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 I have been asked to speak as a respondent to these presentations and to the wider project, 

and I am happy to do so, though I must offer the disclaimer that I am also an author in this 

collection, so, well, of course I wouldn’t want to criticize an enterprise I’m invested in too 

harshly.  Perhaps I was chosen with exactly that in mind. 

 

 The book we are discussing today reflects the direction increasingly taken within the 

wider, secular-oriented, field of international conflict resolution -- a move to see the work of 

building peace as being about more than ending overt violence.  In the past, the process of 

peacemaking was about getting armed actors to a table, helping them nail out agreements, and 

ensuring they stuck to those commitments.  Increasingly, however, the field has moved from 

peacemaking to peacebuilding – historically understood as the work to rebuild societies 

following negotiations, but increasingly used to refer to multiple and varied processes and 

activities to transform economic, political, social, psychological, and related dynamics that 

propel violence and warfare.  As one of our colleagues, Scott  Appleby, has said: “Just as 

violence and repression move from latent to realized to contained to dormant phases, so too must 

the constant building of peace, a set of practices that must be understood as the accompanier of 

and constant alternative to the forces of violence and dehumanization.”  In other words, peace 

isn’t made at a negotiation table, but must be constantly built.  With this recognition, to the 

traditional activities of peacemaking used to bring warring parties together – mediations, 

dialogue, negotiations – have been added activities usually associated with post-conflict 

stabilization and conflict prevention, activities that had previously been operationalized by 

different fields not directly related to peacebuilding – development, rule of law, human rights, 

trauma-healing, apology, transitional justice, reconciliation.   

 

In the midst of all this, Norwegian peace scholar Johan Galtung coined the terms many of 

you are likely familiar with: positive and negative peace – the latter, negative peace, being an 

environment in which there is an absence of overt violence, and the former, positive peace, being 
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an environment conducive to human flourishing, in which people have collaborative and 

supportive relationships, and in which there is a lack of what he called ‘structural and cultural 

violence’: the suffering caused by economic and political structures of exploitation and 

repression, and the aspects of culture, including religion and ideology, used to legitimize 

violence.   

 

Why do I give all this background?  Because I think what you find in this book similarly 

approaches peace from this more comprehensive perspective – considering the various forms of 

violence that drive war  -- overt, structural, and cultural – and seeking to establish a positive 

peace, or what is being called here a just peace.  And it seems only natural a book reflecting on 

peace from a religious angle would do so.  After all, consider “shalom,” “salaam,” the “Peace of 

Christ” … the understandings of peace rooted in the Abrahamic tradition seem to me to hold 

much in common with positive peace – shalom is about more than the mere absence of violence.  

It is also about truth, justice, social harmony.  Shalom marks an environment in which people 

can be made whole, can live in dignity – a context marked by the conditions conducive to human 

flourishing.  To be sure, this concept of justpeace posits an ideal that may never be fully 

achieved in reality – a Kingdom of God on earth…  but it is the end to which the constant work 

to build peace is directed, til Kingdom come.      

 

 The strengths of the approach illustrated by the approach in this book – one that thinks 

more systematically about how to create conditions of human flourishing – are clear to me.  

Exactly because the work of building peace is an ongoing process, never fully completed; 

because powers and interests are constantly pulling at the vulnerable fabric of justpeace; because 

even situations of non-war have the potential to devolve into forms of warfare, conscious citizens 

must work to ensure those things that lead to violence are constantly addressed.  Vigilance must 

be kept, and principles such as those offered in this book help direct that vigilance.  It seems to 

me this is exactly in keeping with the under-riding intention of Christian Just War theory, which 

sought to limit the use of force – a constant plea in the scriptures.  We must always be seeking to 

limit even the possibility for force, any necessity for force.  And so, we must seek to transform 

those things that drive of violence, and to strengthen mechanisms for preventing war.     
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Efforts to ground this work in spiritual and theological frameworks are also important.  

Much of the world is religious, and so principles grounded in religious frames of meaning will 

often resonate more deeply for people around-the-world than principles scrubbed of any 

connection to one’s essential frame of meaning.  Moreover, faith-based institutions already play 

an important role in the work of building justpeace around the world – there are plenty of 

examples offered in this book to illustrate that fact… but there is always more that can be done, 

more actors with whom they can engage – including secular organizations and institutions.  And 

so exercises like these that seek to encourage more systematic and robust work for peace by the 

religious realm, encouraging them to partner with those of other faiths and those operating from 

non-faith perspectives, have enormous potential…. Particularly to undermine the work of 

religious actors and organizations that drive violence.   

 

 Susan invited me to offer some challenges to this approach, and so here too I will oblige, 

offering not so much challenges as two considerations.   First, the project essentially constituted 

an invitation to followers of two traditions – Islam and Judaism – to respond to a program 

already shaped by a group of followers from another tradition – Christianity.  I do not contest the 

value of inviting other religious traditions to critically examine principles lifted up by one’s own, 

even being open to the possibility of having them challenged.  I do wonder, though, how the list 

of principles might have been different if they had been crafted by one of the other traditions, or 

if a new set of principles had been allowed to emerge out of the dialogical encounter between the 

three traditions. Would there have been new principles?  Would others have fallen away?  Susan 

alludes in her introduction to the book to some discussion at the meeting in New York in 2010 on 

this point.  One potential new principle lifted up at that meeting, for example, was environmental 

care ... after all, we are beginning to see how climate change is driving violence, for example in 

Darfur where drought is shrinking the amount of land suitable for agriculture or grazing, thereby 

driving warfare.  Many have argued that oil-dependency has also driven modern war.   

 

Secondly, the work is not done.  I appreciate that these principles take into account the 

roles of States, international organizations, and non-state actors at all levels of society.  Peace 

must be built vertically and horizontally, locally and globally.  But how should these principles 

be sequenced or integrated?   What are the best practices of cooperative conflict resolution in 
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which situation, with which actors?  These principles constitute a step forward in religious 

systematic thinking about how to build peace, but I hope the work to develop effective strategies 

for action on these principles will continue to be identified by faith communities as well.   

 

I will stop there and allow us to turn to discussion now.   

 

 

 

How have the Jewish and Muslim contributors to this discussion stretched your own Christian 

thinking on this topic? 

 

Much of the international system, international law, human rights discourse, and so on came out 

of a Christian framework – even if today these things are presented as a-religious.  And so while 

there is much agreement on these principles between the three religions, what was interesting for 

me was to see where there were slightly different interpretations or emphases, places where the 

presumed international standards were accepted in theory, but approached slightly different when 

contextualized or broken down by the other faiths.  So, for example, I wasn’t at the first meeting 

in 2007 but I can recall from reading the papers from that meeting that the Muslim contributors 

emphasized local cultural/tribal/religious practices of conflict resolution, moving away from the 

typical processes of negotiation and mediation by States that have been the predominant model 

in the Western Christian nations.  Zainab Alwani also speaks of a model of CR used at ADAMS 

center in No. Virginia that combines Western CR practices with customary Muslim techniques.  

The Jewish delegation put a great deal of emphasis on the concurrent duties that must 

accompany human rights.  We have the right to be treated with dignity, but also the duty to treat 

others with dignity.   These differences in approach are helpful.  We don’t want to whitewash the 

traditions, trying to shoehorn all the religions into one shoe.  The variations between them, 

slightly different interpretations and approaches, can add to the complexity and sensitivity of the 

peacebuilding approach.  Peacebuilding isn’t one size fits all.  It must be adapted to local 

contexts.   


