, limited to questions of public order, and not to the regula-
tion of religious ideas and practices (except insofar as they encroach upon legitimate con-
cerns of public order and safety). Finding the proper balance between religious freedom and
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equality will necessarily vary depending on particular circumstances. Moreover, these issues
and debates will never be easily nor permanently resolved, but will always remain a matter
of negotiation, debate, and contestation. “But such is the nature of the enterprise that is the
modern secular state. And what better alternative is there for diverse democracies?”%
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