
DOUGLAS ALDER 

TheMormon Masses 
Mormon p o p  or folk culture will not thwart the growth of 

literature and the fine arts. 

T HE heart of our campus is a 2,100 seat auditorium 
in an elegant Fine Arts Center. This is where our 
communitv meets for its serious moments- 

concerts, lecturis, conventions, inaugurations. Though 
the basketball arena attracts more people and also 
fosters an invigorating togetherness, it is this 
auditorium that binds us together, that stretches our 
minds. It is our Roman Forum. Abba Eban, the 
Tabernacle  Cho i r ,  Ralph A b e r n a t h y ,  c o u n t y  
commissioners, high school poetry festivals, campus 
aueens. and members of the British Parliament are 
;mong.the people who regularly occupy this dias. The 
richness and diversity of this continuing fare, week after 
week, makes being in its environs a privilege, a chance 
for continual stimulation. 

If one could attend every event, one would sample 
much of Western Civilization-from explanations of 
DNA to a barrage of concert iazz. And it would become 
obvious that qu%e different cbowds are attracted by the 
various events. Most often those attending would be the 
"long hairs" who are attracted to academic lectures, 
classical music, and public issues. These are a tenaciously 
devoted group, dressed in suit and tie, who think the 
auditorium is exclusively theirs. But when they occupy 
the hall there is usually room for many more. Only on 
Utah Symphony nights do these concert goers come 
close to  filling the seats. 

Sometimes though there is "standing room only." 
Every summer an incentive sales organization attracts 
agents from many states for a motivational convention. 
This is a wholly new audience. There is no overlap with 
the string quartet followers. Dressed in flashy colors 
and full of wild enthusiasm, these people shake the room 
with cheers and whistles. They pound their feet; they 
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sing; they applaud with stormy energy. By the time they 
leave they are rededicated to success motivation 
psycholog$. They are "turned on" by sales incentive 
strategies. Pouring forth from the auditorium they are 
prepared to sell a product to all America and to gain the 
personal wealth they envision. 

A third erouv that takes over the auditorium on " 1 

occasion is the lovers of Mormon pop music shows such 
as "Saturday's Warrior," "My Turn on Earth," "It's a 
Miracle." With much more decorum but clear emotional 
vibrance, these people-particularly teenagers-gladly 
pay substantial entrance fees to hear tunes they can 
whistle and stories that reinforce their values. The 
music faculty avoids these performances assiduously 
but they are defenseless if they attend sacrament 
meetings where Lex deAzevedo long ago replaced Bach 
for special music numbers. 

Of the three groups, the "long hairs," the incentive 
sales reps, and the Mormon pop music clan, only the 
"long hairs" are likely to read SUNSTONE. So it is to this 
small audience who  read poetry or  enjoy string quartets 
or follow vublic issues or subscribe to Science News that - ,  
this essay is addressed. The question is: how do we relate 
to the other groups? 

My patience is the shortest with the group that 
worships success. Not always but toooften they become 
enmeshed in pyramid sales systems, overpromised 
investment plans, or success formula packages that 
shortcut integrity on their way to profit. Recently the 
First Presidency aptly expressed a sadness, not so much 
that there are deceivers among us peddling get-rich 
schemes, but that many Mormons are so greedy and 
willing to ignore gospel principles by becoming involved 
in these schemes. Such people pursue personal 
advantage without admitting that others will be 
deceived, even ruined, as the price. This is a sad 
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commentary on our failure to weigh the moral 
implications of our acts. We Mormons are incensed 
when Marxists say that capitalism is driven by greed, yet 
we fail to  be outraged when Utah becomes the gullibility 
capital for scams. Scams thrive on greed. 

To argue that get-rich-quick schemes and deceptive 
business practices are a perversion of Christian morality 
is appropriate and necessary. But to extend the 
argument to the area of culture and artistic output is a 
confusion of logic. 

Certainly some elements of Mormon popular culture 
are objectionable: trite and simplistic drama, the 
reducing of the Mormon message to a rock beat, 
pedestrian writing with its obligatory happy endings, 
functional ra ther  than aesthetic architecture, 
illustration instead of art in Visitor's Centers. Such 
popularization is in poor taste. But immoral? 

If it is immoral to wrap sublime messages in simplistic 
packages, then it is an entirely different brand of 
immorality than that of deliberate deception and 
fraudulent business dealings. To decry mediocre art, 
music, and drama with the same tone of moral outrage 
that we protest violations of morality in success 
motivation programs seems disproportionate. 

We should do some serious reflective thinking before 
we go off shooting grapeshot against popular culture. 
An attitude of condescension flows too easily from the 
academic community. Our reaction to Saturday's 
Warrior and all of its cousins, to the invasion of 
sacrament meetings by pop songs, to the flood of 
Mormon books published to be given as gifts rather than 
to be read, to the swelling production of tapes with 
questionable faith-promoting stories needs some 
tempering. 

May I illustrate with a personal example? My 
seventeen-year-old daughter  loves "Saturday's 
Warrior." She knows I can't stand such productions. I 
grind my teeth and try to hold my tongue. O n  recent 
family trips we read Jack Weyland and George Durrant's 
books in the car. Frankly, I found them to be refreshing; 
not profound, but uplifting. That they have sold beyond 
100,000 copies in comparison to the dozen or so people 
who have read my own essays gives me pause. My 
teenage children sensed that I preferred the novel I 
was reading, Marilyn Brown's Earthkeepws, but it is 
important that I did not lash out, that I allowed these 
teenage venturers to discover for themselves that there 
are degrees of quality. 

For an Advanced Placement English class this year my 
daughter has to read five novels by one author. To my 
surprise she asked me for advice. After considering 
many authors she started with Chaim Potok. She was 
enthralled. She read three of his novels, then shifted to 
Hugo's Les Miserables. She finally settled on Dostoyevsky. 
Now into Crime and Punishment, she is finding herself 
thoroughly challenged. We are having more and more to 
talk about, partly because we didn't have a war over Jack 
Weyland or Blaine Yorgason. 

Popular culture will always exist, nourished by profit- 
motivated semi-artistic productions or native crafts or 
the insatiable media market. Even in Europe, where 
there are state-supported opera companies, orchestras, 
and theaters in national as well as provincial capitals, 
they still have not been able to convert the masses. 

State-controlled radio and television stations pipe fine 
arts into European homes but that has not thwarted the 
invasion of American rock music. If you know what 
Europe is really like, you will know that most of the 
people of Vienna, for example, have never been in the 
Staatsover. You will know that the Social Democratic 
parties, who claim that the bourgeoisie has monopolized 
the culture, find it very hard to get the working class to 
accept free tickets to attend fine arts events. 

Instead of decrying the growth of commercially- 
supported pop culture in Mormondom, I think we 
should redouble our efforts to produce and sell quality 
literature and fine arts. It is frustrating that our fine arts 
output as a people is so sparse. In comparison with the 
Jews, for example, we are but babes. Their culture, like 
ours, values applied subjects above arts and letters. 
Chaim Potok recently told a Salt Lake audience how his 
parents hoped he would be a brain surgeon. "Writing 
stories" was not considered accevtable. Yet despite such 
internal opposition Jews continue to produce Saul 
Bellows and Leonard Bernsteins. Mormonism, on the 
other hand, is still struggling to earn a reputation for its 
artists and writers equal to that of its engineers, 
agriculturalists, businessmen, and educators. 

I would not be surprised to see the world-wide 
Mormon population equal the world Jewish population 
in my lifetime. I feel that we have an equally powerful 
subculture, despite their older heritage. We shouId 
strive to eaual their artistic excellence. 

There a;e encouraging signs. Leroy Robertson and 
Robert Cundick in music, for example. Marden Clark's 
poetry is published; I suspect it will be read after 
"Saturday's Warrior" dies its natural death. There are a 
couple of novels, a bit of drama, and quite a bit of art-a 
start. SUNSTONE magazine and its symposium are alive. 
Its subscription list is minuscule compared to the Ensign, 
but how it has changed the Mormon scene from what it 
was thirty years ago. Look at the Utah Opera Company. 
It takes my breath away. Their performances draw near- 
capacity crowds to the Capitol 'Theater's 3,500 seats. 
Yes, the season is short and the financing is shaky, but 
how far we have come. The Utah Symphony with its 
magnificent Symphony Hall is almost better than we 
deserve. The list goes on: B Y U  Studies, Dialogue, Exponent 11, 
Journal of Mormon  History and now Literafure and Belief. 
There are a score of significant scholarlv books. Yet 
taken as a whole it is stilra modest produc;compared to 
the contemporary Jews. 

We are living in the cultural awakening of 
Mormonism. We have the chance to avoid dwelling a 
whole lifetime on the "easy culture" in favor of a better 
option. That better option will attract an audience, but 
not all of the masses. Nevertheless, we do not need to 
decry the pop culture merely to promote better options. 
The folk culture of Europe did not thwart the growth of 
European literature and fine arts. Rock music has not 
displaced classical music in America. We must make sure 
that there is quality material available and effectively 
utilize our subsidized professional chairs to  help 
Mormon youth experience and eventually produce that 
quality. 

DOUGLAS ALDER is director of the  Honors Program at Utah State 
University. 



T HE call of Christ is 
clear: "Love your 
enemies." But it is so 

difficult to do that, even in 
our own families and 
communities, that many 
have supposed that such a 
c o m m a n d  c o u l d  n o t  
possibly apply to nations- 
and few national leaders, 
Christian or not. have 
seriously tried to persuade 
their people to obey it. But 
Mormon leaders have 
insisted that the command 
fits every situation, that it 
is the only way to peace in 
any context. In their 1981 
Christmas message the 
LDS First Presidency 
wrote: 

To all who seek a resolution 
to  c o n f l i c t ,  be i t  a 
misunderstanding between 
individuals or an inter- 
national difficulty among 
nations, we commend the 
counsel of the Prince of 
Peace, "Love your enemies, 
bless them that curse you, do 
good to them that hate you, 
and pray for them which 
despitefully use you, and 
persecute you; That ye may 
be the children of your Father 
which is in heavenU(Matthew 
5:44-45). This principle of 
loving one another as Jesus 
Christ loves us will bring 
peace to the individual, to the 
home and beyond, even to the 
nations and to the world.] 

That statement is part 
of a long LDS scriptural 

CAN 
NATIONS LOVE 
THEIR ENEMIES? 
An LDS Theology of Peace 

bury their weapons in the 
ground, and then allow 
themselves to be mas- 
sacred rather than break 
their pledge. However, 
only 25 years later these 
same pacifists send 2000 of 
their sons to war, with a 
church  leader  t u r n e d  
military man at  their head. 
The great prophet Mor- 
mon, the editor of the 
book which bears his 
name, was a military 
leader from a very young 
age. Mormon even named 
his son, who also became a 
soldier, after Moroni, a 
general who had lived 400 
years before. And Mor- 
mon includes, as the last 
21 chapters of Alma {over 
10 percent of the Book of 
Mormon), an extensively 
detailed and appreciative 
a c c o u n t  of  G e n e r a l  
Moron i ' s  c o n d u c t  o f  
divinely approved war- 
fare. 

It is possible to make a 
list of LDS scriptures in 
which God allows war- 
and match it with another 
where conflict is for- 
bidden. This may be 
confusing, but as Hugh 
Nibley has written: 

The contradiction is only 
apparent, for if one examines 
the passages on both sides 
throughout the scriptures, 
they fall clearly into two 
categories: general ~rincivles ., u 

and tradition of and special instan'ces. ?he 
response to the perennial verses forbidding conflict are 
human problem bf war. Does that tradition provide a 
theology of peace, clear and consistent in theory and 
tested in practice, that could be useful to us in this 
violent time? I think so. 

Much of the Book of Mormon deals with violence, and 
at first glance the various accounts may seem 
contradictdry. There are the "people of Ammon," 
who provide the most impressive example of rigorous 
group pacifism I can find in history or literature: 
They make a covenant to die rather than shed blood, 
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of a general and universal nature, while those which 
countenance it all refer to exceptional cases.2 

Still, the example of the people of Ammon seems like a 
special case, precisely because it is so unparalleled, and it 
is clear elsewhere that in LDS theology what they do is 
not an automatic result or unqualified expectation for 
everyone after conversion. But an ideal principle is 
established, what 1 would term "effective pacifism": we 
are called to do whatever we can that will genuinely 
create peace, even sacrifice our lives. Mormon clearly 
views those conscientiously capable of the pacifist 
decision with great admiration, even as models. He 
writes, in his characteristic manner of teaching a lesson 
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to his readers, "Thus we see that when these Lamanites 
were brought to know the truth they were firm, and 
would suffer even unto death rather than commit sin'' 
(Alma 24:19). And he reports the judgment of Amman, 
the Nephite missionary who had converted these people, 
that they had reached an ethical level superior to his Own 
Nephites: 

For behold, they had rather sacrifice their lives than 
even to take the life of an enemy; and they have buried 
their weapons of war deep in the earth, because of their 
love towards their brethren. 

And now behold I say unto you, has there been so 
great love in all the land? Behold I say unto you, Nay, 
there has not, even among the Nephites. (Alma 25:32,33.) 

Without ignoring the high costs (over 1000 slain), the 
account also provides unique evidence that the ~acif ist  
ethic, which to most of us seems merely idealistic, 

works. When the see that these 
former from the 
sword. neither would they turn aside . . but that they 
would lie down and perish, and praised God even in the 
very act of perishing under the sword," they are moved 
to forbear and indeed many are themselves converted, 
"for they were stung for the murders they had 
committed" (Alma 24:25). 

The very principle of agency SO 

en ngered Y i s  
veqtlires that we not "an  
attempt to enforce a new order of 
government" against the majority 
will. 

* 

The Ne~hites,  who do not have "so great love," take 
these pacifists under their protection and are later 
directed by God to take up arms against the Lamanites. 
The theological position developed is that known in 
Christian tradition as the doctrine of a"just war,"which 
maintains that shedding the blood of an enemy can be 
justified by the rightness of one's cause and the moral 
restraint of one's methods. Early in the series of battles, 
Mormon reviews the specific conditions which justified 
the Nephites in going to war: 

They were not fighting for monarchy nor power but 
they were fighting for their homes and their liberties, 
their wives and their children, and their all, yea, for their 
rltes of worship and their church . . . the Lord said unto 
them, and also unto the~r fathers, that: Inasmuch as ye 
are not gujlty of the first offense, neither the second, ye 

shall not suffer yourselves to be slain by the hands of 
your enemies. (Alma 43:45-46). 

The emphasis is on purely defensive war, carried to the 
point of consistent refusal to annihilate defeated 
Lamanite armies or even to insist on unconditional 
surrender. Again and again as soon as Moroni obtains 
some advantage in a battle he refuses to  press it but 
sends the message, "We do not desire to  slay you" (Alma 
44:1 or "We will forbear shedding your blood'' (Alma 
52:34) and asks for surrender-but only the surrender 
involved in the Lamanites returning to  their own lands 
and promising not to attack again. 

The major constraint is against bloodthirstiness. From 
a divine perspective, certain of resurrection and 
immortality for all and thus most concerned for the state 
of the it seems that shedding blood can be justified 
under certain conditions-but delighting in it never. 
Mormon.s great admiration for Moroni is based in good 
part on the latter's ability to resist, amid all the passions 
of war that Mormon knew well, the bloodlust that seems 
to naturally afflict those who train for war and attack 
other human beings. 

Mormon knew how quickly a whole people could be 
afflicted with the appetite for violence. He saw his own 
nation decline from being a "civil and delightsome 
people" until they became "without principle and past 
feeling; . . . [Tlhey have lost their love, one towards 
another; and they thirst after blood and revenge 
continually" (Moroni 9:12,20,18,5) At one point 
Mormon leads his people to a great victory following 
many defeats. But when they then want to take the 
offensive and "avenge themselves of the blood of their 
brethren who had been slain by their enemies, Mormon 
refuses to participate and stands instead, under the 
Lord's direction, as "an idle witness" to  his people's 
deserved destruction (Mormon 3:19). 

This sounds like an entirely situational ethic. DO the 
examples cancel each other out? Is the one example of 
pacifism an aberration? I think not. The especially 
unified and religiously motivated people of Ammon 
were moved by their former experiences with violence 
to  covenant upon conversion tha t  under  no  
circumstances, however just, would they shed blood 
again, and they were capable of enduring the price by 
allowing themselves to be slaughtered. But a generation 
later the whole Nephite nation was in danger of 
extermination-and with them the sacred records and 
spark of righteousness on the American continent that 
the Lord needed to save not only the Nephites but 
eventually their enemies the Lamanites and even 
modern people who would read their record. In this 
situation, and with a people not as unified and capable of 
disciplined pacifism as the people of Amman, the Lord 
directed waging a just war, with severe constraints on 
methods and spirit. 

But whatever specific response to the varied 
circumstances and the contrasting values-or the 
inspired direction of a prophet-may require in a 
particular situation, the underlying principles do not 
change: Ultimate concern must be for the character and 
salvation of those involved rather than apparent right or 
wrong or justice; revenge is never right, however 



"justified"; vengeance and bloodthirstiness, very natural 
dangers, even in a just war, must be vigorously resisted, 
even a t  great fighting purely and not 
insisting on ~nconditional surrender. As Nibley 
summarizes the ~ r i n c i ~ l e ~  ''In the end the most 
desperate military situation imaginable is still to  be met 
with the spirit of peace and love." 

The  prophet Joseph Smith, translator of the Book of 
Mormon, which was explicitly intended to provide 
essential lessons for modern man, understood this 
general principle well. In 1833, as recorded in D&C 98, 
the ~ o r d  taught ~ o s e ~ h  a distinction between what is 
justified and what is best: Even in circumstances which 
would Support waging a just war against our enemies, if 
we have sufficient courage and love to stay with general 
principles, there are special rewards, including the 
promise that the Lord will intervene on our behalf: 

And again, if your enemy shall smite you the third time, 
and you bear it patiently, your reward shall be doubled 
unto you four-fold. . . . And then, if he shall come upon 
you or your children . . . I have delivered thine enemy 
into thine hands. And thcn if thou wilt spare him, thou 
shalt be rewarded for thy righteousness; and also thy 
children and thy children's children. . . . (D&C 98:16-17; 
emphasis added.) 

Such a vision has been held to consistently by LDS 
prophets for the subsequent 150 years: This is Brigham 
Young in 1859, speaking in a passionate satire of 
nationalistic propaganda that could be applied directly to 
both sides in the recent Falklands debacle and also in the 
Lebanon disaster: 

Our traditions have been such that we are not apt to look 
upon war between two nations as murder; but suppose 
that one family should rise up against another and begin 
to slay them, would they not be taken up and tried for 
murder: And why not nations that rise up and slay each 
other in a scientific way be equally guilty of murder? 
"But observe the martial array-how splendid! See the 
furious war horses with the glittering trappings. Then 
the honour and the glory and pride of the reigning king 
must be sustained, and the strength and power and 
wealth of the nation displayed in some way; and what 
better way than to make war upon neighbouring nations 
under some slight pretext?" Does it justify the slaying of 
men, women, and children that otherwise would have 
remained at home in peace, because a great army is doing 
the work? No! The guilty will be damned for it.3 

In the twentieth century the LDS version of a just war 
has been articulated in direct response to the two World 
Wars. In April 1917, right after the U.S. officially 
declared war on Germany, President Joseph F. Smith 
spoke in General Conference against the tendency of 
Americans to allow patriotism to lead them to madness 
in time of war, exhorting the Saints to retain their full 
sense of brotherhood with the Germans living in this 
country and admonishing those called to fight in the war 
to "do it with an eye single to the accomplishment of the 
good that is aimed to be accomplished, and not with a 
bloodthirsty desire to kill and to destroy."4 

Twenty-five years later, at the Genera] Conference 
following Pearl Harbor, David 0. McKay, of the First 
Presidency, outlined the conditions under which 
defensive war is justified, emphasizing carefully the 

- 

limitations: 

Such a condition, however, is not a real or fancied insult 
given by one nation to another When this occurs proper 

may be made by mutual understanding, 
apology, or by arbitration . . . nor is w a r  justified in an attempt 
to enforce a new order ofgovernment,  or even to impel others to 
a particular form of worship, however better thegovernment or 
eternally true the principles of the enforced religion may 
be.5 

J. Reuben Clark read a statement of the First 
Presidency at  that same conference which explored at 
great length the dilemma of those on various sides of a 
conflict who are called by their governments to fight and 
possibly shed blood. I sense the anguish the leaders felt 
as they tried to assuage the anguish of Mormon soldiers 

M u c h  of  t he  Book of M o r m o n  
deals with violence, and  a t  f irsf  
g lance f h e  V O Y I ' O U S  L Z C C O U I Z ~ S  M a y  
seem con tuadictory. 

serving opposing governments, even fighting each 
other. Yet they seem determined to make no 
compromise with the general principles we have been 
examining in the scriptures and to make clear that moral 
responsibility cannot be avoided: 

The Church is and must be against war. . . . It cannot 
regard war as a righteous means of settling international 
disputes. . . . 

But the Church membership are citizens or subjects of 
sovereignties over which the Church has no control. The 
Lord Himself has told us to befriend "that law which is 
the constitutional law of the land" (D&C 98:6). 

. . .When, therefore, consitutionnl law,  obedient to these 
principles, calls the manhood of the Church into the armed 
service of any country to which they owe allegiance, 
their highest civic duty requires that they meet that 
call. . . . It would be a cruel God that would ~unish  His 
children as moral sinners for acts done by them as the 
innoccnt instrumentalities of a sovereign whom He had told 
them to obey and whose wi l l  they were powerless to resist.6 

Those "powerless to resist" are innocent, but the First 
Presidency recognizes that '0 whatever degree 
participant is able to be responsible-either as a leader 
who brings on the conflict or  a soldier who can resist an 
unjust government or who in hatred even in a 
just  cause-he is as a sinner: 

There is an eternal law that rules war and those who 
engage in it. It was given when, Peter having struck off 



the ear of Malchus, the servant of the High Priest, Jesus 
reproved him, saying: "Put up again thy sword into his 
place: for all they that take the sword shall ~er i sh  with 
the sword" (Matthew 26:52). The Savior thus laid down 
a *enera[ upon which He placed no limitations as to time, 

cause, or people inooloed. . . . This is a universal law, 
for force always begets force - . . it is the law of the 
unrighteous and wicked, but it operates against the 
righteous who may be involved. . . . That in their work 
of destruction [innocent participants in will be 
striking at their brethren will not be held against them. 
That sin, as Moroni of old said, is to the condemnation of 
those who sit in their places of power in a state of 
thoughtless stupor, those rulers in the world who in a 
frenzy of hate and lust for unrighteous power and 
dominion over their fellow men, have put into motion 
eternal forces they do not comprehend and cannot 
control.7 

Unilateral disarmament and 
absolute pacifism, accompanied b y  
massive efforts t o  extend 
intelligent, tough-minded but 
loving help to our enemies, are the 
ideal S O ~ U ~ ~ O ~ S .  B u f  since we are 
not of such unified love, a 
C O ~ P Y O ~ ~ S P  solution must be 
worked out. 

Mormon leaders did not hesitate t o  severely-criticize 
leaders of the United States as well as those of other 
countries for ignoring such general principles and 
perpetrating the of the Second War' 
This is J. Reuben Clark of the First Presidency speaking 
in General Conference just after the war: 

As the crowning savagery of the war, we Americans 
wiped out hundreds of thousands of civilian population 
with the atom bomb in Japan, few if any of the ordinary 
civilians being any more responsible for the war than 
were we. . . . Military men are now saying that the 
atom bomb was a mistake. It was more than that; it was a 
world tragedy. . . . And the worst of this atomic bomb 
tragedy is not that not only did the people of the United 
States not rise up in protest against this savagery, not 
only did it not shock us to read of this wholesale 
destruction of men, women, and children, and cripples, 
but that it actually drew from the nation at large a 
general approval of this fiendish butchery.8 

In much the same spirit, the First Presidency in 
December 1945 issued a letter to each member of the 
Utah Congressional delegation, outlining 17 reaons for 

opposing the "compulsory universal military training" 
being proposed by the Truman administration. Such a 
law, they wrote, would "teach our sons not only the way 
to kill but also, in too many cases, the desire t o  kill, 
thereby increasing lawlessness and disorder." The ways 
of war, they argued, are "wholly un-American." The 
,-reation of a military caste would be a threat to the 
"equality and unity which always characterize the 
citizenry of a republic." An immense standing army, the 
"creation of a great war machine"wou1d be a temptation 
to ambitious dictators intent on  the destruction of 
freedom: "The possession of great military power 
always breeds thirst for domination, for empire, and for 
a rule by might not right." The First Presidency warned, 
in terms exactly prophetic of what has happened in the 
ensuing 40 years, that the building of "a huge armed 
establishment" would contradict any protestations of 
peace and in fact encourage other nations to follow a 
similar militaristic course, 

so placing upon the peoples of the earth crushing 
burdens of taxation that with their present tax load will 
hardly be bearable, and that will gravely threaten our 
social, economic, and governmental systems. . . . We 
shall make of the whole earth one great military camp 
whose separate armies, headed by war-minded officers, 
will never rest till they are at one another's throats in 
what will be the most terrible contest the world has ever 
seen. . . . What this country needs and what the world 
needs, is a will for peace, not war.9 

LDS leaders have not been content to rest on the 
doctrine of a just war and patriotic submission to 
authority that the World Wars seemed torequire. There 
is clearly in their minds a higher law, which stands in 
judgment even on the most justifiable efforts of men to 
defend themselves with weapons. In 1948 Joseph 
Fielding Smith reviewed for Church members the "law 
of forgiveness and retribution" presented in D&C 98 
and also the radical example of perfect pacifism of the 
people of Ammon in the Book of Mormon. Elder Smith 
insisted on direct applicability of those standards to 
present day nations. "This may to the ordinary 
human being be a hard law to follow," he  wrote, "but 
nevertheless it is the word of the Lord. . . . Because 
[the people of Ammonl refused to take up arms to 
defend themselves, but would rather lay down their 
lives than shed blood in their own defense, they brought 
many of their enemies to repentance and to the kingdom 
of God. This is the doctrine of Jesus as taught in his 
Sermon on the Mount. If all peoples would accept this 
doctrine there could be no  war."lo 

Of course, all people do not accept that doctrine, but 
LDS scriptures and prophets have insisted that the 
individual retains responsibility to live the doctrine, 
even unilaterally. The Declaration of Belief Regarding 
Governments and Laws (D&C 134), adopted by the 
Church in 1835, states that "governments were 
instituted of God for the benefit of man" and that God 
"holds men accountable for their acts in relation to 
them." Men are obliged to  "sustain and uphold" their 
governments "while protected in their inherent and inalienable 
righfs," first among those being "free exercise of 
conscience." 

The commitment of LDS leaders to such principles of 



individual responsibility was underscored during the 
Vietnam ~ a r . ! 3 o m e  young Latter-day Saints, convinced 
that their government was asking them to participate in 
,an unjust war, applied for exemption as conscientious 
objectors. These young men generally faced draft boards 
that assumed the Mormon emphasis on national loyalty 
precluded Mormons from conscientious objection. 
When these LDS men wrote to President McKay about 
their standing, they received this reply: 

As the brethren understand, the existing law provides 
that men who have conscientious objection may be 
excused from combat service. There would seem to be no 
objection, therefore, to a man availing himself on a 
personal basis of the exemptions provided by law.11 

Though this certainly did not assume pacifism as the 
Mormon position, the First Presidency clearly placed 
individual agency to live by the general principle over 
specific national loyalty. And the letter successfully 
supported applications of Mormon conscientious 
objectors. 

But the most svecific and vowerful call to Americans 
and Mormons to live by conscience and higher law was 
made in a remarkable prophetic address by President 
Svencer W. Kimball in 1976. The address was timed to 
ciincide with the American Bicentennial celebrations, 
when patriotic fervor and national self-satisfaction were 
at a height. President Kimball accused Americans, 
specifically pointing to his own Mormon people, of 
worshiping the false gods of material possessions and 
pleasures and of relying on the arm of flesh, the carnal 
security of military armaments, rather than trusting the 
God of Israel and living his law: 

We are, on the whole, an idolatrous people-a condition 
most repugnant to the Lord. We are a warlike people, 
easily distracted from our assignment of preparing for 
the coming of the Lord. When enemies rise up, we 
commit vast resources to the fabrication of gods of stone 
and steel-ships, planes, missiles, fortifications-and 
depend on them for protection and deliverance. When 
threatened, we become anti-enemy instead of pro- 
kingdom of God; we train a man in the art of war and call 
him a patriot, thus in the manner of Satan's counterfeit 
of true patriotism, perverting the Savior's teaching [that 
we love our enemies]. 

We forget that if we are righteous the Lord will either 
not suffer our enemies to come upon us-and this is the 
special promise to the inhabitants of the land of the 
Americas (see 2 Nephi 1-7)-or he will fight our battles 
for us.12 

President Kimball then articulated precisely the 
central pragmatic concept of the LDS theology of 
peace-that enemies cannot be defeated, they can only 
be changed into other than enemies by true principles of 
love, and God will provide the power to do that if we will 
trust him and pay the price of trying things his way: 

What are we to fear when the Lord is with us? Can we 
not take the Lord at his word and exercise a particle of 
faith in him? Our  assignment is affirmative; to forsake 
the things of the world as ends in themselves; to leave off 
idolatry and press forward in faith; to carry the gospel to 

1 our enemies, that they might no longer be our enemies.13 

President Kimball has, of course, continued to preach , this doctrine, notably in the message last Christmas 

which insists that nations as well as individuals can 
learn to love their enemies and also in the earlier 
statement opposing basing of the MX missile system in 
the western United States. 

O u r  fathers came to this western area toestablish a base 
from which to carry the gospel of peace to the peoplesof 
the earth. It is ironic and a denial of the very essence of that 
gospel, that in this same general area there should be 
constructed a mammoth weapons system potentially 
capable of destroying much of civilization.ll 

Let me now briefly apply this theology in judgment on 
some recent wars and suggest how it might guide us in 
the future decisions of our country and our individual 
consciences. In general, the extraordinary prevalence 
and horror of wars since 1914 seems to be a result of the 
combination of modern technology with mediocre or 
actually sinful leaders, those David 0. McKay identified 
in 1942 as "rulers in the world who in a frenzy of hate 
and lust for unrighteous power and dominion over their 
fellow men, have put into motion eternal forces they do 
not comprehend and cannot control." Certainly in the 

To w h a t e v e r  degree a n y  
participant is a b l e  t o  be 
responsible-either a s  a leader 
who brings on the conflict or a 
soldier who can resist an unjust 
government or who indulges i 
hatred even in a just cause-he is I I 

I accountabl 

first World War, "the war no one wanted," mutual hate 
and miscalculation by inept leaders initiated the conflict, 
and lack of rational ability to adjust prolonged the 
horror: The Austrian, German, and Russian leaders, 
seeing themselves as honorable and superior and their 
opponents as inferior and diabolical, escalated ,their 
hostile behavior, ignored the reactions of those around 
them, and led their nations to destruction. French and 
English leaders reviled the "Huns," persisted in 
commiting such follies as cavalry charges against 
machine guns, and destroyed a whole generation of their 
young manhood. Even after victory the peace settlement 
imposed at Versailles was a "victor's peace." Its vengeful 
humiliations rankled in the German svirit and added fuel 
to the post war economic disasters that helped bring 
Hitler to power (and which we-merrily dancing the 
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Charleston-did nothing to prevent as we had the good 
sense to do after the Second World War). 

The main lesson of the "Great War" of the forties is 
that even a just war can be conducted immorally or 
ineffectively when judged by larger ends or higher 
principles than merely winning the war. The United 
States won the peace to some extent with the Marshall 
Plan, one of the few acts between belligerant nations in 
this century that (despite its inception in pragmatic anti- 
Communism) seems entirely consistent with Christ's 
teachings. This effort brought an economic recovery to 
our former enemies that continues to have lasting 
benefits as they have now become our friends and 
helpful competitors-certainly one example of President 
KimbalYs injunction and promise "to carry the gospel to 
our enemies, that they might no longer be our enemies." 
But we also brought great and prolonged suffering and 
created the specter of nuclear destruction that continues 
to haunt us, because we let the end justify the means and 
gradually accepted bombing of civilian populations as a 
weapon. Lewis Mumford has documented15 how we 
slowly surrendered to our own military leaders and 
turned from abhorrence of the German practice of such 
bombing at the beginning of the war to retaliation in 
kind, and finally to acceptance without a qualm of the 
obliteration of Dresden and Berlin and Hiroshima-a 
moral blindness President J. Reuben Clark so graphically 
denounced. And I am convinced that by our vengeful 
insistence on "unconditional surrender" we prolonged 
the war, created a situation that seemed to justify the 
atomic bomb, and helped ensure Russian dominance in 
Eastern Europe. 

That same blindness to the costs and impermanence of 
a humiliatingly imposed victor's peace or a devastating 
total defeat led to serious mistakes in Korea. I find John 
G. Stoessinger's analysis in W h y  Nations Go to War  
convincing.16 The decision to repel aggression was 
justifiableand conducted with initial restraint. But when 
victory seemed assured, General MacArthur and then 
President Truman were tempted to offensive action- 
first the crossing of the 38th parallel into North Korea 
and then a drive toward the Yalu River border with 
China. Proceeding without respect for either the United 
Nations or Communist China, MacArthur provoked 
Chinese intervention that probably prolonged the war 
another 18 months and turned it into one of the 
bloodiest wars of this century: 34,000 Americans dead, 
perhaps 1.5 million Korean and another 1.5 million 
Chinese casualties. And the war that might have, with 
continued restraint, stopped an aggression without 

. lasting bitterness and enhanced the United Nations, 
ended indecisively. Two Koreas emerged-both fully 
armed, hostile dictatorships-and the United Nations 
was seriously weakened as a neutral arbitrator by being 
drawn onto the side of the victim of aggression who in 
turn became the aggressor. 

A similar temptation seems to be afflicting Israel: It 
has long been the victim of irrational hatred, terrorism, 
and aggression but now seems to lack the humility and 
courage to resist inflicting on others what has been 
inflicted on itself. All its heroic resistance and rolling 
back of its enemies has not bought Israel the security it 

I 

J 
craves. In fact the one clear lesson seems to  be that the 
victor's peace imposed onEgypt in 1967, when Egypt lost 
the Sinai, continued to fester until a near defeat of Israel 
and then a more equitable ceasefire finally helped lead to 
negotiations and a peace treaty. And that required a 
unilateral act of courageous love to break the impasse, 
when Anwar Sadat risked everything to reach out to his 
enemies. 

But the lesson seems lost, and Israel, in the name of 
avenging a few hundred of its people killed by 
Palestinian rockets and terrorism, has killed thousands 
of Lebanese as well as Palestinians and probably 
incurred the lasting enmity of entire new groups and a 
whole new generation. Even if it had completely 
destroyed the Palestinians in Beirut, hundreds of 
thousands of enemies will continue elesewhere until 
there is someone with the largeness of mind and heart to 
sacrifice Israeli-occupied land and temporarily risk 
Israeli security enough to provide a permanent solution 
t o  Palestinian homelessness and consequent  
resentment-to turn enemies into something else and 
thus bring the only real security and peace. 

But we Americans cannot be proud of our own record, 
especially in vietnam. ~h~~ war is still too close to us 
perhaps to analyze sensibly, but let me risk a few 
judgments in the light of the theology I have described. 
on the basis of the evidence I believe that in 
Vietnam we not only failed to act in Christian love so as 
to turn enemies into friends but we turned potential 
friends into bitter enemies. Ho Chi Minh led his people 
as our ally against the J~~~~~~~ and looked to us as an 
example and champion in his legitimate quest for 
independence from French colonialism-but in vain. 
And after he defeated the French, if we had sustained his 
efforts under the Geneva accords of 1954 to hold 
national elections that our own leaders admitted would 
have brought him legitimately to power, Vietnam could 
still have emerged as a united, certainly Communist, 
country, but probably as friendly to us and progressive 
as China is now. But our anti-Communist panic led us 
twice to betray Ho Chi Minh in favor of colonial or 
minority governments that we preferred. We became 
increasingly involved in the ensuing civil war and finally, 
directly contrary to the principles for a just war outlined 

I n  the end the  most desperafe 
m i l i f a r y  s i tuaf ion  imaginable  is 

fO be with the of 

peace and love. 



by David O., McKay, waged an offensive war, far from 
our borders, "in an attempt to enforce a new order of 
government," against the majority will, on the 
Vietnamese. 

I feel certain that Communism is on balance a disaster 
for most of those brought under its sway, especially 
because of the massive curtailment of individual 
freedom (continuing defections from Vietnam indicate 
that even former Viet Cong are learning this), and it may 
well be that for many individuals it is better to be dead 
than to be Red. But the very principle of agency so 
endangered by Communism as to make that true 
requires that w e  no t  m a k e  such a decision for  o ther  people, as it 
seems we tried to do in Vietnam. 

What, finally, of our failure in the long cold war with 
Russia, with its corollary nuclear escalation, that now 
costs hundreds of billions of dollars a year and seems to 
lead towards an abyss. The history of efforts to control 

I Euen a just war can be conduifed 
immorally when judged by  higher 
principles than merely winning 
the war. 

atomic weapons and then to disarm is one of irrational 
mistrust between the superpowers-continued 
unwillingness of each to exhibit the faith in the other 
that it demands the other to have in it. Even the 
farsighted Baruch plan, designed for international 
control in 1946 when the U.S. still had an atomic 
monopoly, insensitively placed Russia in an inferior 
position by denying it the right to continue its own 
research and by requiring its economic submission-to 
an international body it did not trust. There followed a 
long struggle between the U.S. and Russia over which 
would come first, disarmament or mechanisms for 
inspection and control. Stoessinger describes the 
dilemma: 

Though both powers accepted the principle of 
simultaneous disarmament and control, they were 
unable to translate it into practice. Each side continued to 
postpunt making the greater sacrifice, and instead encouraged the 
opponent to take the first step.17 

The story is almost amusing, like one of little boys 
with fragile egos quarreling-except that this failure of 
imagination and courage not only now costs many times 
what it would take to solve world hunger and bring 
adequate medical care and education to all in the world 
who need it, but it has produced a world of potential 
nuclear accidents, of proliferation to nations (even 
terrorist groups) capable of nuclear blackmail, and of 
weapon building that gathers momentum in a way that 

uoints onlv to catastrouhe. 
BeyondJa radical c;itique of most of the conduct 

during conflict of most contemporary governments, 
including our own, LDS theology offers a guide to better 
conduct. I believe its fundamental message is that 
"effective pacifism," even unilateral disarmament if 
accompanied by massive efforts to extend intelligent, 
creative, tough-minded but loving help to other nations, 
particularly our chief "enemy" the Soviet Union, is the 
ideal solution-the only one that could make our enemies 
no longer enemies and that would make us fully worthy 
of God's assistance and protection. But since we are not, 
with our allies or  even as a single nation, capable of such 
unified love of o u r  enemies  and fa i th  in 
God rather than the arm of flesh, a compromise 
solution, based on the restraints of a vurelv defensive. 
just war must be worked out. That solution must be 
guided, however, by the principles inherent in the ideal 
solution, which stands in judgment on anything less. 

A first step would be to work toward loving our 
enemies by knowing them as humans like ourselves, by 
resisting the usual mindless stereotyping of Russians as 
universally crude, deceitful monsters intent on our 
enslavement and ourselves as noble, generous saviors fit , " 
to release them from their enslavement. This means 
resisting the demogoguery of press and politicians. It 
means studvine Russian and Chinese and Eastern , " 
European cultures and languages, visiting behind the 
Iron Curtain-but getting to know individual people in 
depth rather than superficially. If only five percent of 
our monstrous military budgets were spent on exchange 
of peoples between our nations for such study we could 
send a million persons each year (and as a result be 
motivated to find ways to reduce those budgets much 
more than five percent). It is likely that we can only 
gradually be weaned away from placing our faith in 
weapons and in an escalating balance of terror based 
only in paranoid actions and reactions. But we must try. 

Loving our enemies means, I believe, that we would 
resist at every point the idea increasingly promoted by 
our present government that we should attempt to 
collapse the Russian (or Polish) economy as a means to 
bringing about revolution and a government more to 
our liking. In the first place, it is highly unlikely wecould 
succeed, given the resilience of the peoples involved and 
the military power of their governments, and it is even 
more unlikely on the evidence of history that the chaos 
resulting from such a collapse would bring to power a 
less reuressive government. We would be much better - 
advised to  look to  our own economy, which may be in 
as great danger as the Russian-and to our basic 
principles, which call us to help  not hurt our enemies, so 
they will no longer be our enemies. 

Perhaps, given the realities of the cold war, we must 
work mainly through private people to people agencies 
to love our enemies. Some of us, mainly in Utah, 
conducted a campaign this past year called Food for 
Poland, cooperating closely with the Polish American 
Congress and Catholic Relief Services. O u r  success 
seems small compared to the need. But we did help send 
perhaps $1 million in food and medicine ($100,000 
worth given by the LDS church and much of the rest by 



Mormons), and in visits to the Polish community in 
Chicago and to Poland itself we felt the power of love, 
changing people's hearts and saw that our efforts 
brought hope and courage to people far out of 
proportion to the physical help. 

President Reagan cut off $800 million in aid to Poland 
for 1982. Perhaps twice that much (less than one percent 
of our military budget), invested in 1981 in an 
imaginative, well-designed Marshall Plan for 
the economic recovery of Poland-and implemented 
through Solidarity and the Catholic Church-might 
well have abviated the need for martial law, bound us in 
friendship to  that country, and provided the crucial 
resources for their remarkable 'renewal" to continue. 
We may soon have another chance to do something like 
that, as the sufferinn this winter worsens and thePolish - 
government seeks help, but I wonder if our leaders are 
planning for such positive measures. If we could be 
willing to help build a genuinely neutral, still socialist but 
experimental and developing Poland, it might well be as 
acceptable to  Russia as Finland is, and it would be a great 
example to other countries who might see how to 
develop greater freedoms without antagonizing Russia 
by seeming to threaten her national security-and thus 
could help to diversify the world from its present 
dangerous division. 

To touch the heart of an enemy and heal division is 
difficult-among the most difficult and important of 
human duties. It requires risk, imaginative effort to 
overcome suspicion, hard-headed negotiation and 
calling to repentance a t  the right moment-followed by 
an increase of mercy and generosity. But each of us has 
had enough experience at the personal level to sense that 
it can be done and something of how it could be done 
between nations. For instance, it is impossible to judge 
precisely relative U.S.-Soviet strength: Which is better, 
our advantage in flexibility of delivery systems or their 
advantage in "throw weight"? In any event we each have 
sufficient power to destroy the other totally, many times 
over. And if the Soviets really have the nuclear 
superiority and the ambition to rule the world that some 
of our political leaders are claiming(as an excuse to 
escalate our own arms buildup), Russia would already 
have used that power to destroy or at least blackmail us. 
We should resist therefore the current obsession of our 
government to become exactly "equal" with Russia 
before we can seek a bilateral nuclear freeze or arms 
reduction. Both sides will always be able to use that 
argument-until doomsday. One side must have the 
courage to accept rough parity (such as I believe we now 
have), stop threatening and "catching up," then trust in 
the basic principles of reducing enmity we have 
reviewed, and act so as to entice the other side to do the 
same. Since we claim to be a Christian or  at least morallv 
superior nation, why shouldn't we be first? At the very 
least, we must resist any ambitions to "roll back" 
Communism through regaining nuclear superiority and 
threatening to launch a "winnable" nuclear war if the 
Soviets do not retreat. There is growing evidence that 
some in our government are pushing arms build-up 
because they have precisely those ambitions-a clear 
violation of President McKay's warning against 

offensive war. 
If we are individually to assist in finding solutions, we 

must replace thoughtless fear of Communism with faith 
in Christ's commandments-in President Kimball's 
phrase, leave being "anti-enemy" and become "pro- 
kingdom of God." President McKay helped us look 
beyond systems to people and to principles of peace: 

No matter how excellent [Nazism, ~ascism, 
Communism, or Capitalism] may seem in the minds of 
their advocates, none will ameliorate the ills of mankind 
unless its operation in government be impregnated with 
the basic principles promulgated by the Savior of Men. 
O n  the contrary, even a defective economic system will 
produce good results if the men who direct it will be 
guided by the spirit of Christ. 

Actuated by that spirit, leaders will think more of men 
than of the success of a system. Kindness, mercy, and 
justice will be substituted for hatred, suspicion, and 
greed. There is no road to universal peace, which does 
not lead to the heart of humanity.19 

All our experience shows that in the course of 
arguments about equality, former injuries and 
injustices, who deserves what, none of us will see peace 
between nations. LDS teachings witness that it is only in 
treating our enemies with the respect and justice we 
want for ourselves-and then in mercy rather than 
retribution, in "perfect love" that "casteth out fear1'- 
that the forces of peace can be released. 
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A theology of peace is I 
not a new concept; 
indeed, it has been a 

fundamental  t ene t  of 
Jewish  and  C h r i s t i a n l  
thought for centuries. As 
one who has been involved 1 in the struggle for civil 
rights in the South, I bear 1 testimony to the dyna- 
mism of the theory of non- 1 violence pract iced by 
southern blacks in the face 
of extremist hatred. As a 
Jew, as "one who belongs 
to the most vilified and 
persecuted minority in 
history" (Justice Felix 
Frankfurter, dissenting, 
W e s t  Virginia us. Barneffe,  
1943), I am the continua- 
tion of a history replete 
w i t h  v i g o r o u s ,  a n d  
repetitious martyrdom on 
behalf of this historic 
'L?.,.I --.- - c  ----a r l ~ c u ~ u & y  UI peace. 

The Talmud states &at 
"he who turns his enemy 
into a friend is the bravest 
hero." The essence of 

THE 
NATION STATE: 

Judaism, according- to 
Hillel, is to  love the other IMMORALITY AND 
person; all the rest of 
J e w i s h  t h o u g h t  a p d  
writing is but commentarv VIOLENCE 
on t h a t  t heme .   he 
Christian perception is 
similar-love of enemy; 
c o n v e r t i n g  h i m  t o  
friendship &rough 
true principles of 
.-. . . , - 

Peace will  remain nn 
unfulfilled ideal. 

of pacifism. Can it be any 
other way? I doubt it very 
much. 

The nation-state system 
and ideology is antithetical 
to the concept of love of 
enemy and unilateral  
disarmament. The. de- 
velopment of this system, 
with its emphasis on 
territoriality, political and 
social differences, ideolo- 
gical divergence, and on 
the object-ification of the 
enemy into a non-person 
has led to the development 
of what Jacobo Timmer- 
man has called the "moral 
crime of silence" in the 
modern nation state. 

Writes Timmerman of 
contemporary Argentina: 

Entire families disappeared. 
The bodies were covered with 
cement and thrown to the 
bottom of the river . . . the 
corpses usually vanished 
forever. . . . Yet even amid 
victory the [government] 
discovered that everything 
was known. And that is the 
chief advan tage  they've 
handed the guerfillas and 
terrorism: an acknowledge- 
ment of terrorist irrationality 
as a policy, and the fact that 
t he i r  own  i r ra t ional i ty  
exceeds  t h a t  of t h e i r  
opponents. . . . What there 
was, from the start, was the 
great silence, which appears 
in every civilized countrv that 

tlcial love. I'eace comes I p a s s i v e l y  a c c e p t s  t h e  
only when enemies'hearts inevitabilitv of violence. and 
are touched by radical love. But can this individualistic 
ethic be elevated to the level of national policy? Can 
personal, sacrificial love be a model for the nation-state? 

Of the activities of nation-states in the twentieth 
century, according to Eugene England, only one 
decision, made by the United States, parallels this radical 
theology-the Marshall Plan for Western Europe. Every 
other action has been, in effect, a rejection of it. World 
War I, War 11, Korea, Vietnam, the Mid-East, the other 
hot wars, and the ongoing Cold War illustrate the failure 

Editors' Note: T h i s  paper w a s  delivered in response to thr preceeding 
nrticle nf  the 1982 Sunstonr Theological Synlposiunl. 

then the fear that suddenly befalls it.  hat silence which can 
transform any nation into an accomplice .... Such silence begins 
in the channels of communication. Certain political leaders, 
institutions, and priests attempt to denounce what is 
happening, but are unable to establish contact with the 
population. . . . The silence begins with a strong odor. People 
sniff the suicides, but it eludes them. Then silence finds 
another ally: solitude. People fear suicides as they fear 
madmen. And the person who wants to fight senses his 
solitude and is frightened. Whereupon the silence reverts to 
patriotism. Fear finds its great moral revelation in patriotism, 
with its indubitable capacity for justification, its climate of 
glory and sacrifice. . . . It's best, therefore, to be a patriot and 
not remain solitary. To stay out of politics and stay alive. 

I I 1 
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For England, there seem to be two responses to the 
irrationality and violence that result from the activities 
of the nation state: the moral outcry expressive of the 
radical ethic of love and the moral crime of silence 
disguised as patriotism. 

Can a radical theology of peace change the 
irrationality of immoral national actions? Can the0Code 
of Better Conduct" move nation-states to unilateral 
disarmament, beating their swords into plowshares? 
No. Even the "children of light," to use Reinhold 
Neibuhr's language, have to adopt the techniques of the 
"children of darknessu-arming the nation, using all 
kinds of underhanded, undercover techniques in order 
to overcome the evil "children of darkness." So I 
reluctantly reject the attitude that there can be amazing 
transformation of the nation-state way of "doing 
business" based on the radical theology of peace, love, 
and abnegation. 

For centuries Jews and Christians alike have martyred 
themselves on behalf of this radical ideal without 
successfully changing the character of the nation-state 
system. So long as the nation-state exists, a theology of 
peace at  the macro-level is and will remain an unfilled 
idea. The ethic is, however, vital at the personal level, 
reflecting how an indiuidual ought to act in the face of evil 
and irrationality in the nation-state. 

The noted author Elie Wiesel tells the story of one of 

the Just Men on Earth (in Sodom) who was 

determined to save its inhabitants from sin and punish- 
ment. Night and day he walked the streets and markets 
preaching against greed and theft, falsehood and in- 
difference. In the beginning, people listened and smiled 
ironically. Then they stopped listening; he no longer 
even amused them. The killers went on killin the wise 
kept silent, as if there were no just man in t k i r  midst. 

One day a child, moved by compassion for the 
unfortunate preacher, approached him with these 
words: "Poor stanger. You shout, you expend yourself 
body and soul; don't you see that it is helpless?" "Yes, 
I see," answered the Just Man. "Then why do you go on?" 
"I'll tell you why. In the beginning, I thought 1 could 
change man. Today, I know I cannot. I f  I still shout today, 
if I still scream, it is to prevent man from ultimately 
changing me." 

I have a little more optimism than the Just Man. I 
believe it is possible for men and women who love justice 
and who do not remain silent to effect change. But it is 
serendipity if it succeeds; most of the time the cries and 
screams acc,omplish the same end experienced by the 
Just Man. And the nation-state will continue-until the 
world is blown up. 
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