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[image: ]his is not simply another book about religion and violence.
It is a book presenting a new theory for religious violence. The idea for 
the book was born long before the now well-known events of September 11, 
2001. Religious violence has preoccupied me ever since I began to ask myself 
how I could hold sacred the Bible, a book filled with so much violence. I then 
expanded the question to how anyone today can deem sacred those books 
that endorse any level of violence. By early 2001 1 had already published an 
article comparing violence in the Bible and the Bhagavad Gita.'
Some of my thinking was influenced by a book by Regina Schwartz, The 
Curse of Cain: The Iiolent Legacy of Monotheism (1997).2 The author argued 
therein that monotheism was inherently violent. Since monotheism advocates only one legitimate deity, then the worship of anything else is a violation of boundaries. The addition of a group of outsiders then becomes the 
prime ingredient for violence. The life of outsiders may be devalued, so 
killing them can be justified. But more intriguing was the author's allusion to 
the scarce resources created by monotheism. For example, belief in one god 
as the exclusive possession of one people may mean that outsiders are denied 
access to the benefits or rights provided by that one god. Such benefits could 
be land or national identity.
I wondered if similar mechanisms were at work not just in monotheism, 
but in religion as a whole. I asked myself whether religion is inherently violent. 
If not, what are the mechanisms by which religion sometimes becomes violent? 
Are those factors the same as the ones that cause other types of violence? Is 
there something special about religion that makes it prone to violence? Or are 
we misperceiving religion by focusing too much on its violent side?


The questions seemed particularly important because there is a definite 
stream of popular opinion and scholarship that denies that religion is the 
cause of some specific conflicts or of violence in general. Shortly after the 
attack of September 11, Andrew Sullivan noted in a New York Times Magazine article that "there has been a general reluctance to call it a religious 
war."; Similarly, there have been efforts to deny that the Nazi Holocaust had 
any religious roots, some preferring to place responsibility on evolutionary 
theory or atheism. Alan Jacobs has even argued that "the whole notion of 
religion as a cause of violence is ... a function of the desire to believe that 
religion is eliminable."4
Along the way, I concluded that while it does not always cause violence, 
religion is inherently prone to violence.5 In fact, even so-called pacifistic religions often approve of violence in subtle ways. I saw that "peace" itself was 
simply the name for the set of conditions favorable to a proponent group 
rather than some absolute rejection of violence. Other times, "peace" was 
simply an intermediary state in which pacifism was maintained for political 
and self-interest rather than for any systematic opposition to all violence.
But more important, I came to wonder how and why religions can be 
prone to violence. After much thought and comparison of many religions, I 
formulated what will be the main elements of any thesis, which I can summarize succinctly as follows:
Most1) violence is due to scarce resources, real or perceived. Whenever 
people perceive that there is not enough of something they value, 
conflict may ensue to maintain or acquire that resource. This can 
range from love in a family to oil on a global scale.
2)When religion causes violence, it often does so because it has created 
new scarce resources.
As I compared religious violence with secular violence, I also realized 
that there was a fundamental distinction between the two. Unlike many nonreligious sources of conflict, religious conflict relies solely on resources 
whose scarcity is wholly manufactured by, or reliant on, unverifiable premises. When the truth or falsity of opposing propositions cannot be verified, 
then violence becomes a common resort in adjudicating disputes. That is the 
differentia that makes religious violence even more tragic than nonreligious 
violence.


DEFINITIONS
Any claim that religion is inherently prone to violence must begin with definitions. The first pertains to religion, which is defined here as a mode of life 
and thought that presupposes the existence of, and relationship with, unverifiable forces and/or beings. As such, our definition is squarely and unapologetically within the empirico-rationalist tradition.
All definitions of violence are value laden insofar as we choose the type 
of suffering and violence we value' Our definition is somatocentric insofar 
as it values the physical human body and regards any sort of "soul" or "spirit" 
as nonexistent. As we will see, religions often espouse a pneumatocentric justification for violence, in which the values of the entities called the "soul" or 
"spirit" are paramount to those of the body. Accordingly, we define violence as 
the act of'modi,Iring and/or- inflicting pain upon the human body in order to express 
or impose power differentials.'
By this definition, pain or bodily modification can be inflicted upon a 
person by others or it can be self-inflicted, as in the case of self-flagellation 
and martyrdom. There are degrees of violence, so that a haircut or a tattoo, 
both bodily modifications, are not always regarded as very violent. At the 
same time, our definition allows for the fact that depilation and tattooing can 
be painful forms of torture." Likewise, circumcision could he subsumed 
under violence in that it modifies a body for the purpose of expressing power 
differentials. Circumcision also imposes a power differential upon a child, as 
it is not the result of a mutual decision between parent and child. Killing, of 
course, is regarded as the ultimate imposition of a power differential on the 
body.
Since we regard mental processes as part of the body, then psychological 
and mental violence is included in our somatocentric approach. Psychological torture, for example, involves physiological changes in the body, and pain 
is ultimately how we experience certain neurochemical events. As long as an 
action relating to the expression of power modifies or inflicts pain upon a 
physical body, it is defined as violent, whether such injury is justified or not.
It is important to note that war is one of many forms of violence. The 
focus on "war," if defined as an armed conflict between collective entities, 
results in the thesis that religion and specific religions are not violent because 
they do not often engage in war.' This has been a particularly recurrent 
problem in evaluating early Christianity, as often being against military 
service is equated with being nonviolent. And there is evidence that even in 
self-described "pacifist" groups the incidence of domestic and sexual violence 
reported can be just as high as among the general population.") Ours is a 
more holistic approach because we realize that much religious violence does 
not come in the form of the large and organized effort we may associate with war. Examples of religious violence range from circumcision to killing gays 
and lesbians.


We recognize, but do not treat, "verbal" violence here except when it is 
a clear precursor to actual physical violence. Violence does include the 
destruction of property when that is an instrument to cause harm to the 
livelihood or sociopsychological welfare of any individual or community." 
One such example is Kristallnacht (1938), when German Jews were terrorized by the destruction of their property even, if outright killing of Jews was 
not yet at its height in Nazi Germany.
Under our concept of violence, we can also distinguish between justified 
and unjustified violence. Violence in self-defense or the defense of the physical well-being of others is acceptable. The surgical modification of the body 
for the purposes of saving a life or empowering an individual, especially if the 
individual chose to be so modified, is justified violence. We hold any violence 
that is not based on verifiable causes and phenomena to be senseless and 
unethical. We will outline this argument at greater length in chapter 15. 
Beating a child or stoning a woman to death is not acceptable violence, 
regardless of the reason. We certainly do not advocate that physical injury or 
killing someone's body is ever justified to serve some greater spiritual good.
CAUSALITY AND HISTORICAL EXPLANATION
Since at least the time of David Hume (1711-1776), the notion of causality 
has undergone severe scrutiny. David Hume proposed that spatial and temporal contiguity did not constitute logical proof of causation.12 What we call 
a "cause" is actually better described as a correlation that occurs in time and 
space between two or more events. At most, we could speak of correlations, 
wherein we observe that one event regularly followed temporally upon 
another.
Within history, the notion of cause has produced a crisis that is still 
underway. What would it mean to claim, for example, that Ronald Reagan's 
policies "caused" the fall of communism? Unlike many correlations found in 
nature, historical events are not usually repeatable under exactly the same 
circumstances. Even if there were correlations, these cannot always be seen 
as a "cause" any more than the correlation of a rooster crowing before sunrise means that the rooster's crow caused the sun to rise.
Within the study of war, the crisis of determining causality can be seen 
in the mammoth project known as the Correlates of War (COW), which 
seeks to find what factors can be correlated with wars. Frank Whelon 
Way-man and J. David Singer, one of the founders of the COW Project, are reticent to speak of causes. They see the COW Project as "searching for variables that are positively correlated with the onset of war, and ascertaining 
whether the association seems causal."" Nonetheless, Wayman and Singer 
propose at least three requirements for establishing causality, which can be 
summarized as follows:'4


1.A postulated cause has to precede the effect in time (or at least occur 
simultaneously with it rather than come after it).
2.The cause and effect have to covary as demonstrated by a statistical 
correlation.
3.Other explanations of the cause and effect relationship have to be 
eliminated.''
So what does it mean to say that religion "causes" violence or "can 
cause" violence? Here we opt for a definition of "cause" that can demonstrate 
a logical sequence as well as a spatiotemporal one. We may say that religion 
causes violence if and when the perpetration of violence is a logical consequence of 
belief in unverifiable frcec and/or beings. The expression "logical consequence" can be represented in a more formal manner: Religious Belief X, 
therefore Act of Violence Y.'5 Accordingly, attribution of religious causation 
requires demonstration that an act of violence had a necessary precedent in 
a religious belief. Without that causational belief, the specific act of violence 
would not have taken place.
For example, suppose person A truly believes that God has commanded 
him to kill homosexuals, and this person then kills a homosexual. In this case, 
we can say that belief X (God has commanded person A to kill homosexuals) 
caused the killing of the homosexual. In such a case, we may say that the religious belief was necessary, if not sufficient, to perpetrate this act of violence. 
In the clearest cases, the perpetrators may themselves cite such beliefs.
Most acts of religious violence are not so transparent. This has led 
scholars to posit political and economic factors as the main causes of many 
common conflicts. And indeed political and economic factors can also lead to 
violence. IIowever, the notion of causation would be no less severe for 
positing economic and political factors, and, in fact, they may be even more 
elusive as causes. Disentangling the religious from other causes forms a main 
challenge for our thesis.
It is, indeed, also useful to make the distinction between necessary and 
sufficient causes. Some violence would not occur if certain religious beliefs 
(lid not exist. For example, the idea that homosexuality is evil may be necessary, but not sufficient, to explain a particular act of antigay violence. Our 
study will include acts of violence for which religion forms a necessary 
and/or sufficient basis for the violence.


Accordingly, the reader must realize that our thesis does not claim that religion is the cause of all violence. We certainly recognize that poverty, politics, 
nationalism, and even neuropsychological factors may generate violence. 
Nor do we necessarily claim that most violence is religious, as statistical verification is very difficult, especially for ancient history. We also recognize that 
within religions there may be a plurality of positions on violence, though we 
shall show that some descriptions of religions as peaceful rely on faulty data 
or lack of acquaintance with primary sources.
Our thesis proposes that when religion causes violence, it usually does so 
because it has created a scarce resource. The creation of scarce resources may 
occur when the adherents of a religion claim that the benefits of that religion 
are not or cannot be equally distributed to all human beings. Accordingly, we 
must also extend our argument to include scarcity in the chain of causation. 
We acknowledge that religion can also cause violence through means other 
than the creation of scarce resources, and we will outline some of those as we 
examine specific cases of religious violence.
A resource is any entity that persons utilize in the enterprise of living. 
Not all resources are of equal value, of course. One can live without a Rolex 
watch. We focus on those resources that are of high value, or at least of a 
value high enough to fight for. A resource may be described as scarce when 
it meets one or more of the following requirements: (1) It is not immediately 
available, and (2) accessing it, maintaining it, or acquiring it requires the 
expense of a significant amount of social or physical capital and labor. A 
scarce resource X created by religion may cause violence when at least one 
of two or more persons or groups (1) desires to acquire or maintain X, and (2) 
believes violence is an allowable and proper method to acquire and/or maintain X.
Demonstration of our thesis consists of at least two main types of evidence. The first centers on the words of perpetrators of violence themselves. Too often in debates about religion and conflict, the attribution of 
motives is based on secondary sources or faulty deductions. The COW Project, for example, usually does not focus on statements made by perpetrators 
of violence. One example of a clear attribution of violence to religious reasons can be seen in the following Hadith reported by Al-Bukhari, perhaps 
the most authoritative collector of traditions about Muhammad. AI-Bukhari 
tells us:
The prophet said, "Allah ... assigns for a person who participates in (holy 
battles) in Allah's Cause and nothing causes him to do so except belief in 
Allah and in His Messenger, that he will be recompensed by Allah with a 
reward, or booty (if he survives) or will be admitted to Paradise (if he is 
killed in the battle as a martyr)."16


Here is a clear attribution of the reason for violence from a Muslim himself. 
This sort of self-attribution by practitioners of a religion certainly would 
count as strong evidence that violence was the result of religious beliefs.
A second type of demonstration involves logical deductions, which allow 
us to make clear cases of a belief leading to an action much as described 
above. Again, we pursue examples in which we can reduce the act of violence 
to the following rationale: Religious Belief X, therefore Act of Violence P If We 
return to our example of violence against homosexuals, we can infer a religious reason when a person who commits an act of violence against a homosexual has only previously expressed religious reasons for hating homosexuals. In such a case, we need not necessarily hear him utter religious reasons 
at the time he commits an act of violence, nor do we need to hear him 
threaten an act of violence to make a reasonable inference that religion Was 
probably the likely "cause."
We are also fortunate to have at least a bit of empirical survey data that 
allows us to correlate religiosity with certain beliefs about the value of 
Jerusalem and other sacred spaces that are important in our argumentation. 
One such example is the survey conducted by Jerome M. Segal, Shlomit 
Levy, Nadar Izzat Said, and Elihu Katz.1 We will also discuss studies on the 
correlation between religious belief and militarism undertaken by sociologists of religion."
Likewise, we concentrate on cases in which economics and politics can 
be shown to derive from religious factors rather than the reverse. In sum, we 
will count our thesis successful by providing examples of violence that would 
probably not have occurred if a religious belief were not involved or where 
we can show that religious motives are expressly used to incite or maintain 
violence.
VIOLENCE AND ACADEMIC RELIGIOUS STUDIES
Our main claim here is that academic biblical scholars and scholars of religion, more often than not, maintain the value of religious texts that promote 
or endorse violence. This maintenance is accomplished by hermeneutic 
strategies that sanitize the violence, claim to espouse multivocality in readings, or claim aesthetic value to texts even if historical aspects of the texts are 
minimized. In this regard, we are influenced by theories that see the academic study of literature itself as a locus and instrument of power.'''
Most of us are influenced by our training and life experience in formulating any theory. In the interest of openness and self-analysis, I provide a 
brief narrative about some of the recurrent issues that I see among academics who attempt to address the problem of violence in religion. Briefly, these 
issues are: (1) the perceived public mission of religious studies; (2) the presence of cryptoessentialism in religious studies; and (3) the place of empiricorationalism and naturalism in religious studies.


The first problem revolves around the perceived mission of religious 
studies, particularly in secular institutions of higher learning. Noam 
Chomsky argued cogently during the Vietnam War that "it is the responsibility of intellectuals to speak truth and to expose lies."20
However, since public universities are funded by taxpayers, the mission 
of religious studies is perceived to mean that scholars must be sympathetic or 
neutral toward religion. Religions must be understood but not criticized. 
Any research indicating that religion is injurious or that particular religions 
are injurious can bring a response that universities, as publicly funded institutions, cannot seek to undermine the faith of constituents.
Otherwise, the notion of academic responsibility has not been consistent 
from field to field. Professors in the sciences, for example, routinely are 
expected to help solve problems in society, whether these be finding a new 
medication for cancer or learning how to suppress odor produced by swine 
containment facilities. This is particularly the case in so-called land grant 
universities, which are expected to be involved directly in the betterment of 
the society around them. In the case of science, academics are encouraged to 
identify a "problem" and then help to solve it.
From time to time, there have been efforts to engage in what is called 
"activist" scholarship, or "praxis." This sometimes means that advocates of 
some sort of liberation theology see their obligation, as scholars, as putting 
their beliefs into practice. We have seen this with all sorts of liberation theology movements in Latin America and in the United States. In South Africa 
there were some vocal theoreticians of this approach when apartheid ruled. 
For example, Gregory Baum says, "religious studies, and the human sciences 
in general, should not only aim at understanding reality, but also at transforming it."2'
In truth, neutrality does not and cannot exist in the academic study of 
religion, even if it can be minimized in the teaching about religion in a pluralistic society. The nonneutrality of academic attitudes toward religion can 
be traced to at least Thomas Jefferson's vision of the first public university in 
the United States, the University of Virginia. Outlining a radical departure 
from earlier American colleges, Thomas Jefferson decided that theology 
would not be taught in his university. In a letter dated November 22, 1822, 
Jefferson told his friend Thomas Cooper, "In our university ... there is no 
Professorship of Divinity. A handle has been made of this, to disseminate an 
idea that this is an institution, not merely of no religion, but against all religion.""


Jefferson actually would permit sects to fund their own professorships 
and be housed near enough so that students could go listen to their lectures. 
However, Jefferson insisted that these professorships should "maintain their 
independence of us and of each other."23 His agenda in having these sectarian 
professorships interact with students at the University of Virginia was, in 
part, "to neutralize their prejudices, and make the general religion a religion 
of peace, reason, and morality."24
And, indeed, despite the complaints of creationists, science departments 
have very little problem teaching evolution as a fact. Evolution certainly 
undermines Christian literalistic understandings of Genesis, but those 
understandings are either held not to be suitable understandings of Christianity, or they have so little power that they can be ignored. Nor do universities have a problem teaching a heliocentric vision of the universe even if a 
few constituents still think it undermines their religious belief. Truth here is 
held to be so obvious that a religious understanding may be excluded as legitimate. Here the results of empirico-rationalist science are held to take precedence over offending religious beliefs.
By the end of the nineteenth century, bitter battles were fought over the 
advent of higher criticism, which undermined belief in the historicity of 
many parts of the Bible.25 Among the first portions of the Bible to be submitted to close scrutiny was the Pentateuch. The main issues revolved 
around the Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch. Eventually, most critical 
scholars rejected the idea that one person had written the whole Pentateuch. 
The other issue revolved around the historicity of the stories in Genesis, 
especially the creation stories. Eventually, geology and astronomy led 
scholars away from literal interpretations of Genesis, and those stories were 
reclassified as "myth."
The New Testament also came under fire. The publication of H. S. 
Reimarus's fragments in 1768 is usually taken as a benchmark date for 
research that systematically questioned the historicity of Jesus.26 Reiniarus 
argued that Jesus was a failed revolutionary whose disciples refused to admit 
his death. Thus, a story developed that Jesus would resurrect and return triumphantly to set up his kingdom.
Likewise, battles with the so-called fundamentalists were waged in the 
late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, with a clear secularizing trend 
that undermined the religious views of many in the United States. George 
M. Marsden, writing from a Protestant perspective, wrote The Soul of the 
American University: From Protestant Establishment to Established Nonbelief 
(1994),27 which charted some of the secularizing trends. Likewise, James 
Tunstead Burtchaell, writing from a Catholic perspective, documented in 
detail how many religious colleges had been secularized.2 Both Marsden and 
Burtchaell wrote these works as lamentations rather than as celebrations. Other scholars see more desectarianization (i.e., less emphasis being "Baptist" or "Lutheran") than secularization.w


Supreme Court decisions, particularly in the 1960s, made it clear that 
the academic study of religion in public institutions should be descriptive, 
and not prescriptive.'() The Supreme Court also indicated that academic 
study ought not be hostile to religion. Accordingly, new curricula were 
devised to teach religion as "literature."3' Questions that criticized religion 
in general or particular religions were shunned. These Supreme Court decisions also saw a new effort to shift biblical studies away from historical criticism, especially in high school curricula, to literary aesthetics, as another way 
to preserve the value of the text.
So, despite the claims to neutrality, there have always been efforts that 
undermined some religious beliefs. And what is the difference today- The 
difference resides simply in which religious beliefs are favored by academics 
at any given moment. Currently, literalistic beliefs about Genesis I are not 
favored by academics, and so they are systematically undermined. The 
Supreme Court has often cooperated in undermining the teaching of "scientific" creationism in schools, as in the case of Edwards v. Aguillarzl (1987), 
even though its principles may play a role in the religious belief of millions 
of Americans.
Donald Wiebe, in a penetrating analysis of the politics of religious 
studies, notes that modern departments of religious studies and the entire 
field of academic religious studies are still dominated by what we may 
denominate as "religionists.";' Many are self-described Christians who may 
no longer advocate a hierarchical and institutional Christianity. Instead they 
may favor a more eclectic form of "spirituality," or "religious praxis" tailored 
to elite individualistic lifestyles. However, this religious orientation still 
retains the idea, no less verifiable than those of the institutional theologies, 
that religion is essentially good or should not be discarded altogether.
At the same time, 'iebe has critiqued scholarly activism on behalf of 
religionist causes.;' However, here I must qualify Wiebe's criticism. All 
scholars are political if "political" is understood to mean that they are 
either supporting power structures or fighting against them. Even passivity 
is a political stance. In this regard, secular humanist scholars will strive to 
assert their "right" to advocate for what their conclusions lead them to 
believe. If any scholars come to believe, on the basis of their academic 
research, that religion or specific religious traditions are harmful to 
humanity, then it follows that it is their obligation to counteract those 
beliefs. Of course, this means a nonviolent and dialogic approach, given the 
current pluralistic politics.
This bring us to the problem of "crypto-essentialism," which refers to 
the use of essentialism while at the same time proclaiming not to do so. One common example of this is found in works where undesirable elements in 
some religious traditions are characterized as "deviations." Often, the word 
"fundamentalist" is used to devalue those traditions. We shall examine some 
very specific cases in which scholars attack Western essentialism in order to 
defend the view that Islam is "essentially" peaceful, and that those committing violence in the name of Islam are not legitimate practitioners of Islam.


The third problem in studying violence in academia is that the field of 
religious studies is still undergoing an epistemological identity crisis. We see 
this crisis discussed in hooks as well as in sometimes heated exchanges in the 
Journal of the American Academy of Religion, among other periodicals.' 
Among the main issues is whether the proper approach to the study of religion will entail empirico-rationalism, naturalism, or some species of epistemology that acknowledges the existence of the supernatural.;' John Milbank, 
among others, sees all the social sciences themselves as a form of secular 
countertheology.36
Combined with these issues is the fact that many empirico-rationalists 
no longer wish to be called empirico-rationalists or positivists, but claim that 
they are practicing something else. By empirico-rationalism, I refer to the 
epistemology that affirms that only what can be verified by the five senses 
and/or logic deserves the term "knowledge," while all else is "belief." 
"Belief' is reasonable only if based on verifiable evidence and inferences. Any 
belief not based on verifiable evidence or logic is deemed irrelevant or meaningless. By "naturalism," I refer to the idea that natural phenomena are the 
only things known to exist and that religion is a natural phenomenon.;
Usually, avowed empirico-rationalists would say that historical conclusions fall under the category of reasonable belief, which is any belief that, 
while not directly verified, is based on verifiable phenomena. Unreasonable 
beliefs are those that neither can be verified nor are based on verifiable phenomena, and this would include God or any other supernatural entity. Thus, 
all religion has a natural basis, and is not some sort of reflection of the transcendent.
The view of empirico-rationalism as some sort of Western hegemony or 
Eurocentric invention has led to challenging the very notion of whether 
there is such a thing as religion at all.;" And even if there is such a thing as 
religion, some would hold that outsiders can never really understand any 
particular religion." An alternate version of anti-empirico-rationalism 
argues that religion is a sui generis phenomenon that cannot be reduced to 
any other aspect of human behavior. Such a position has been seen as simply 
another apologetic attempt to retain the value of religion.4a
In reality, empirico-rationalism continues to be the premise for most of 
the work I see in the academy. What is different is to whom and upon whom 
empirico-rationalism is applied. Some self-described liberal Christian scholars, for example, may be willing to admit that the world was not created 
in six days, as the fundamentalists believe. In this case, they have accepted the 
conclusion on nothing more than empirico-rationalist grounds, whether 
they admit it or not. On the other hand, they may hold to the existence of a 
"transcendent being" for no more verifiable reasons than the fundamentalist 
holds to creation in six days.


And if empirico-rationalism or naturalism is held to be the proper 
approach to truth, then it becomes feasible to argue that the best way to deal 
with religious violence is to undermine religion itself. Just as we undermined 
the religious belief that Genesis 1 is historically true, we can undermine the 
belief that any religion has received instructions from a deity. Although not 
as frank as my proposal, the proposal of John J. Collins, who served as president of the Society of Biblical Literature in 2002, urges a more activist 
stance when he concludes: "Perhaps the most constructive thing a biblical 
critic can do toward lessening the contribution of the Bible to violence in the 
world, is to show that certitude is an illusion.1141
Those academicians who believe that religion is some sort of sui generis 
phenomenon or some manifestation of actual transcendent forces that may 
be harnessed for good may, of course, have cause to argue that academia 
should strive to understand religion so that we may harvest its essentially 
good fruits. Such academics likewise should be allowed to voice such opinions in a pluralistic society.
This argument between the naturalists and the supernaturalists will not 
be settled here. And given this political impasse, the best we can do for now 
is to be frank and up-front in summarizing my own presuppositions. I am a 
secular humanist. To the extent that I have a worldview, that consists of (1) 
an empirico-rationalist approach to the definition of religion;42 (2) a paradigm that is value laden and somatocentric when it evaluates human thought 
and action; (3) an activist orientation that not only allows, but obligates, a 
critique of religion and/or of specific religious traditions.
To the extent that I hold certain views on what is "good" or "bad," then 
my approach is value laden, just as is the approach of anyone else. My observations, therefore, will be accepted by those who share my values. Ilowever, 
my moral judgments are also grounded in facts and reason insofar as I can 
demonstrate logical and structural parallels between actions and ideologies. 
For example, whether I regard genocide as evil or not, I can demonstrate that 
event X constitutes a case of genocide once I have defined genocide adequately. Semantic logic is feasible regardless of value judgments.4
As an academic scholar of religion, it is my responsibility to analyze how 
religion may contribute to the detriment or well-being of humanity based on 
verifiable facts and reason. For the same reason, in order to make any 
progress in ameliorating the problem of violence, one has to confront vio lence in each religion in a frank manner. I believe I do it evenhandedly. As a 
secular humanist, I do not favor one religion over another, as I hold all of 
them to be equally based on unverifiable grounds. We argue for example, 
that Judaism, Christianity, and Islam are all heavily dependent on violent 
premises. They all regard their scriptures as sacred despite the violence 
endorsed therein.


And rather than pretend I am not hegemonic, I hold that (1) all worldviews, even those that claim pluralism, are hegemonic-for example, even 
pluralistic worldviews inevitably seek power over nonpluralistic worldviews; 
and (2) a pluralistic religious hegemony is a politically expedient means to 
persuade people to adopt a secular humanist hegemony, which I believe 
holds the best prospect for a nonviolent global society. Phrased more frankly, 
religious pluralism is good so long as it tolerates and serves the goals of secular humanism.
AN ETHICAL CRITIQUE OF RELIGIOUS VIOLENCE
Although we focus on how scarce resources cause religious violence, an overarching theme of our thesis is that the lack of verifiability in religious belief 
differentiates ethically the violence attributed to religion from the violence 
attributed to nonreligious factors. This distinction will then lead to our main 
argument, which is that religious violence is always ethically reprehensible, 
while the same cannot be said of nonreligious violence, even if we grant that 
nonreligious factors can also create a great deal of violence by making certain resources scarce. We argue that the quality of the scarcity created by 
religion is fundamentally different.
Our argument will be framed in the form known as a fortiori argument, 
and kol wahoma in rabbinic argumentation:" Briefly, such an argument 
attempts to show that if the truth for one claim is judged to be evident, then 
another claim ought to be held even more evidently true. As it pertains to 
our argument about religious violence as compared to secular violence, an a 
fortiori argument would be as follows: If any acts of violence caused by actual 
scarcities are judged as immoral, then acts of violence caused by resources that are 
not actually scarce should be judged as even more immoral. We further develop 
the argument that any act of violence predicated on the acquisition or loss of a nonexistent entity is always immoral and needless because bodily well-being or life is 
being traded for a nonexistent gain.


SCOPE AND ORGANIZATION
We need not study every religion in the world to establish our thesis. While 
most religions may be prone to violence, not all religions have an equal 
impact on the quality or quantity of violence that we see in the world. Religions shared by only a few tribespeople are prone to violence as well, but 
their scale makes them relatively insignificant on the world stage. We will 
concentrate on a few of the major, so-called world religions, because they 
have produced the largest scale of violence, and present the most pressing 
problems today. We also concentrate on religions that have scriptures, as that 
contributes to the quality and quantity of violence that can arise out of those 
religions.
On the most general level, our book is divided into four parts. Part 1 
summarizes past explanations for violence. The aim is to place our thesis 
within the context of those explanations, as well as to explain why most previous explanations have not been successful in identifying the most basic 
mechanisms of religious violence. Part 2 introduces the theoretical underpinnings of scarce resource theory, on which our own theory is based. We 
discuss how religion creates scarce resources, and then focus on the following: (1) access to the divine will, particularly through inscripturation; (2) 
sacred space; (3) group privileging; and (4) salvation.
Part 2 also contains the main feature of our book insofar as it illustrates 
how our thesis applies in detail to Judaism, Christianity, and Islam. These 
traditions, combined, reportedly have more than 3 billion adherents.41, 
Judaism, Christianity, and Islam may indeed be viewed as sects of one older 
religious complex sometimes called the "Abrahamic" religion(s), because 
they all believe Abraham is an early and crucial worshipper of the god of 
those three religions. Abraham is believed to be a monotheist, even if the 
portrayal of his god among these three religions is not very consistent.
The initial chapter on each religious tradition is subdivided by the scarce 
resources that we think are the most important in explaining violent mechanisms. Again, these are (1) access to the divine will, particularly through 
inscripturation; (2) sacred space; (3) group privileging; and (4) salvation. Discussion of each scarce resource in each religion will be followed by illustrative conflicts that can be tied to that scarce resource within the religion itself. 
Illustrated conflicts will be relatively balanced between ancient and modern 
periods to show the continuity and pervasiveness of the religious mechanisms 
for violence. Each tradition is accompanied by a chapter that explains how 
academic scholars have defended violence in that tradition.
Part 3 examines alleged instances of secular violence. This is important 
because many scholars assume that secular violence is largely responsible for 
what appears to be religious violence. We show the religious origins of major instances of violence (e.g., the Nazi Holocaust, Saint Bartholomew's Day 
Massacre), which have been attributed to secular and political forces. The 
fourth and final part synthesizes the thesis by showing how secular violence 
differs from religious violence. In addition, part 4 offers practical solutions 
and applications (e.g., foreign policy) for our theory.


All scholarship is affected to some degree by training and experience. In 
the interest of methodological frankness, the most relevant formal training I 
have received is in anthropology and in biblical and ancient Near Eastern 
Studies. I am very centered on philology and text in order to make my arguments. I provide quoted portions of texts in the primary languages when editions in the primary languages are available to me or when the arguments 
hinge on more precise linguistics. I take the challenge of ad Pontes seriously.
Relative to perhaps many other scholars, I tend to reproduce longer 
quotes and allow, as much as possible, the texts to speak for themselves in the 
same way that an ethnographer may allow informants to speak for themselves. I fall somewhere in between Lydia Cabrera's superb ethnographic 
work on the Yoruba of Cuba and the ruminations on minutiae found in the 
Talmud.'' As we shall see, part of the recurrent problem one finds in all fields 
is that primary sources are frequently not consulted, especially when dealing 
with claims in fields outside of our own.
SUMMARY
Embarking on a new explanation for a common phenomenon is a humbling 
task that requires a high degree of self-confidence. It is humbling because 
one encounters a mass of data and literature that one will never master. On 
the other hand, the very notion that one can develop any new explanation 
reflects the confidence that one can successfully tackle a problem whose solution has eluded so many others before. But that is what the challenge of 
scholarship is partly about-challenging past explanations, and waiting for 
one's peers to scrutinize, confirm, and/or dismantle a new one. I will count 
myself successful if I have prompted scholars to think in new ways about religious violence.
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[image: ]o understand the novelty and explanatory power of our thesis, one 
must compare it to what has preceded it. Part 1 provides an overview 
of ancient and modern theories of violence in order to show that, while 
scarcities have figured prominently in many systematic theories of violence, 
few, if any of these theories, recognize the extent to which religion itself can 
generate scarce resources. We also show that theories of violence by academic scholars of religion are still dominated by religionist and essentialist 
paradigms that see "true" religion as peaceful, and deviant forms of religion 
as violent.
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[image: ]n order to understand how our thesis fits within the framework of past 
explanations for religious violence, it is useful to provide a substantive 
review of some of the major previous theories of religion and violence. In 
truth, theories about violence can be traced all the way back to at least biblical times. In the relevant chapters, we will explain how representatives and 
scholars of specific religious traditions have explained violence in those traditions. This is not meant to be a review of Christian or religious attitudes 
toward war or military service. Instead, we attempt to explore the extent to 
which a sample of ancient and modern authors ascribed violence to religious 
beliefs.
ANCIENT HISTORY TO LATE ANTIQUITY
It is difficult to find any ancient writer who attributes violence to religion. As 
opposed to many modern writers who can separate religious activities from 
secular ones, very few ancient writers considered religion as a separable category of human experience. At the beginning of the Iliad, the Greek poet 
Homer asks who brought Agamemnon and Achilles into the contention that 
set the scene for the momentous siege of Troy.' Homer says it was Apollo 
who brought them together to fight (machesthai). Yet Homer is not really 
blaming the belief in gods for this battle. Rather, Homer himself seems to 
believe that the gods themselves can cause people to fight.'
The influence of Plato (427-347 BCE), founder of the Athenian 
Academy, cannot he overestimated in Western cultures. And it is in his 
Phuedo that we find one of the most persistent explanations for war. Plato locates the cause of war in the body, as is clear in the following passage: "The 
body and its desires are the only cause of wars and factions and battles; for 
all wars arise for the sake of gaining money, and we are compelled to gain 
money for the sake of the body."` This idea that desires of the body are the 
key to explaining violence finds echoes in the modern theories of Rene 
Girard, among others. Plato's focus on the body and on real world entities 
(e.g., money) obscured the fact that belief in nonexisting entities could also 
cause violence.


Lucretius (ca. 96-55 BCE), the Epicurean philosopher of the first century BCE, does not appeal to a monocausal explanation as clearly as Plato. In 
general, Lucretius eschewed supernatural explanations for common phenomena. In his De Rerum Natrrra (On the Nature of Things), Lucretius writes 
that the desire for anything beyond the hare necessities of food and shelter 
bore potential for conflict. For Lucretius, the cause of great wars lies in the 
useless pursuits of human beings who do not know the limits of possessions 
(non cognovit quae sit hahendi finis).'
Philo (ca. 13 BCE-50 CE), the first-century-CE Jewish philosopher 
famous for his allegorical interpretation of the Bible, shows a clear Platonic 
influence when he remarks that the wars of the Greeks and barbarians are 
"all from one source, desire, be it for money or glory or pleasure." As did 
Plato, Philo specifically uses "desire" (~ntOupia) in his explanation, as well as 
a specific reference to "money."
The theme of desire as the cause of war has echoes in the Bible. In the 
book of James, one finds the question of causality expressed frankly:
Those conflicts and disputes among you, where do they come from? Do 
they not come from your cravings that are at war within you?
You want something and do not have it; so you commit murder. And 
you covet something and cannot obtain it; so you engage in disputes and 
conflicts. You do not have, because you do not ask.
You ask and do not receive, because you ask wrongly, in order to spend 
what you get on your pleasures. (lames 4:1-3)
Note here that, as (lid Philo, James identifies conflicts or wars (zrAF-Pot) as 
originating from pleasures (ex twv rl6ov6v). James 4:2 also uses the verbal 
form (EttOugeite = "you want") of the same lexeme used by Plato and Philo. 
In short, during the ancient period there was a long and persistent tradition 
that located war and conflict in bodily desires, even if sometimes those 
desires were viewed as completely inane or foolish.'
An adaptation of Homer's idea that gods could cause human beings to 
fight may be detected in Origen (ca. 185-254), the influential Christian apologist and textual critic. Origen wanted to convince Roman society that Christians were not a social burden or a threat. He had no developed explanation for violence, but he seems to have espoused the notion that demons 
are responsible for wars. But demons directly causing wars is not the same as 
the idea that belief in demons or religion per se causes war.7 In part, Origen 
may have also been transmitting New Testament ideas about a cosmic war 
between demons and human beings found particularly in Ephesians 6.


Augustine (354-430), the premier theologian of Christianity in late 
antiquity, provides hints that the opponents of Christianity blamed wars on 
the espousal of Christianity. Augustine complains that in his era almost any 
war results in an attack on Christianity. He quotes opponents as saying that 
"if it [Christianity] did not exist and the divinities were worshipped with the 
ancient rites ... the war would be over much sooner."" Such an anti-Christian rationale, however, was not based on the idea that religion or Christianity per se could cause war. Rather, Augustine understood the anti-Christian complaint to be premised on the idea that the Roman gods were much 
more efficient and helpful in war.
MEDIEVAL PERIOD
Scholarship has often framed the medieval period as embodying a struggle 
between temporal and ecclesial institutions. To some extent this is too 
simple, and there has been a spate of revisionist histories that question everything from the nature of feudalism to the extent of ecclesial control.9 
Norman Cantor, in fact, argues that the concept of the Middle Ages is actually an invention of modern scholarship.10 Nonetheless, some of the major 
works of the period are concerned with the allocation of power to the church 
and to kings when it comes to using violence. We will treat some of these 
works in upcoming chapters, but we treat the following as a sample of discussions about the causes of violence.
Undoubtedly, the greatest theologian of the medieval period was Saint 
Thomas Aquinas (1227-1274), whose influence is still felt today. He is best 
known for the systematic exposition of Christian doctrines embodied in his 
Summa Theologica, and it is in that book that we find his principal comments 
on war." As outlined in his Sumnr,a, Aquinas was somewhat dependent upon 
Augustine for his theory of a just war.'' For Aquinas a just war is determined, 
first and foremost, by a higher authority. Thus, war on behalf of the church 
was allowable. However, fighting by clerics is not allowed by Aquinas.
Aquinas does not present a broad theory to explain violence on both 
individual or larger scales. Aquinas addresses the causes of violence somewhat obliquely when he discusses "strife," which corresponds more to inter personal violence. For Aquinas, interpersonal violence, as opposed to wars 
between larger political entities, is always sinful. The location of interpersonal violence is placed in anger on the basis of Proverbs 15:18, among other 
sources. For Aquinas, preferential treatment may incite someone to anger, 
which then causes violence. Otherwise, Aquinas has no consistent explanation for why people may become angry.


During the medieval period a principal counterpoint to Aquinas's vision 
of the church was provided by Marsilius of Padua (ca. 1290-1343), an advocate of imperial secular power. In his Defender of the Peace, Marsilius posits 
that "tranquility" was the principal goal of royal power." His first line of support were biblical passages where peace was encouraged or commanded (e.g., 
Mark 9:50, Luke 2:14, John 20:19).'' Following Aristotle, Marsilius recognizes that conflict may have many causes. However, Marsilius focuses on a 
single cause, namely the church's claim to "a plenitude of power," which 
supersedes that of temporal rulers.''
For Marsilius, the church should concern itself solely with otherworldly 
salvation, and therefore cannot have authority or wage war by its own initiative. Rather, power rests with the people, the secular sovereign being their 
true representative. Thus, "power" or the "plenitude of power" can be interpreted to be a scarce resource over which the church and temporal powers 
compete. Not surprisingly, Pope John XXII condemned Marsilius in 1327 
because of these teachings.
At times, Marsilius could be mistaken for a modern secular humanist in 
his view of religion. Although he says that any religion with teachings outside of the biblical canon is false, he can also conceive that religious beliefs 
can be deliberately manufactured to manipulate behavior. A most telling passage is as follows:
For although some of the philosophers who founded such laws or religions 
did not accept or believe in human resurrection and that life which is called 
eternal, they nevertheless feigned and persuaded others that it exists and in 
it pleasures and pains are in accordance with the qualities of human deeds 
in this mortal life, in order that they might thereby induce men reverence 
and fear of God, and a desire to flee the vices and to cultivate the virtues."'
Marsilius, indeed, could conceive that religion could create artificial rewards, 
but he saw those only as inducements to good behavior.
Despite their philosophical differences, neither Aquinas nor Marsilius 
saw religion itself as a general cause of violence, though both certainly would 
believe that specific religious reasons (e.g., heresy) could be a cause for violence. While Marsilius comes closest to seeing that religion can create artificial resources, he stops short of seeing that these "rewards" can be scarce 
resources that can cause violence.


RENAISSANCE
Ever since Jacob Burckhardt published his provocative treatise The Civilization of the Reiuaissance hr Italy (1860), which has been hailed as the initiator of 
Renaissance studies, there have been attempts to deny that such a period 
actually exists.' Charles Homer Haskins, the Harvard medievalist, countered that if there had been a Renaissance, then it began in the twelfth century, and hence the name of his response to Burckhardt, The Renaissance of the 
Twelfth Centtrry." Others, such as Elizabeth L. Eisenstein, would rather focus 
on inventions (e.g., printing) than on a new philosophical orientation as the 
main impulse for what is called the Renaissance."
In any case, to the extent that we can speak of the Renaissance, we see it 
as a phase of elitist views of civilization marked by the advent of a new medium 
and economic revolution. During this period, we can cite at least four developments that had a tremendous impact on the world: (1) the dissemination of 
information through printing; (2) the challenge of authority as the means to 
truth, particularly in the work of Martin Luther; (3) the encounter of Europe 
with the Americas; and (4) a renewed concern with Muslim encounters.
The Renaissance period was also marked by a great deal of strife and violence. It is in this light that Niccolo Macchiavelli (1469-1527), the Italian 
statesman and diplomat, comes on the scene to provide advice on how to deal 
with violence. This advice is embodied in his classic work The Prince, written 
in 1513, but not published until 1532.0 While some writers (e.g., JeanJacques Rousseau) saw The Prince as a satirical work, scholars who have examined Machiavelli's private correspondence have maintained that it was 
serious.'1
The Prince is famous for introducing power politics and political realism, 
wherein the purpose of government is to maintain power. In the case of 
Machiavelli, he advises that if one had to choose between being feared and 
being loved, it is "much more safe to be feared than to be loved."" Hypocrisy 
is a legitimate instrument to maintain power.'; Human beings are, by nature, 
bad and so need incentives (rewards or punishments) to behave in the 
manner that a leader wishes.24
The Prince is notable for its sparse references to religion. Machiavelli 
seems to see the nominal heads of religious institutions to be no less possessed 
by the greed for power than secular princes. He sees Pope Julius II 
(1443-1513) as a good example that a rash and violent image is better than a 
cautionary image.5 A prince should "appear merciful, faithful, humane, 
upright, and religious.1126 And although Machiavelli recommends that the 
prince actually have those qualities, these appearances should not overrule the 
need to maintain power at their expense. Power is power, and rulers, religious 
and secular, want it. Machiavelli sees himself as reporting what works best.


Hugo Grotius (1583-1645), renowned as the father of international law, 
was very concerned with the place of religion in violence. Born in Delft 
(Netherlands), Grotius was a child genius who had already edited an encyclopedia by the age of fifteen. He served in various diplomatic posts, and was 
a particular favorite of Louis XIII of France. Grotiuss influence is due, 
among other reasons, to his comprehensive scope and crisp writing style.
His main thoughts on war and conflict are embodied in his 1625 compendium The Lain of War• and Peace.'? Grotius begins his discourse by modifying the definition ("contending by force") of war given earlier by Cicero. 
Instead Grotius proposes to define it as "the state of those contending by 
force."'" In other words, Grotius was more comprehensive in alluding to a 
more general "state" rather than restricting it to just an actual battle. A nonpacifist, Grotius wrote his treatise in order to show that war was a legitimate 
instrument of national policy in cases of "defense, recovery of property, and 
punishment."2 Grotius approximates our notion of the role of scarce 
resources in conflict when he says that the aim of war is the "preservation of 
life and limb, and the keeping or acquiring of things usefid to life."30
Despite his claim to use natural law, Grotius has difficulties explaining 
instances of genocide in the Hebrew Bible. He argues, on the one hand, that 
such genocides do not become permissible merely because of their existence 
in the Bible. On the other hand, they should not be considered cases of 
homicide "for these are the works of God, whose right over men is greater 
than that of men over brutes."" Grotius appeals to Psalm 137:9 to support 
his conclusion that it has been customary to kill civilians, including women 
and children.32 He is frank in arguing that violence and terror are the proper 
tools of war.33
Another political theorist is also a primary figure in the explanation of 
violence. Thomas Hobbes (1588-1679), the famed English political theorist, 
whose classic work Leviathan (1651) still echoes in the works of modern 
political realists and spreads to other areas of social philosophy. Hobbes was 
an advocate of the English monarchy, and he devalued the authority of the 
pope. He became quite popular in the aftermath of the restoration of the 
monarchy under Charles II (1660-1685). However, his ideas proved to be 
quite inflammatory, and he was later reviled both at home and abroad.
Hobbes believed that most, if not all, religion was based on defective 
arguments. He singled out four as the root causes of religion, which we can 
summarize as follows: (1) relying on so-called spirits; (2) ignorance of causes; 
(3) worshipping what one fears; and (4) confusing coincidence with genuine 
divine prophecy.34 Thus, relative to Grotius, Hobbes did not use scripture 
much to support his theories. Human beings, Hobbes postulated, were 
inherently violent.
It is in chapter 13 of Leviathan that Hobbes addresses the root causes of violence most specifically. He says, "In the nature of man, we find three principal) causes of quarrel). First, Competition; Secondly, Diffidence; Thirdly, 
Glory."35 Competition is the easiest to understand in Hobbes's thought, as it 
is similar to conceptions we advocate. He explains that "if any two men desire 
the same thing, which nevertheless they cannot both enjoy, they become 
enemies."" Hobbes's "Glory" is similar to what we may understand today as 
the search for fame or high status.


Diffidence is a more subtle phenomenon for Hobbes and best corresponds to our term "insecurity." When human beings feel insecure, they tend 
to attack because they fear survival is at stake. On the other hand, fear can 
make human beings look for peace. If human beings feel that their survival 
depends on avoiding conflict, then peace will ensue. And since human beings 
are always after selfish interests, the way to establish peace is to provide a sort 
of dictatorship, whose authority is unquestioned. This would provide unity 
and, therefore, peace.
THE ENLIGHTENMENT
To the extent that a true period called "the Enlightenment" actually exists, 
we may say that it was the period wherein the elite of Western civilization 
established, as a formidable proposition, the idea that reason and experience 
are the best judges of truth. This has become the basis of the scientific 
method that still dominates much of Western society. During the Enlightenment, many of the most influential philosophers began to de-emphasize 
revealed truth.
In the political sphere, the Enlightenment saw the promotion of a separation of politics and religion, with an increasing sense that religion, if maintained at all, should be a private matter. While we cannot discuss every 
philosopher of the Enlightenment, here we select a few that represent the 
continuities and contrasts with our thesis concerning the role of religion in 
violence.
In his famous work The Social Contract (1762), JeanJacques Rousseau 
(1712-1778) provides a substantial discussion of the effect of religion and 
Christianity on conflict. Rousseau, once a convert to Catholicism, eventually 
became quite anticlerical. The Social Contract begins by noting that natural 
man was peaceful. War, Rousseau argues, "can only arise from property relations,"37 and so belongs to a later stage of human development. "Uncivilized" 
human beings did not fight because they owned no property.
Rousseau also believed that the first civilized governments were theocratic. However, in contrast to Regina Schwartz, Rousseau thought that it was polytheism, not monotheism, that resulted in the divisions that led to 
conflict. Indeed, Rousseau lauds Muhammad for successfully uniting religion 
with politics."" Rousseau knew that his thesis of the advantage of a unitary 
religion was vulnerable to simple observations from history. For example, he 
was presented with the question of why there were no "wars of religion" 
under paganism, when each nation had a wide array of cults and gods.


His answer is that "each state, having its own faith as well as its own government did not distinguish between Gods and its laws. Political war was just 
as much theological war; the provinces of the Gods were determined, so to 
speak, by the frontiers of nations."'`' Since each nation was content to have 
its own religion, religious wars between nations were unnecessary. The fact 
that people were forced to change their religion upon conquest was because 
of the fact that "to change faith was part of the law of conquest."'() In other 
words, the desire for conquest was not "caused" by religion, but rather religious violence followed upon conquest.
But Rousseau encountered another problem in that the Romans often 
allowed conquered people to keep their religion. If, as Rousseau argued, it 
was necessary to have one state religion to have peace, then how was Rome 
able to survive as long as it did', His riposte, as paradoxical as it sounds, was 
that polytheism itself could form a single state religion. The Romans simply 
came to regard the conquered gods as paying homage to the Roman gods, 
and thus became part of the Roman pantheon. Other times, the Romans 
would identify a god worshipped by a conquered people with a Roman god 
(e.g., the Greek Zeus becomes identified with the Roman Jupiter).
When it came to explaining the role of Christianity in conflict, Rousseau 
encountered similar puzzles and ambiguities. Christianity, claimed Rousseau, 
caused conflict because it divided religion from the state. Since Jesus 
preached that a "spiritual kingdom" focuses on the world beyond, religion 
and state could not form a unit. This is also why a true Christian makes a bad 
citizen. Christians do not care about improving temporal society because 
they are interested only in a future one. Moreover, Christianity "preaches 
only servitude and submission'1141 which would make Christians a good 
opportunity for tyrants, not to mention conquerors.
Rousseau, however, has trouble explaining the crusades. He tells us that 
the crusaders were not really Christians, but rather "soldiers of the priests" 
and "citizens of the Church."4' The crusaders were fighting for a "spiritual 
homeland, which it [the church] had in some strange way made 
temporal."4 Since the Gospel does not advocate a national religion, then "holy war is 
impossible among Christians."44
Rousseau's plan for a peaceful society is to realize that there are three 
types of religion. One is the "religion of man," which is a private religion. 
Another is a sort of civil religion centered on the state. A third type of reli gion, identified with monasticism, advocates complete withdrawal from 
society. All of these religions have their defects. In fact, Rousseau sees civil 
religion as potentially inciting a lot of violence when people do not accept 
the gods of the state.


Yet, civil religion, when rightly framed, provides the best choice for 
Rousseau. His recommendation is that such religion be simple, consisting of 
a few "negative" and "positive" dogmas. The positive dogmas may be summarized as follows:
1. The existence of an omnipotent, intelligent divinity that foresees and 
provides for the general welfare;
2. The life to come;
3. The happiness of the just; and
4. The sanctity of the social contract.45
The negative dogma consists of simply rejecting intolerance. Furthermore, 
Rousseau rejects the idea of an exclusivistic state religion. One should tolerate all religions as long as they do not conflict with the duties of the citizen.
Rousseau's thesis is plagued with many internal contradictions, not to 
mention with a misreading of history. Because he does not see that religion 
creates scarce resources, he is unperturbed by the fact that his own "civil religion" endorses the same mechanisms he criticizes in other religions. Even 
the few dogmas he calls "positive" will cause conflict if others do not believe 
in them. These dogmas, moreover, are no less verifiable than those of any 
other religion.
Part of Rousseau's theory is based on a misreading of biblical texts. 
Rousseau, for example, argues that pagan gods generally did not cause interterritorial wars because the gods were seen as masters only of their own 
spaces. He then claims that Israel sometimes followed this precept as well, 
and quotes Judges 11:24 as proof: "'Is it not the possession of that which 
belongs to Chanios your God lawfully your due?' says Jephthah to the 
Ammonites. `By the same title we possess the lands which our conquering 
God has 1146
However, the Latin Vulgate, on which his translation depends, poorly 
translates the Hebrew, which is better translated as "Is it not right that whatever your god Chemosh expropriates for you [yorisheka], you should possess; 
and that everything that Yahweh our God expropriates for us, we should possess?1147 In other words, this biblical passage refers to the right of each god to 
give land taken by conquest to the respective worshipper, whereas Rousseau 
assumes that the biblical author is referring only to a right to maintain land 
boundaries of land already taken.


Of course, Rousseau had no access to Moabite religious thought. Our 
main piece of evidence for Moabite religion is called the Moabite Stele, (or 
Moabite Stone) discovered in the late nineteenth century. That monument 
alone would have dismantled Rousseau's interpretation. For in line 14 of the 
Moabite Stele, we find the god Chemosh ordering his king, "Go, take Nebo, 
from Israel."4s In fact, almost every ancient Near Eastern religion, including 
that of ancient Israel, had the taking of land as a usual component of its theology. So even among the most critical Enlightenment figures, faulty translations sometimes became the basis for flawed arguments about the relationship between religion and violence.
It is toward the end of the Enlightenment period that we begin to see 
writers attributing violence to religion or specific forms of religion. A good 
example is found in reason number 7 of "The Memorial and Remonstrance" 
of James Madison, who states:
Because experience witnesseth that ecclesiastical establishments, instead of 
maintaining the purity and efficacy of Religion, have had a contrary operation. During almost fifteen centuries has the legal establishment of Christianity been on trial. AV'hat have been its fruits? More or less in all places, 
pride, and indolence in the Clergy, ignorance and servility in the laity, in 
both, superstition, bigotry, and persecution.49
It should be added that by the late nineteenth century the field of peace 
studies was emerging. Such studies, exemplified by, among others, Louis 
Bara's The Science of'Peace (La science de la paix, 1872), sought to place peace 
on a scientific footing.'" The renowned anarchist philosopher 
PierreJoseph Proudhon (1809-1865), author of War and Peace (La guerre et la pair, 1861) 
promised that science would solve the problem of war.' Proudhon was 
among several philosophers who argued that reliance on religion was not the 
answer to conflict.
The science of peace wanted to establish objective goals for peace. For 
example, some wanted land to be apportioned according to fertility and population, with the idea that people would be content if their resources 
matched their needs. Such ideas, of course, rightly recognized that scarce 
resources cause conflict. However, they also were unrealistic in thinking 
about how quickly science could bring this utopia into existence. This 
utopian view of scarce resources, moreover, was dealt a massive blow by 
World \Vr I.'' In our concluding sections, we will wrestle with the question 
of whether science can ever establish a nonviolent world.


SUMMARY
It is not surprising to see that most ancient writers did not see religion itself 
as a cause of violence. The social effects of belief in the gods was not "problematized" in the manner that modern academics see problems. Marsilius 
does come close to seeing that religious beliefs can be manufactured to serve 
political purposes, but he mostly sees those purposes as benign. Machiavelli 
sees that religious figures act just as politically and ruthlessly as secular rulers. 
It is not until the Enlightenment that some begin to discuss how certain religious frameworks can cause violence (e.g., Rousseau and Polytheism). No 
premodern author, however, sees that religion can create scarce resources, 
and thereby violence.
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[image: ]he most intensive and expansive wars in history were fought in the 
twentieth century. That century also saw the rise of more ambitious 
efforts to explain aggression. Part of the reason is that the rise of science and 
technology made research more feasible and war even more frightening. At 
the same time, new findings were expanding our knowledge of human 
biology and behavior. All these factors made for a slew of new theories about 
the causes of violence and war. Nonetheless, most of these theories still show 
a neglect or misunderstanding of the role of religion in violence.
SCIENTIFIC METHOD AND RELIGIOUS VIOLENCE
On a methodological level, a recurrent problem in the scientific study of violence is the paucity of interdisciplinary research on science and the role of 
religion in violence. In part, this is endemic in that few, if any, researchers can 
master all of the literature of other fields. But we see more specifically the 
following obstacles to good interdisciplinary work from scientists: (1) lack of 
common or adequate definitions of religion, a problem also in religious 
studies per se; and (2) lack of acquaintance with the field of religious and biblical studies.
To illustrate how even the most critical and skeptical scientists can fall 
into common traps because of their lack of acquaintance with religious 
studies, we feature here the work of Michael Shermer, author of The Science 
of Good and Evil (2004).' Shermer seems broadly acquainted with the scientific literature, but not with that of the anthropology of religion or biblical 
studies. For example, note how Shermer describes the evolution of human religions: "As bands and tribes coalesced into chiefdoms and states animistic 
spirits gave way to anthropomorphic and polytheistic gods, and in the 
eastern Mediterranean the anthropomorphic gods of the pastoral people 
there lost out to the monotheistic God of Abraham."


Shermer's theory of the evolution of religion reflects that of Edward 
Burnett Tylor's (1832-1917) outdated unilineal model of religious evolution, 
which posited the following stages: animism > polytheism > monotheism.5 
This unilineal scheme was already beginning to be dismantled with fieldwork 
at the start of the twentieth century, because high gods could be found 
among some "tribal" people, and animism could be found in the most "civilized" states.
Likewise, Shermer is at least a half century out of (Lite in biblical studies. 
Most critical biblical scholars no longer see Abraham as a historical figure, 
and we do not know if he was a monotheist.' Shermer cites not a single 
source for these claims. And the biblical records portray Abraham himself as 
believing in quite an anthropomorphic god who walks, converses, and eats 
with Abraham in the tents of Mamre (see Genesis 18). Nor did the anthropomorphic gods of pastoral people die out, if one regards Jesus as an 
embodied god.
Shermer'ss definition of "religion" suffers from apparently assimilating 
Christian views of religion uncritically. His definition is this: "a social institution that evolved as an integral mechanism of human culture to encourage 
altruism and reciprocal altruism, to discourage selfishness and greed, and to 
reveal the level of commitment to cooperate and reciprocate among members of the community."'
But where does Shermer derive the notion that religion is meant to 
encourage altruism? Does being an ascetic hermit who believes in God count 
as altruistic behavior? What is altruistic about killing others who do not 
believe the same set of precepts? In at least some circumstances, religion 
could be interpreted as maladaptive, not as altruistic.
That Shermer has assimilated Christian notions is more evident in his 
statement about the difference in morality between the Old and New Testaments: "This may represent the difference between Old "Testament and New 
Testament morality: inflexible moral principles versus contextual moral 
guidelines-a stricter draconian God versus a kinder, gentler God."' As we 
shall show in chapter 9, some New Testament authors actually advocate the 
eternalization and intensification of violence. Christian authors, in fact, may 
advocate a much more violent approach to life and our future compared to 
what is found in the Old Testament.
Shermer's view of Christianity is related to his evolutionary scheme for 
the Golden Rule, which is also not conversant with the dating of biblical 
sources. Thus, Shermer's Table 1 (a chronology of "The Historical and Uni versal Expression of the Golden Rule") cites Leviticus 19:18, which he dates 
to 1000 BCE, as the first occurrence of the Golden Rule. However, the dating 
for this section of Leviticus, usually called the Holiness Code, is hotly contested, with most dates ranging from the eighth century BCE to the fourth 
century BCE.' Shermer apparently is not conversant with the literature that 
argues that the Golden Rule may represent a selfish political dictum.


In sum, a simple lack of acquaintance with the literature of religious and 
biblical studies seems to have led Shermer far afield in his attempt to explain 
the role of religion in violence. Our conclusion, of course, is completely the 
opposite of Shermer'.s in that we try to show that religion often creates new 
scarce resources rather than creating some sort of altruistic ethos. But 
Shermer must be given credit for at least reaching out across fields, even if 
not successfully. We, of course, will be vulnerable to similar objections. But 
dialogue among vastly different fields and disciplines may he how progress is 
made in understanding religious violence.
Nonetheless, scientific explanations still can be useful, and we now turn 
our attention to how our thesis relates to them. In general, we can identify 
the following categories of scientific explanation, which may be visualized as 
progressing from the most basic aspects of individual organisms to their 
broader life as groups: (I)biological/evolutionary, (2) psychological, (3) sociological, and (4) anthropological. We also treat violence from the perspectives of political and military sciences.
BIOLOGICAL/EVOLUTIONARY THEORIES
With the advent of the theories of Charles Darwin (1809-1882), there was a 
renewed attention to the view of life as a competition for survival. It is in this 
context that many of the theories of violence began to be framed in modern 
times. Perhaps one of the best-known theorists of violence from a biological 
perspective is Konrad Lorenz (1903-1989), the father of ethology, author of 
On A-ession (1963), and winner of a Nobel Prize in 1973." Lorenz believes 
that many nonhuman species are equipped ("imprinted") with instinctive 
aggressive impulses but also with inhibitory feedback mechanisms. Thus, 
lions playfully fight and wrestle, but seldom injure each other. Aggression has 
served an evolutionary purpose in helping animals survive. Iluman beings 
have inherited the aggressive impulses, but lack control of the inhibitory 
mechanisms.
Overall, Lorenz seems to be an updated version of Hobbes and Freud. 
More important, for purposes of our thesis, Lorenz comments very little on 
religion. Lorenz's theories have come under severe scientific scrutiny in recent years. Some critics noted his factual errors regarding animal 
behavior.`' Some social theorists objected to his social policies, which blame 
permissiveness by society for outbreaks of criminal violence. Moreover, some 
doubted that what might explain aggression in animals also explains human 
aggressive behavior."'


An updated version of Lorenz's thesis is provided by Luigi Valzelli's Psychobiology of Aggression and Violence (1981). Following a thorough review of 
the literature, Valzelli concludes that aggression developed as a useful mechanism for the preservation of species. Most aggression, he argues, can be 
traced to the area of the brain that is identified with the reptilian phase of 
evolution.i" He provides an overall definition as follows:
Aggressiveness is: that component of normal behavior which, under different stimulus-hound and goal-directed forms, is released for satisfying 
vital needs and for removing or overcoming any threat to the physical 
and/or psychological integrity subserving the self- and species-preservation 
of a living organism, and never, except for predatory activity, initiating the 
destruction of the opponent.''
However, he says, human evolution has brought a paradoxical result in that 
aggressive behavior is leading "toward self- and species annihilation."" One 
can see Lorenz's influence here.
Yet Valzelli also simply repeats benign views of religion without much 
criticism. For example, he claims that "more than casual comment should be 
given to recall the importance of religion in counteracting violence."" He 
documents this sweeping assertion with reference to a single sociological 
study by Christopher Kirk Hadaway.'5 The article cited, however, does not 
discuss violence at all, but rather focuses on the relationship between religion 
and "life satisfaction" in a select group of Americans. Hadaway himself 
rightly cautions that such a relationship must be tested in "various ethnic 
groups, different religious traditions, and other collectivities where religion 
may have a different meaning.""
Unfortunately, Valzellis lack of rigor and superficial documentation is 
sometimes repeated by better-known scientists.'? Edward O. Wilson, the 
putative father of sociobiology, has brought about a renewed emphasis on the 
biological basis of behavior." Although he does not develop a full-fledged 
theory for the biological origin of religion, he does indicate that hypertrophy, the exaggerated growth of preexisting structures (e.g., elephant 
tusks), may hold the key to the emergence of civilization."y Wilson's theory 
received much resistance from some anthropologists, notably from Marshall 
Sahlins, a heavyweight in anthropology.20
In general, Wilson sees religion as hypertrophic in that it represents the growth and transmutation of simpler hunter-gatherer practices. But whatever one thinks of Wilson's theory, at least one of his examples of human violence undermines confidence that hypertrophy is a key mechanism in religious violence.'' At issue is Aztec human sacrifice and cannibalism, a type of 
religious violence that Wilson links to the scarcity of meat." For Wilson, the 
simple carnivorous practices of our Stone Age ancestors grew to the elaborate forms of human sacrifice and cannibalism found among the Aztecs.


While not impossible, this claim is based on a single citation from 
Marvin Harris, who is famous for materialistic explanations of behavior.23 
Unfortunately, Wilson seems unaware of the mordant critiques against 
Ilarris, beginning with the lack of explanation of why such hungry people 
would carry bodies long distances to temples if they could have eaten them 
at the point the victims were killed.24 Wilson does indicate explicitly that 
anthropology, rather than just biology, may hold the key to the origin of religlon.
Biologist Richard D. Alexander has tried to develop a more detailed case 
for the sociobiological origin of morals in human beings, much of it inspired 
by Wilson, at least in a general sense. Given upcoming examples where 
people will commit violence to maintain some perceived religious benefit for 
themselves, we concur with Alexander, who says "that people are in general 
following what they perceive to be their own interests is, I believe, the most 
general principle of human behavior.1126 Alexander sees the idea of God as 
invented "to extend the notion that some have greater rights than others."" 
Such beliefs, in turn, aid human beings in intergroup competition, which is 
another general trait Alexander sees in humans.
Although we do not make any claims here about how or why religion 
evolved, we should note that a few evolutionary theorists have seen religion 
as maladaptive or purely epiphenomenal. Stephen Jay Gould (1941-2002), 
among others, has argued that many features in our evolution did not evolve 
for a purpose but rather we found a purpose for a preevolved feature. He 
prefers the term "exaptation" to "preadaptation."'s
A more developed view of religion as maladaptive is found in the work 
of biologist Richard Dawkins, who has increasingly turned his attention to 
explaining religion from an evolutionary perspective. In his well-known book 
The Selfish Gene, Dawkins argues that human behavior can be explained by 
how it benefits genes."' I-lowever, such a view poses obvious problems for 
explaining religion, as some of the effects of religion seem to be counterproductive to the survival of genes. For example, how does executing a suicide 
bombing for religious reasons help to further the transmission of the suicide 
bomber's genes?
Dawkins's latest comments on religion, found in a two-part series in the 
secular humanist publication Free Inquiry, seek to answer that question.;(' Therein he observes that religion is a universal phenomenon. He specifically 
argues against the idea, represented by David Sloan Wilson among others, 
that religions such as Christianity can result in greater group survival, a phenomenon fully compatible with Darwinian selection."


On the contrary, Dawkins argues that religion may be more akin to the 
phenomena one sees in moths who steer themselves into flames, even if that 
flame extinguishes their genes. Why would moths do that? Dawkins explains 
that moths long ago developed a mechanism to steer by the light of celestial 
objects, but now that same mechanism induces them to steer right into 
flames. Similarly, Dawkins theorizes that early human beings found certain 
behaviors useful (e.g., obeying orders from more experienced adults to 
ensure survival), but now that feature is being co-opted by religion. And who 
benefits? Dawkins concludes, "The benefit, if there is any, is to religion 
itself.""
Our review of biological/evolutionary theories shows two general 
themes. One is that violence is a beneficial adaptation for group survival; the 
other is that it is a sort of maladaptation. As it pertains to our thesis, we 
would argue that human behavior may indeed be more complex than can be 
explained on the basis of genetic fitness.3' But given the destructiveness of 
religion, we tend to see it as more akin to an exaptation, an epiphenomenon, 
or an outright maladaptation. More important, we note that regardless of 
how religion originated in our evolutionary past, many of these biological 
theories acknowledge that competition for scarce resources can drive violence, whatever the reason people compete for a particular resource.
PSYCHOLOGICAL THEORIES
As with the biological theories, not all of the best known psychological theories of aggression have focused on religion.34 In a recent survey, psychologist Robert Emmons found that in a cumulative total of more than three 
thousand pages in three comprehensive handbooks on social psychology, less 
than a single page is devoted to discussion of the influence of religion on 
behavior.;' In part, the lack of focus on religion is a result of the search for 
more basic natural factors and impulses, especially within the burgeoning 
field of evolutionary psychology. Other times the omission of religion may 
be due to outright inability to study religion objectively. Here, we survey a 
small sample of psychological theories that focus on violence.
Despite Sigmund Freud's (1856-1939) seeming disrepute within the scientific community, it is important to understand some of his thoughts on violence. Freud's ideas underwent evolution, and so one must be careful to not portray his early ideas as his only or as his permanent ideas. In some of his 
early writings, Freud spoke of two opposing inborn instincts in human 
beings. One was a life instinct he called egos, and the other was a death 
instinct he called thnnatos. According to Freud, the death instinct built up 
almost like a substance in the body, and then had to be released in a sort of 
hydraulic or cathartic process. Although the death instinct usually had the 
bearer as the target, catharsis sometimes was redirected at outsiders, manifesting itself as violence or aggression.'`'


Perhaps one of the most influential psychological theories of aggression 
is associated with John Dollard.; Dollard's study of human psychology led 
him to conclude that "aggression is always a consequence of frustration.";" 
That is to say, when one's attempt to reach a goal is frustrated, aggression will 
likely result. A goal can he as simple as a child wanting ice cream or a country 
wanting land. Psychologist Leonard Berkowitz points out that perceived 
frustration can be just as important a factor in aggression as an actual 
obstacle to some goal.'` Likewise, aggression can be displaced toward a 
scapegoat, which can then he used to satisfy an aggressive impulse. Dollard 
makes only one indexed reference to religion, which he defines as "the belief 
that overt gratification is not obtainable at the moment but is deferred ultimately for the future.1140
Dollard's theory has a number of commonalities with ours. We hold that 
the desire for scarce resource X can be frustrated, thereby causing violence. 
Ilowever, Dollard's definition of religion is quite defective. Religion should 
not be defined solely by the belief in some future reward. In fact, we can find 
many cases in which religion causes violence precisely because it promotes 
the belief in an immediate reward. Likewise, Dollard's definition misses the 
point of how unverifiability, which is an essential feature of religious belief, 
can itself cause frustration because there are no means to adjudicate disputes.
Our theory of scarce resources shares some commonalities with Falter 
Garrison Runciman's (1934-) theory of the role of relative deprivation as a 
source of aggression. The term "relative deprivation" refers to the idea that 
deprivation is always comparative. Runciman expounds the idea as follows: 
"If A, who does not have something but wants it, compares himself to B, who 
does have it, then A is `relatively deprived with reference to B."'+' A more 
extended version of this idea is outlined as follows: "A is relatively deprived 
of X when (i) he does not have X (ii) he sees some other persons ... as having 
X ... (iii) he wants X, and (iv) he sees it as feasible that he should have X."42
Runciman is actually more interested in perceptions of social justice than 
in the causes of aggression, although he feels that such perceptions of deprivation can lead to violence. In a similar manner, Crane Brinton notes that 
revolutions often begin not with people who are impoverished or poor, but 
rather with elite members of society who grow to expect more after a period of rising standards of living.43 Such persons perceive deprivation when in fact 
they are doing quite well by other standards. Thus, the well-to-do elite of 
America and France in the late eighteenth century initiated the American 
and French revolutions, while the Irish potato famine of the 1840s produced 
no revolution on the part of starving farmers.


In our case, we hold that fear of loss of scarce resource X-not just 
merely the desire to acquire X-can be a motivator for violence. My postulate is meant to supplement Runciman's statement that the value of religion 
lies in that it can sometimes help "restrict aspirations." In other words, 
Runciman holds that religion can make a person not want something, and 
presumably this restriction of aspirations would suppress any aggression 
caused by the desire for X. In addition, Runciman sees that "knowledge" of 
an inequality can "create relative deprivations where they did not exist 
before." At the same time, Runciman should be supplemented by Abraham 
Maslow's (1908-1970) idea of a hierarchy of needs and "metamotivations" 
that go beyond simple biological needs and can encompass, in our theory, 
needs created by religion.45
SOCIOLOGICAL THEORIES
While psychology often deals with the behavior of individuals, sociologists 
focus on the behavior of human groups, though we also see overlap in the 
field of "social psychology.114' And, in contrast to the field of psychology, 
sociology has focused extensively and intensively on the role of religion in 
human institutions. "Conflict perspectives" have formed one of the persistent models for explaining the behavior of groups. Such conflict perspectives are often juxtaposed to "functionalist" perspectives that see society as 
striving for stability. We will discuss briefly some of these and other perspectives that impinge on the study of violence.
Of recent importance is the work of Richard B. Felson and James 
Tedeschi, advocates of the "social interactionist" approach to explaining violence.4 This approach does not place much importance upon identifying 
inner forces or biological components (e.g., hormonal or neurobiological) as 
the main indicators of aggression. Instead, aggression is considered an 
instrument to achieve certain goals or values. This approach focuses on situations and the context in which actors engage in aggressive behavior. This 
theory also emphasizes the existence of norms and the sense of justice as 
being important in moving actors into aggression. Thus, perceived injustice 
can be the cause of much of the aggressive behavior we see.
Our theory is compatible with at least some of the concepts of the social interactionist perspective. We certainly see violence as an instrument to 
achieve certain goals, namely, the securing of scarce resources or defense 
against the loss of scarce resources. Most of these researchers have not paid 
much attention to how certain religious goals figure in violence. Felson and 
Tedeschi's Ag-ression and Violence (1993), for example, does not have a single 
indexed reference to "religion."


Our thesis is more critical of those versions of social interactionist perspectives advocated by Michael R. Gottfredson and Travis Hirschi, who 
believe that "aggressive or violent acts are explicable as acts that produce 
immediate benefits and entail long-term social costs for the actor. Such acts 
are usually defined as criminal by the state and as deviant by society and are 
the very acts that social control theory is designed to explain."41 Such a concept does not explain violence sanctioned by states, including genocide, well. 
Nor does it explain religious violence in which the perceived benefit and 
social cost are deemed equal. For example, many medieval Christians 
thought that anti-Jewish violence both conferred an immediate benefit and 
had no necessary long-term social costs for perpetrators, especially when 
their status increased because of such violence.
Albert Bandura represents the "social learning" approach to explaining 
aggression, which is virtually synonymous with violence.0' Bandura believes 
that "a full explanation of aggression must consider both injurious behavior 
and social judgements."50 Accordingly, "aggression is defined as injurious and 
destructive behavior that is socially defined as aggressive on the basis of a 
variety of factors, some of which reside in the evaluator rather than in the performer."" Bandura's definition encompasses both psychological and physical.
Our thesis agrees with Bandura insofar as we are the evaluators of what 
counts as violence. However, using his definition, one also would have to 
conclude that certain societies have not historically considered religious violence to be "aggression" because those societies sanctioned it themselves. 
That is to say, the performer and the evaluator were sometimes the same 
entity. As we shall note in our upcoming discussion of anthropology, David 
Riches provides a corrective on Bandura's approach.
ANTHROPOLOGICAL THEORIES
Anthropology (the study of human beings as a species) and sociology overlap 
to such an extent that there exists a separate field called social anthropology. 
We confine ourselves here to anthropology as the study of institutions of the 
human species, especially as seen from an evolutionary perspective. Ilistorically, anthropology has concerned itself with the observation of non-Western societies.'' Currently, there is a reassessment of anthropology as a field and 
its role in the social sciences, but such reassessments are as old as academia.';


Unlike biological explanations, which have often shunned discussion of 
religion in violence, anthropology has been concerned with religion from its 
earliest history, and the anthropology of religion is a distinct discipline 
within the field.54 Much of early anthropology, for instance, was permeated 
by collection of religious myths and lore in the persons of Sir James Frazer 
(1854-1941), Franz Boas (1858-1942), Bronislaw Malinowski (1884-1942), 
and A. R. Radcliffe-Brown (1881-1955). We cannot do justice to all of 
anthropology here, so we will concentrate on recent work in sociology and 
anthropology that is relevant to our thesis.
Although some theories of religion and violence appear to be new, many 
have their beginnings in anthropological theory. One illustrative example is 
the theory of Rene Girard (1923-), whose work we will analyze in more 
detail. Girard's idea of the scapegoat as key to violence has precedence in, 
among other sources, the work of anthropologist Clyde Kluckhohn 
(1905-1960), who argues that war was a concomitant of intragroup aggression.' When there is a danger that internal fighting will destroy a group, 
that group displaces its aggression on some outside group (cf. Freud).
If one studies the statistical chart provided by R. Brian Ferguson and 
Leslie E. Farragher's review of the study of warfare in anthropology, one sees 
a veritable explosion of interest in the 1960s.56 For example, in 1958 the 
number of studies published is listed as fewer than twenty. In 1968 the 
number of studies is listed as at least seventy-five. The Vietnam War, of 
course, may be part of the explanation. But we also see more than seventy 
studies in 1975, 1979, and 1986. This compares to fewer than five in 1900. 
Explaining this increase beginning in the 1960s is difficult, though some may 
speculate that such statistics illustrate how the interests of academics center 
on how the study of war may serve their own interests (e.g., increased government funding for research on war) rather than because war became more 
common in the 1960s or 1970s.5
I having been trained formally as an anthropologist, I may be a bit more 
cautious about the limitations of anthropology. This is particularly important 
as there has been an overenthusiastic application of "anthropological" 
approaches in biblical studies that are, in fact, sometimes forays not cognizant of the complexities of internal arguments in the field. In fact, such an 
enthusiasm for anthropological approaches is ironic insofar as Ferguson and 
Farragher note that provincialism has been a persistent problem within the 
anthropological study of violence. Thus, anthropologists who study war 
among Native Americans of the Southwest may not communicate even with 
those researching in the Northeast.
It is just as important to urge caution in the use of ethnographies to make conclusions about violence. Having done some elementary fieldwork, 
I am very skeptical of ethnographic reports I cannot verify, and few can be 
verified. Ethnographers may present distorted descriptions of any particular 
group because of a number of factors, including their own prejudices, the 
selection of informants, and the fact that informants may behave differently 
in the presence of an outsider. As Pierre Bourdieu notes, sometimes instead 
of recording actual "facts" about meaningful interaction within a group, the 
ethnographer is simply recording a group's interaction with the ethnographer.'s We only have to think about past scandalous controversies about the 
true origins of the Chumash Indians of California, or about the alleged misdeeds of Margaret Mead or Napoleon Chagnon, to appreciate this lesson."


Although anthropology is perhaps famous for championing the idea that 
culture influences behavior more than biology does, we find historically that 
anthropology has representatives on both sides of the issue, and everywhere 
in between. In part, this is related to the perennial issue of how "scientific" 
anthropology should be. One can see this shift in the nomenclature: The 
courses I used to take under the rubric of "physical anthropology" are now 
often labeled "biological anthropology" or "bioanthropology."'
On the biological side of anthropological explanations for violence, we 
find Marvin Harris, who proposes that Aztec warfare is related to protein and 
meat deficiencies. Similarly, we find another biological determinist view in 
Irenaus Eibl-Eibesfeldt, author of The Biology of Peace and War (1979).(1 A 
more subtle but still materialistic explanation is represented by Roy A. Rappaport, who has integrated religion into his studies of the function of war as 
a mechanism for population control, especially in New Guinea.`''
Territoriality has been identified as a main cause of aggression by Robert 
Ardrey.`'; For Ardrey, most animals-including human beings-possess a 
biological need to maintain and defend bounded spaces. In the field of international politics, Ardrey's work should perhaps be juxtaposed with that of 
John H. Hertz, who argued for the waning importance of territoriality in the 
1950s." Our theory holds that sacred space is indeed one of the main factors 
in religious violence. It is not so much our objective to prove that there is 
some sort of instinct to territoriality as it is to show how religion can manufacture the value of a territory that would have no value by other standards 
(e.g., economics, food production, etc.).
Since anthropologists often see their domain as the entire biological 
order of "primates," many anthropologists have focused their work on 
observing nonhuman primates for lessons about human violence. Of particular interest has been the work of Jane Goodall, who discovered that under 
certain circumstances, chimpanzees would engage in "wars."' A strong variable seemed to be the fission of a group of chimpanzees into subgroups, who 
then may come into conflict at the boundaries of their territories.`'`'


More recently, primatologists such as Ellen J. Ingmanson and Takayoshi 
Kano have argued that bonobos, known also as pygmy chimpanzees (Pan 
paniscus), are basically peaceful when compared to regular chimpanzees.67 
Ingmanson and Kano argue that species do not always have to compete for 
scarce resources, but can learn to cooperate to make the most of scarce 
resources. They conclude that "[t]oday, bonobos offer proof that a species 
can survive by cooperating rather than constantly struggling for dominance."6s
However, other primatologists opine that we should be more cautious in 
making such generalizations about bonobos.69 First, many of the observations about bonobos are from captive pools; the animals may behave quite 
differently in the wild. Second, it took years to discover the extent of chimpanzee "wars," and Igmanson and Kano's own reports show how difficult it 
is to observe bonobos in the wild. Different subpopulations of bonobos have 
also reportedly shown different patterns of behavior.70
Perhaps more relevant to our methodology is the work of David Riches, 
who has been influential in arguing that studies of violence must carefully 
distinguish three viewpoints: (1) victim, (2) perpetrator, and (3) observer 
(meaning here a scholar of violence).' Each of these viewpoints may have 
different explanations for the legitimacy of violence even if they agree on the 
definition of violence. In the study of religious violence, this seems to be a 
germane observation. As we shall see, sometimes the scholar will assume the 
presuppositions of the perpetrator without making such an acceptance 
explicit. Other times, we will see the perpetrator's accounts of violence taken 
at face value without the countervailing narrative of the victims.
For the time being, we will pass over other anthropological theories of 
violence, especially as we will integrate discussion of them as we reach relevant sections of our book. The important lesson of this survey of social science approaches is that many recognize that scarce resources and competition 
for scarcities may be a cause of violence. However, there is still no realization 
or contemplation of the possibility that religion can create new scarce 
resources that may become a main factor in many instances of violence.
MILITARY THEORIES OF VIOLENCE
It may be supposed that military scholars would have much to say about religion in violence, but it is surprising how little some of the most important 
studies of military violence and theory even consider religion. When they do 
consider religion, they often misunderstand it. In this regard, military and 
political science has followed most of the examples we have examined above. We will examine only briefly some of the major theories we believe are relevant to our hypothesis about religious violence.


Perhaps the most famous theorist of war was Carl von Clausewitz 
(1780-1831), author of On War- (Vora Kriege), which was published posthumously.-' Clausewitz was a Prussian soldier who actually fought in the Rhine 
campaigns (1793-94) against France. From 1818 to 1830 he served as 
director of the military academy in Berlin. As Anatol Rapoport notes, 
Clausewitz was able to see the transition between the international system of 
1648-1789, which was racked by religious wars, and the beginning of the 
international system of 1815-1914, which culminated in the First World 
War.3
For Clausewitz, religion bears no role in explaining the cause of war or 
in resolving wars. War is a legitimate and rational means to effect national 
policy. To reproduce his famous adage, "War is a mere continuation of politics by other means.1174 Clausewitz in fact adopted a most extreme version of 
Rousseau's "civil religion," wherein the state becomes the paramount decision maker in a person's life and death. Clausewitz defines war as "an act of 
violence intended to compel our opponent to fulfil our W111,117' and posits two 
motives for war: "hostile instinct and hostile intention."7r' According to 
Clausewitz, "civilized" (Gehildeten) people sometimes do not differ much 
from "savages" (rohende (Vkern) insofar as war may be seen as a reaction to 
feelings. He explains that "this reaction depends not on the degree of civilization, but upon the importance and duration of the interests involved."" 
The instinctive need to destroy what we hate drives war. Psychologist Erich 
Fromm (1900-1980) would later echo this idea.7S
From our perspective, of course, Clausewitz fails to see (or is not interested in seeing) the role of religion in conflict. His use of instinctive hostility 
as an explanation falls short in explaining why people group themselves into 
hostile camps in the first place. He has defined nation as a territory whose 
only goal is power, but the kinds of power do matter. While we can agree that 
power is probably one of the most important scarce resources in existence, 
we would argue that Clausewitz fails to see how power differentials can be 
manufactured by religion.
The first significant study of war from a statistical and scientific perspective was probably that of biologist Frederick Adams Woods and political scientist Alexander Baltzly. After six years of collecting data, they published Is 
War Dinrinishng? in 19159 Woods and Baltzly compiled a list of wars 
between 1450 and 1900 but ultimately, they could not provide any definitive 
"causes" for wars. Empirical study of the causes of war took a big step with 
Quincy Wright's two-volume A Study of War• (1942). Wright compiled a list 
of 278 wars between 1480 and 1940 in an effort to find causes of such conflict."' He classified four different types of war as follows: (1) balance of power, (2) civil war, (3) defensive war, and (4) imperial war. In the final 
analysis, Wright did not see how religion could create the rationale for 
"defense" or "imperialism."


Perhaps the most ambitious project of all was initiated by J. David 
Singer, a professor at the University of Michigan, in 1963. The effort, known 
as the Correlates of War Project (COW Project)," was motivated by the fact 
that Wright and other researchers had not produced refined categories for 
study nor a solid basis for casualty figures.82 Consequently, Singer decided to 
produce a detailed data set that includes variables such as the length of conflicts, number of casualties, etc. The project has issued a series of publications, including a Statistical Handbook (1972) with a list of ninety-three wars 
and attributes (intensity, severity, duration) between 1816 and 1965, though 
the data sets have been updated to the near present.s3
A key feature of the data collected in the COW Statistical Handbook 
revolves around classifying units that fought in wars. Nations are classified by 
membership in three systems, as follows:
1. The international system, which requires that a state be legally recognized by the United Nations or have a population of at least half a 
million people.
2. The central system, which requires that a nation "be active and influential in European-centered diplomacy."ea
3. The major power system, which refers to membership in the most 
exclusive club of nations (e.g., the United States after 1945).
For the COW Project, it is important, then, to seek correlations of war by 
whether a member fought other members within a system or fought with 
members from outside a particular system. It seeks to account for wars with 
colonial entities, and not just with major nations.
The COW Project has become a key source for much research on war 
in the decades following its initiation. As noted by R. L. Merritt and Dina A. 
Zinnes, "Research reported in fifteen key journals that focus on quantitative 
international politics found that from 1974 to 1986, COW was the most frequently cited data project.""' The COW Project Web site reports that it has 
helped to generate more than 150 journal articles and book chapters, and 
more than a dozen books. 16
However, for all of its effort, the COW Project has produced very 
meager "causal" findings (e.g., "power transitions between two leading 
powers lead to war.").17 By 1990, supporters of the COW Project were commenting that "the Correlates of War findings to date have not produced the 
kind of clear and unambiguous signals that would tell foreign policy makers 
what to do with foreign policy."" Even later modification that sought to include more attention to decision-making behavior did not seem to help 
much." As we shall see, however, some of the strongest correlations are 
linked with scarce resources.


And, judging by the COW Project's data, religion plays no role in war. 
Of the ninety-three wars listed in the Statistical Handbook, one will be hardpressed to find one that is correlated with religion. A search of keywords in 
what is presumably the most complete bibliography available does not turn 
up a single study with the words "religion" or "religious" in the title."' Thus, 
if religion plays any role in war, we could not tell much from the data sets of 
the COW Project, which, for example, does not record the type of religious 
violence leveled against Jews in pre-Nazi Europe. And because the COW 
Project focuses on "nations," transnational entities, such as al Qaeda, which 
play a role in religious violence, would not be included in such data sets. It 
certainly would be shortsighted to assume that the COW Project's omission 
of religion proves that religion is not a factor in war and violence.
THE BBC WAR AUDIT
Much of what the average person thinks about religion and war comes not 
from scholarly studies but from the media. In this regard, we should mention 
at least one case in which scholars, using data akin to the COW Project, have 
sought to prove that most wars are not religious." The most well-known 
case is a study commissioned by the British Broadcasting Company that was 
meant to supplement a documentary called What the World Thinks about God, 
which was broadcast in February 2004. The study, titled "God and War: An 
Audit and Exploration," was completed by Greg Austin of the Department 
of Peace Studies at Bradford University in West York, England, along with 
Todd Kranock and Thom Oommen.
The main database for the study is presented in tables that list major 
wars from the middle of the second millennium BCE through the twentieth 
century CE. It ranks the intensity of "religious factors" in each war on a scale 
from 0 (no religious factors/intensity) to 5 (most religious factors/intensity). 
Table 1 in the study, for example, lists forty-two wars from 1469 to the end 
of the eighteenth century. The first sixteen wars-including the First Battle 
of Megiddo in 1469 BCE, the Roman Conquests of 498-272 BCE, and the 
Greek Persian Wars of 499-488 BCE-are listed as having 0 religious factors/intensity.
The flaws of this war audit are easy to detect for any serious historian of 
the ancient Near East. For example, the table assigns the Battle of Megiddo 
a religious component of 0. However, the Battle of Megiddo is mainly attested in one Egyptian text (The Annals of Tiuthmosis I11), and that text is 
replete with religious motives. For example, the reason given for the conquest of Megiddo is that it was land that "his father Re [a god] had given 
him.'"2 If so, how can this be listed as having zero religious factors?


Other wars listed on Table 1 are simply too poorly attested to make any 
judgment. For example, we do not really know all that much about Roman 
Conquests of 498-272 BCE, yet Table 1 claims 0 religious factors here. 
Indeed, most of the first sixteen wars listed are either poorly attested in terms 
of their motives, or religious reasons can be found in a thorough reading of 
the relevant texts.
Likewise, there are methodological problems in the BBC study's claim 
(p. 17) that "Atheistic totalitarian states (Stalin's Russia and Mao's China) 
have perpetrated more murder than any state dominated by religious faith." 
However, note that the BBC study unduly combines "atheistic" and "totalitarian," and so credits to atheism many deaths that are best attributed to 
totalitarian violence. This undue combination of "atheistic" and "totalitarian" is especially noteworthy because the BBC study's criterion for 
judging a war as "religious" is the degree to which "religious ideas or justification were central." The BBC study does not use an equivalent criterion for 
Stalinist Russia and Maoist China. A proper opposite category of "religious 
ideas or justification" would be "atheistic ideas or justification." Yet, the BBC 
study never documents where Stalin justified his killing by appealing to 
"atheistic ideas" (e.g., "There is no God, therefore act of violence Y"). As we 
shall show in chapter 13, Stalinist violence has less to do with atheism than 
it has to do with communism and totalitarianism, both of which can exist in 
religious form.
As we shall show more thoroughly in chapter 12, if we used the BBC war 
audit's criteria, we would have to include Hitler under "religious" on the following statement alone: "Hence today I believe that I am acting in accordance with the will of the Almighty Creator; by defending myself against the 
Jew, I am fighting for the work of the Lord."'." Nor does the war audit note 
that Hitler's plan for the Jews was simply a modern version of the plan outlined by Martin Luther in 1543. In short, the BBC war audit minimizes the 
effects of religion on violence and is not very careful in its methodology.
SUMMARY
We have encountered the idea that scarce resources can generate violence in 
the research of different fields. Biological theories about genes, territoriality, 
and food have been mentioned. Some psychological theories speak of depri vation as a source of aggression. Sociological and anthropological theories 
often repeat some of these themes. Political and military theories focus on 
power as the valued resource that causes conflict. Most of these scientific theories still do not focus on religion, and many scientific researchers still 
uncritically assimilate religious doctrines of the value of religion and its role 
in violence. Our theory, therefore, aims to correct these deficiencies in previous scientific theories of the role of religion in violence.
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[image: ]hile most theories of violence have focused on political, economic, psychological, and other sorts of natural causes, there 
have been a few notable attempts to link religion and violence. Still fewer 
focus on explaining the precise mechanism by which religion can result in 
violence. In this chapter, we comment on some theories that represent 
important viewpoints, as well as on theorists who have not enjoyed the credit 
deserved.
RENE GIRARD
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Some biblical scholars and scholars of religion have accepted Girard's 
theories as an advance in our understanding of violence.; Others decry 
Girard's theories as nothing but thinly disguised Christian apologetics. Thus, 
Marilyn Katz opines, "Girard's theory ... has not commanded wide acceptance by specialists in the fields of either anthropology or Classics."4 The 
anthropologist, Luc de Heusch, for instance, concludes that Girard's theory 
shows little acquaintance with the practice of sacrifice in many cultures.5 Heusch adds that Girard's theory is "is based on a dogmatic bias" and is "a 
neo-Christian, somewhat heretical theology."'


Girard, in general, sees religion as an essential component of humanity. 
He claims that "of all social institutions, religion is the only one to which science has been unable to attribute a genuine objective, a real 
function.117 Moreover, Girard claims that "there is no society without religion because 
without religion society cannot exist."' At the same time, he proclaims that 
"we are reluctant to admit that violence and the sacred are one and the same 
thing."'
As it pertains to conflict, Girard's initial premise is that "there is ... 
hardly any form of violence that cannot be described in terms of sacrifice."") 
A society inflicts on a sacrificial victim the violence that would otherwise be 
turned toward the members of that society. Sacrifice becomes a preventive 
instrument against violence. Girard believes that religion "invariably strives 
to subdue violence,"" even if it sometimes paradoxically uses violence to end 
violence.
Girard argues that all sacrificial rituals require two substitutions. A 
community identifies a victim upon whom it will exhaust its aggression. 
However, such a victim, being a member of the community, usually is not 
actually sacrificed. Instead, a ritual or surrogate victim from outside the 
community substitutes for the original victim, who then represents all the 
members of the community.12 For example, in Genesis 22, Abraham is told 
to sacrifice Isaac. However, Isaac is not sacrificed, and an animal is substituted instead. Isaac is the "insider," and the animal is the "outsider" that 
substitutes for Isaac. The outsider can also be seen as a monstrous double of 
the insider victim.
But what causes conflict and the need for sacrifice in the first place? 
Girard tells us that "rivalry does not arise because of the fortuitous convergence of two desires on a single object; rather the subject desires the object 
because the rival desires it."13 This imitating of a desire Girard terms 
"mimesis." Conflicts arise because people want things because others want 
them. Desire is itself mimetic.
Although Girard's Violence and the Sacred does not make many explicit 
pronouncements about Christianity, his later works declare that Christianity 
is superior to other traditions in its ability to manage and expose violence. 
Girard claims that, in contrast to scapegoating in non-Christian "myths," in 
Christianity the victim is truly innocent, and the persecutors are guilty.'} 
Girard adds:
Our religious tradition Ljudeo-Christianity] is more genuinely scientific 
than our science of mythology. The biblical revelation (exposure) of 
mythology is no "mystical" insight. It rests on commonsensical observa tions. It requires no religious commitment to he understood. This anthropological vindication of the Judeo-Christian tradition is the first and foremost consequence of the mimetic theory""


He predicts that "[i]f and when the Judeo-Christian deconstruction of 
mythology becomes common knowledge, the whole post-enlightenment culture of naive contempt for our Judeo-Christian heritage will crash to the 
ground."" Girard proclaims the uniqueness of the Hebrew Bible in that 
there "God sides with the victims against their persecutors."" In short, we 
see Girard revealing himself as a frank apologist for Christianity and the 
Bible.
While Girard has identified one mechanism of violence and explained 
how it works, if it is meant to outline the most fundamental mechanisms for 
religious violence, Girard's theory- has numerous flaws. Sacrifice, we hope to 
show, is a secondary mechanism, not a fundamental one. Religious sacrifice 
depends on certain prior religious beliefs that have created a need for sacrifice. Any sort of secular sacrifice, moreover, may not always be morally 
equivalent to religious sacrifice, as we will also show.
Girard's theory also fails in its application to the very biblical texts he 
seeks to explain on the basis of his theory. He offers a superficial and arbitrary reading of biblical texts. For example, noting that Athos, Isaiah, and 
Micah denounce the Hebrew sacrificial system, Girard adds that "the 
eroding of the sacrificial system seems to result in the emergence of reciprocal violence."" Such a conclusion is refuted by a mound of evidence. For 
example, reciprocal violence was enshrined in the Code of Hammurabi, at 
least a thousand years earlier than these Hebrew prophets." Yet the Code of 
Hammurabi was thoroughly embedded in a culture that had an extensive sacrificial system.20 Conversely, some of the most violent episodes described in 
the Hebrew Bible occur in books (e.g., Deuteronomy 7 and 18) that advocate 
sacrifice.
Job, as read by Girard, becomes a moral farce. He tells us that "God 
sides with the victims against their persecutors," and then uses Job as an 
example.2' Girard forgets that the narrator says that God allows Satan to torture Job, who is held to be "blameless and upright" (Job 1:1). In Job 2:3, God 
himself comments to Satan about Job: "He still persists in his integrity, 
although you incited me against him, to destroy him for no reason." Thus, 
even God admits he is siding with the torturer against the victim; God admits 
that he is allowing Job to be tortured "for no .1122
As it pertains to his work on the New Testament, Girard's work has also 
been criticized by those who otherwise accept the main thrust of his theories. 
John A. Darr, for example, outlines how, in analyzing the passion narratives, 
Girard "is clearly attempting to read these Gospels as a monolithic entity, or, in his words, as `the total' gospel.1121 While Girard tells us that Christ's sacrifice had the effect of "raising humankind once and for all above the culture 
of scapegoating,"24 we see Jesus himself vowing to come hack to exact 
revenge upon those that do not follow him (Matt. 25:31-46). In Matthew 
10:34-37, Jesus says he conies not to bring peace but a sword, which seems 
to contradict Girard's supposition about God's purposes. Thus, Girard picks 
and chooses proof-texts just as the so-called fundamentalists do.


In sum, Girard's theory is neither as novel nor as effective in explaining 
religious violence as some would think. There may indeed be some cases in 
which scapegoating provides a good explanation for violence. But we shall 
argue that Girard misses a more fundamental and persistent mechanism of 
religious violence. For the same reasons, we do not see the sacrifice of Christ 
as any sort of acne in dealing with religious violence. Empirically and historically, we will show that the idea of God's sacrifice contributes to more 
violence rather than the reverse.
In sum, Girard is working with an essentialist paradigm that sees Christianity as the acme of peace and love, concepts that are misunderstood by 
Girard and many Christian apologists. Girard's reading of the Hebrew and 
Christian scriptures is idiosyncratic and superficial, not to mention interlaced with unverifiable theological premises. Girard represents simply 
another Christian apologist seeking to minimize the violent premises on 
which Christianity is based and to tout Christianity as humankind's greatest 
achievement.''
CHARLES Y. GLOCK AND RODNEY STARK
Some may place the beginning of the modern study of religion and violence 
with Emile Durkheim's treatise on suicide in 1897.26 In more recent times, 
Charles Y. Glock and Rodney Stark have been the pioneers in the study of 
violence from the perspective of the sociology of religion. In 1966 Glock and 
Stark published a study, using statistical surveys, on how Christian belief 
influenced anti-Semitism.27 The pair saw a correlation between conflict and 
religious traditions that are "particularistic," meaning "the belief that only 
one's own religion is legitimate ... to the particularistic mind there are not 
faiths, but one true faith.1128 Religious particularism is very likely to result in 
religious hostility, but it does not necessarily always do so.'9 If there is a 
causal chain, it is one in which religious dogmatism and religious particularism may result in anti-Semitic beliefs only when other beliefs (e.g., that 
Jews are responsible for the crucifixion of Jesus) are added to the causal 
chain.


The work of Glock and Stark brought a much-needed empirical 
methodology to the study of whether religious beliefs can cause conflict and 
violence. However, in the end, they substitute other theological terms and 
premises that underlie conflict because they are not cognizant of how scarce 
resources are being created by "particularism." By not being cognizant of the 
linkage between particularism and a scarcity of resources, they themselves 
fall prey to creating new scarce resources in the search fora solution.
Particularism and exclusivism are only partly causes of violence. All religions have beliefs that others do not, otherwise one would not be able to distinguish one religion from another. Thus, particularism is too ambiguous a 
term to explain violence. Rather, religion can produce violence when it creates a belief in a scarce resource, a resource that is deemed so valuable that 
violence is needed to prevent its loss or to acquire it. Such scarce resources 
may also lead to violence by other rationales, as we shall show more clearly 
with the belief in the death of Christ.
In addition, Glock and Stark believe that "Christian ethics" are part of 
the solution to anti-Semitic violence. They conclude that "if the faithful 
would heed the message `Love thy neighbor as thyself,' an account such as 
ours could not have been written."3° Ironically, Stark, in particular, later 
became a very vocal advocate for the overall benefits of religion, and of 
monotheism in particular.;'
As with other cases, the selection of texts Glock and Stark count as being 
essential to "Christian ethics" is flawed. By selecting texts that support 
"Christian ethics" rather than other texts that may say the opposite, Glock 
and Stark are creating new scarce resources (e.g., a canon within a canon). As 
we shall show more thoroughly, Glock and Stark also overlook how meaningless and/or flexible the idea and theology of "love" can be in Christianity.
MARTIN MARTY: THE FUNDAMENTALISM PROJECT
Although not specifically attempting to formulate a single theory of religious 
violence, Martin Marty, as head of the Fundamentalism Project, has helped to 
frame much of the discussion about the religious violence associated with socalled fundamentalists. The Fundamentalism Project is notable for its attempt 
to involve an interdisciplinary team that includes sociologists, psychologists, 
political scientists, and scholars of religion.;' On the positive side, the project 
has brought together a wealth of information and interesting case studies 
illustrating what the authors call "fundamentalism," which Marty defines, in 
part, as "a strategy or set of strategies, by which beleaguered believers attempt 
to preserve their distinctive identity as a people or group."33


On the other hand, the Fundamentalism Project is permeated by "religionist." Marty does not believe that the unverifiability of religious beliefs 
is the major problem in religious violence, but rather the violence, for 
Marty, is mostly due to "fundamentalist" versions of religion. Marty's 
project also continues the common theme that "fundamentalist violence" is 
a response to modernity, changing global economics, and shifting political 
relationships. From a more cynical perspective, this focus on "fundamentalist violence" allows religionists to attempt to retain the value of "religion," while deflecting the more fundamental mechanisms to which all religions are susceptible to some extent.
We do not deny that many Muslim militants are reacting against colonialism or secularization, but our theory argues that such militants do so 
because modernism and secularization threaten fundamental scarce 
resources (e.g., salvation, sacred space) that have been manufactured by their 
Islamic belief system. To see modernity as the main or only factor in Muslim 
violence, therefore, overlooks more basic mechanisms of religious violence 
that we see recurring from the beginning of recorded history.
PHIL ZUCKERMAN
An intense and detailed study of a single case of religious conflict can tell us 
much about the role of social and economic status, even as we must also 
acknowledge methodological limitations. As we have indicated, sometimes it 
is difficult to distinguish politics and economics from religious strife. Is economics masquerading as religious conflict, or is religious conflict masquerading as economic conflict? This, of course, was the classic confrontation between Karl Marx and Max Weber. However, there is no reason to 
deny that both causal chains can be at work in different cases or at different 
times in a single case, however that is defined.34
Phil Zuckerman studied a single, socially homogeneous group of Jews in 
Willamette, Oregon, noting that "while previous research shows that religious schism is often the result of preexisting nonreligious or nonideological 
factors, there can be exceptions; sometimes ideological differences are the 
determining factors in a religious schism."35 Despite their similar economic 
and social status, the members of Temple Am Israel, a liberal congregation, 
became bitterly divided over Zionism and the extent to which the congregation would follow orthodoxy or more liberal forms of Judaism. At the center 
was Rabbi Moishe Kohner, who advocated Palestinian and gay rights. 
Although Zuckerman does not use "scarce resource" vocabulary, some of the 
issues he has identified involve what we call "inscripturation" and "group privileging," which are some of the main scarce resources we will investigate 
more thoroughly.


TIMOTHY GORRINGE/WALTER STEPHENS
Of particular importance, but still not widely recognized among biblical 
scholars, is research that shows how specific theological dogmas have generated violence on a smaller scale within societies (as opposed to generating 
large-scale violence against outsiders as in war). In a magisterial study, Timothy Gorringe has argued that Ansehn's theory of the atonement, in particular, had wide influence on violent justice systems in Europe. He notes that 
the need to hang or torture criminals was never self-evident, and there were 
often debates about the necessity of such practices. However, when such 
punishments were upheld, it was often because of allusions to Anselm's 
theory or New Testament ideas of the atonement. As Gorringe phrases it, 
"The theology of satisfaction, I contend, provided one of the subtlest and 
most profound of such justifications, not only for hanging but for retributive 
justice in general.11,6
In a similar, and perhaps even more fascinating case, Walter Stephens 
argues that debates about the nature of the Eucharist eventually led to the 
form of religious violence known as witch-hunting.' The Eucharist, an 
important Catholic sacrament by which a believer partakes of the flesh and 
blood of Christ, is premised on the idea that the bread and wine transubstantiate, respectively, into the true body and blood of Christ. In the early Middle 
Ages, not all Catholic theologians believed that transubstantiation was an 
authentic phenomenon. But belief in transubstantiation eventually became a 
Catholic orthodox creed promulgated by the Fourth Lateran Council (1215) 
and reaffirmed at the Council of Trent (1551).
Nonetheless, there was growing skepticism about transubstantiation in 
the 1400s and 1500s. Orthodox theologians feared that if people could not 
be convinced that spiritual substances can transubstantiate into material 
substances, then the belief in the Eucharist itself could be jeopardized. 
Stephens says, "Witchcraft narratives became necessary because theories of 
sacramental efficacy were increasingly difficult to believe when stated in the 
scientific terms of Scholastic theology.";" Therefore, proving that a spiritual 
substance could become corporeal became an obsession for orthodox theologians. Sex was regarded as the ultimate proof that spiritual beings such 
as demons could become corporeal. Religious violence resulted from the 
attempts to coerce, and even torture, witches into providing such proof of 
sex with demons. For orthodox witch-hunters, such confessions by witches meant that the Eucharist, and the benefit of Christian salvation, could be 
preserved. We also hope to link other finer points of Christian theological 
dogmas with violence.


REGINA M. SCHWARTZ
Regina M. Schwartz, a professor of English and religious studies at Northwestern University, comes closest to articulating our thesis that religion creates scarce resources. Her main hook on the subject is the Curve of Cain 
(1997), in which she concentrates on monotheism. She begins by relating her 
experience teaching a course on the Bible. Schwartz was raised in a Jewish 
home, but became troubled by the violence in the Bible. She relates her principal discovery as follows: "But why the violence? Why is claiming a distinctive collective identity important enough to spawn violence? I found an 
answer to this question in a principle of scarcity that pervades most thinking 
about identity. When everything is in short supply, it must be all competed 
for-land, prosperity, power, favor, even identity itself."3° She goes on to 
observe that: "Scarcity is encoded in the Bible as a principle of Oneness (one 
land, one people, one nation) and in monotheistic thinking (one Deity), it 
becomes a demand of exclusive allegiance that threatens with the violence of 
exclusion.1140
About a century and half before Schwartz, Arthur Schopenhauer 
(1788-1860) suggested something similar: "Indeed, intolerance is essential 
only to monotheism; an only God is by nature a jealous god, who will not 
allow another to live."4t Monotheism automatically creates a group of 
insiders and outsiders: Those who believe in Yahweh are accepted, and those 
who don't are heterogenized. For Schwartz, the creation of outsiders is itself 
a violent act.
Needless to say, our entire thesis is built on the conviction that Schwartz 
is on the right track, despite the pleas made by Diana V. Edelman, among 
others, for acknowledgment of the existence of "inclusive 
monotheism1142 the idea that sometimes Yahweh, along with other gods, can be seen as 
variant forms of one supreme deity. If so, it is unclear why we should label 
this as inclusive monotheism without clearer evidence that other gods were 
regarded as legitimate variants of one supreme deity.
In some ways, Schwartz continues the idea of Stark and Glock that particularism is responsible for conflict. As she notes, "This book is about violence. It locates the origins of violence in identity formation, arguing that 
imagining identity as an act of distinguishing and separating from others, of 
boundary making and line drawing, is the most frequent and fundamental act of violence we commit.114' But neither Stark nor Glock connect scarcity and 
competition for resources as part of religion.


Where we differ with Schwartz is in the scope of the scarcity and in 
arguing that religion-not just monotheism-is fundamentally engaged in 
the creation of scarce resources. While Schwartz focuses on identity, we 
elaborate on how scriptures, salvation, and sacred space are scarce resources 
created by religion, not just by monotheism. More important, we provide an 
ethical framework to compare religious and nonreligious violence. But we 
owe a lot to the insights of Schwartz, and the rest of this book can be seen as 
natural expansion and adaptation of ideas that she has proposed.
POST-SEPTEMBER 11
Since September 11, 2001, there has been renewed attention to the link 
between religion and violence.4 In part this reflects the ethnocentrism of 
Western scholarship. Violence, after all, occurred in monstrous proportions 
and forms throughout the 1990s, as the genocides of Rwanda and the 
Balkans readily attest. However, it was September 11 that apparently galvanized the Western academy in renewed attempt to explain the role of religion and violence. Much of this, however, simply reviews and rehearses old 
platitudes about violence. Here we can do no more than review a few examples that will illustrate the contrast with our secular humanist approach.
At the 2003 Annual Meeting of the American Academy of Religion, two 
books were singled out for study. One was Marc Gopin's Holy Wai; Holy Peace 
(2002) and the other was Charles Kimball's When Religion Becomes Evil 
(2002).4' These books, while useful in many ways, overlook some basic 
mechanisms by which religion can generate violence. Kimball and Gopin, for 
all of their insights, continue to legitimize and/or overlook the scarce 
resources created by religion.
Gopin, for example, suggests that "[g]estures of regret, honor and rededication should be made in every religious space that has been violated in 
Israel and Palestine. This includes the Dome of the Rock."46 While such a 
gesture may provide a short-term solution, it fails to address the more fundamental problem of the creation of the scarce resource called sacred space. 
Gestures of honor, in the long run, simply continue the legitimization of 
sacred space over which conflict arises in the first place.
Kimball's book draws on the experience of Muslim-Christian relations, 
in which he is an expert. However, his discussion of scriptures does not 
address the scarce resource that is created by the very act of inscripturation. 
His attention, instead, turns to what he deems the abuse of scripture.4 Moreover, his effort to bring rapprochement between Abrahamic traditions 
seems to minimize very real differences in the conception of God by each 
tradition. Thus, Kimball criticizes American Christian fundamentalists for 
insisting that "Allah is not the sane God."45 However, this judgment itself 
presumes that a particular definition of God, in this case a homogenizing 
one, is the "truest" definition, thus continuing the legitimization of yet 
another scarce resource ("the true understanding of God").


In both books there are major gaps in attention to theories of violence. 
Thus Kimball nowhere mentions Schwartz's The Curse of'Cain, even though 
Kimball's work is particularly focused on monotheistic traditions. And while 
acknowledging the problems posed by scriptural warrants for genocide, 
Gopin cannot seem to admit that scriptures that endorse genocide should 
receive no more tolerance than what we would expect to grant Nazi textbooks.4° Neither seems familiar with critiques of other well-known theories 
such as those of Girard, whose work on scapegoating also cannot explain all 
types of violence created by religion.
JESSICA STERN
Billed as "the foremost U.S. expert on terrorism," by her publisher, Jessica 
Stern is a lecturer at the Kennedy School of Governnient at Harvard Universitv. Elet 7ei-ror in the Name of God: Why Religious.1lilitants Kill (2003) works 
mainly from the angle of psychology and international relations.'() The value 
of her work lies in the detailed interviews she has conducted with terrorists, 
who tell her some of the reasons why they commit their actions. These interviewees range from former Christian Identity believers (Kerry Noble of the 
Covenant, Sword and Arm of the Lord) to Muslim militants. She does recognize the importance of territoriality and humiliation as important elements in 
the motivation of those who commit religious violence. Her portraits provide 
a vivid reminder of how social ills figure in religious violence.
However, Sterns's view of religion, despite her secularist stance, remains 
within an essentialist perspective. Thus, one of her final recommendations is 
that "[wje should encourage the condemnation of extremist interpretations 
of religion by peace-loving practitioners." As we shall argue, such a stance 
fails to see that neither the "peace-loving" nor the "extremist" interpretation 
is ultimately verifiable. It also overlooks the flexible and relativistic manner 
in which "peace" is conceived by religions. "Peace" and "love" have consciously entailed violence, from Jesus to bin Laden. Stern fails to see that 
peace can be simply a code word for hegemony, a description of the conditions in the best interest of the proponent of peace.


MARK JUERGENSMEYER
Mark Juergensmeyer has attempted a global survey of religious violence in 
his Terror in the Mind of God: The Global Rise of Religious Violence, which provides a post-September 11 update of the work first published in 2000.52 His 
book is divided into two parts, the first of which catalogues dramatic 
instances of religious violence ranging from Catholic-Protestant strife in 
Belfast to the Aum Shinrikyo assault on the Tokyo subway system.
Juergensmeyer's work is notable because he is one of the few scholars 
who consciously attempt to outline differences between religious and secular 
violence. He observes, for example, that religious wars may have longer time 
lines than secular wars; religious violence can be carried indefinitely into the 
future.53 He notes that religious violence may be fostered by the certainty 
that the believer knows the mind of God.54 Another common trait among 
religious warriors is the belief that contemporary religions are corrupted and 
so one must fight for a restoration of the "true" religion. In this respect, Juergensmeyer is close to some of the opinions attributed to Dawkins about "certainty" as a cause for religious conflict (to be discussed below).
However, Juergensmeyer ultimately concludes that much of modern 
religious violence is a reaction against secularization. Thus, Osama bin 
Laden is conducting a jihad against the United States, which bin Laden sees 
as the core of a secularizing empire. Aum Shinrikyo was disillusioned with 
the better life promised by technology and other purely secular means. If the 
state is often seen as the enemy of religion, this is because in many ways it is. 
The post-Enlightenment state has historically tried to confine religion to the 
private sphere. Consequently, Juergensmeyer concludes that "the cure for 
religious violence may lie in a renewed appreciation for religion itself."55
I ultimately disagree with Juergensmeyer's assessment. While it is true 
that the feeling of certainty can lead to violence, that is not what is the crucial differentia about religious violence. While Juergensmeyer has rightly 
alerted us to the fact that much of religion is a reaction against secularism, 
the fact remains that religious violence occurred long before secularization 
became an issue in the world. Christians often thought they were replacing 
a corrupt Judaism, and Islam thought both Christianity and Judaism were 
corrupt forms of the "true religion." Yet these feelings have little to do with 
"secularism" or the reaction toward the privatization of religion. Thus, our 
theory aims to provide a more fundamental mechanism for religious violence 
that both transcends and can explain reactions to specific circumstances such 
as "secularism."


J. HAROLD ELLENS
To (late, the most voluminous treatment of violence and religion in the 
post-September 11 period is The Destructive Power of Religion (2004), edited 
by J. Harold Ellens, who is trained primarily in biblical studies and in ancient 
Near Eastern languages.56 Ellens is a retired Presbyterian theologian and US 
Army colonel, as well as a licensed psychotherapist. The book is a collection 
of articles, a few of which were previously published, authored by prominent 
biblical scholars and scholars from a variety of areas.
Despite the title, the four volumes of The Destructive Power of Religion are 
described by Desmond Tutu, who wrote the preface, as being "urgent in 
their emphasis upon the positive power-religions' power for healing and 
redemption of personal and worldwide suffering and perplexity-as they are 
boldly setting forth the destructive side."'' Likewise, Ellens tells us that 
despite the violence found in sacred texts, "the real God is a God of unconditional grace-the only thing that works in life, for God or for humans."''
In actuality, the essays do not have a consistent theory of violence. Ellens 
himself seems to favor a sort of Jungian approach in which the main root of 
violence is a view of a cosmic struggle between good and evil. Ilis answer is 
that this "root hypothesis is erroneous. There is no reason to claim that there 
is such a thing as ontological evil in the world, and there is no evidence for a 
transcendental cosmic conflict."59
As we shall show in more detail later, scholars such as Ellens represent 
the continuation of an apologetic approach to religious violence. Religious 
violence is acknowledged but seen as unrepresentative, while "the real God" 
is described as being distorted by the human portrayal of violence. As we 
shall show, all religious viewpoints about the role of religion in violence perpetuate or endorse the very fundamental elements that create the violence; 
otherwise they do not recognize the elements that are responsible for the 
violence. In this case, speaking of "the real God" is simply trading one hegemonic view of God for another, with neither being verifiable.
SUMMARY
Our broad survey, as incomplete as it is, should demonstrate that a variety of 
factors have prevented natural scientists, social scientists, and scholars of religion from appreciating how religion can create new scarce resources. Regina 
Schwartz, who is primarily a scholar of English, has perhaps been more 
insightful than a mass of scholars of religion who still view religion as "essentially" good, and violence as a deviation of it. Even skeptics such as Michael Shermer seem to have uncritically assimilated the benign views of religion 
advocated by religionists. If a new theory of religious violence is to be successful, it will have to directly address the deeply entrenched view that "true" 
religion is primarily designed for peaceful and altruistic purposes.
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[image: ]he best general theories should be confirmed by broad and consistent results. Part 2 shows how our theory of scarce resources can be 
applied systematically to the so-called Abrahamic religions (Judaism, Christianity, and Islam), one of the largest complexes of religions that has ever 
existed. In particular, we illustrate how four main scarce resources (inscripturation, sacred space, group privileging, and salvation) have repeatedly generated violence from the earliest records of these religions to the present. We 
show that seemingly benign terms such as "peace" and "love" can have violent, hegemonic, and imperialistic features in all of the Abrahamic religions. 
Overall, Part 2 is a broad indictment of academic scholars who minimize or 
strive to maintain, through questionable hermeneutic strategies, the value of 
the Abrahamic religions despite the endorsement of violence in the foundational texts of these religions.
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GENERAL OBSERVATIONS
[image: ]ost of the explanations for violence that we have considered contain elements of scarce resource theory, which is defined here 
simply as the theory that scarce resources, real or perceived, are a major 
factor in violence. Religious theories of violence are still permeated by the 
idea that religion is essentially good, and that violence is a deviation. Regina 
Schwartz is among the few who recognize that scarcity is a key, but she 
restricts its influence to monotheism. Accordingly, here we establish the theoretical grounds for expanding the idea of scarcity to major components of 
religion. However, we provide first a more coherent history of the idea that 
scarce resources cause violence.
The idea that scarce resources are involved in violence is actually not so 
much new as it is simply undeveloped and implicit. In fact, scarcity is quite a 
common biblical theme, though one not often appreciated by biblical 
scholars. In Genesis 2-3, which relates the story of the first couple in the 
Garden of Eden, the god Yahweh Elohim purposely makes knowledge and 
eternal life scarce resources. Yahweh Elohim allows Adam and Eve to eat of 
any tree in the garden, except of the tree of knowledge of good and evil. In 
fact, Yahweh Elohim tells Adam and Eve that they will die "on the day" that 
they eat of the fruit from that tree (Gen. 2:17).
In chapter 3 a talking serpent tells Eve that Yahweh Elohim is lying. 
Indeed, Adam and Eve do not die "on the day" they eat of the tree. But, more 
important, Yahweh fears that the human couple will also now eat of the tree 
that provides an even scarcer resource, eternal life. The biblical author then 
explains why Yahweh Elohim must eject humans from the Garden of Eden:


Then the LORD God said, "See, the man has become like one of us, 
knowing good and evil; and now, he might reach out his hand and take also 
from the tree of life, and eat, and live forever"-


therefore the LORD God sent him forth from the garden of Eden, to 
till the ground from which he was taken. (Gen. 3:22-23)
The import of the story, often missed even by savvy readers, is difficult to 
understand without some knowledge of Near Eastern religions. In Near 
Eastern religions, immortality was one main feature that distinguished gods 
and human beings. Yahweh Elohim does not want human beings to have 
eternal life. It is a scarce resource, and seeking it caused of the Fall of 
humankind. Violence, in fact, is said to be one of the consequences, as the 
deity predicts enmity between the serpent and womankind, and prescribes 
pain for the woman on childbearing (Gen. 3:16). In this case, it is the deity, 
Yahweh Elohim, who is portrayed as defending and laboring to maintain the 
scarce resources of knowledge and eternal life for himself and his divine retinue.
Genesis also has a more transparent example in the story of Abraham 
and his nephew Lot. Abraham is an immigrant to the land of Canaan, which 
would later be given to his descendants. Abraham goes to Egypt, and returns 
with an increased amount of animals. However, the narrator says:
Now Lot, who went with Abram, also had flocks and herds and tents,
so that the land could not support both of them living together; for 
their possessions were so great that they could not live together,
and there was strife between the herders of Abram's livestock and the 
herders of Lot's livestock. At that time the Canaanites and the Perizzites 
lived in the land. (Gen. 13:5-7)
Thus, the biblical author makes a direct correlation between the scarcity of 
resources and the consequent strife between Abraham and Lot. We need not 
multiply many other examples to show that scarce resources were seen as a 
cause of conflict at least as far back as biblical times.
Likewise, in Islamic sources, we find hints that violence was caused by 
competition for valuable resources. On one occasion, it is reported that a tax 
collector brought a gift to Muhammad's conmmunity. Muhammad replied, "I 
am not afraid of your poverty but I and afraid that you will lead a life of luxury 
as past nations did, whereupon you will fight with each other for it [ffitanafasu-ha], as they fought for it, and it will destroy you as it destroyed 
them."' Thus, there seemed to be the recognition that desire for something 
will cause conflict.


MALTHUS AND SCARCE RESOURCES
The modern father of scarce resource theory is probably Thomas Malthus 
(1766-1834), author of An Essay on the Principle of Population, the first version 
of which appeared anonymously in 1798.2 Malthus's essay is a protestation 
against the idea that human beings could live in a perfected state. He notes 
that from the earliest times, there has been a "prodigious waste of human life 
occasioned by this perpetual struggle for room and food."3 Indeed, for 
Malthus, the world simply does not have enough resources to supply a 
growing population. This scarcity results in conflict.
Karl Marx criticized Malthus for offering "nothing more than a schoolboyish, superficial plagiary of DeFoe" and other predecessors.' Later, Esther 
Boserup mounted a more formidable challenge to Malthus by claiming that 
scarcity sometimes drives increased production and cooperation to meet the 
challenge of scarce resources.' But Malthus, even if not completely original, 
exerted a great influence on modern thought.6 In spite of Boserup and many 
other attempts to defeat Malthus's views, the ideas he represents have not 
disappeared.'
In fact, scarce resource theory has recrystallized beginning in the 1960s 
and 1970s. During the 1960s environmental studies pioneers Harold and 
Margaret Sprout contended that "most, if not all, human activity is affected 
by the uneven distribution of resources."8 These sorts of studies continued 
into the 1990s. For example, in a brief survey of conflicts around the world, 
David Bishop and colleagues concluded that "there are significant causal 
links between scarcities of renewable resources and violence."'
Our discussion of the COW Project has shown that it is very difficult to 
identify general causes for war. Perhaps the strongest correlation, however, 
centers on scarce resources. A crosscultural survey completed by Melvin and 
Carol R. Ember concludes: "Bivariate test-results suggest an ecological 
explanation of war: Resource problems, particularly nonchronic resource 
problems created by aperiodic natural disasters, predict more war."10 The 
Embers add that "fear of unpredictable scarcity may be more of a motive to 
go to war than known or expected scarcity."" So while the Embers still see 
fear as the common thread, there is no doubt that fear about scarce resources 
forms a strong motivator for violence.
As in the case of biological explanations of violence, territoriality has 
been of great importance in anthropological explanations. Rada DysonHudson and Eric Alden Smith have attempted to develop a nuanced model 
of territoriality that takes into account resource density and resource predictability.'' "Resource density" refers to the amount of a resource available 
per unit area, while "resource predictability" refers to the expectation that a 
resource will be available at particular times and places. Dyson-Hudson and Smith believe that there is a correlation in the extent to which at least small 
groups of hunter-gatherers will be mobile or more territorial. In particular, 
they see a high degree of territoriality when both resource density and 
resource predictability are high; in that situation, territory becomes worth 
defending.


What this also means is that humans make choices about the value of 
space. As it relates to our theory, we also concur that people make choices 
about what spaces to defend. However, in the case of spaces whose value is 
purely religious, there are no verifiable reasons why the space should be valuable. That is to say, sometimes spaces devoid of any resources or possessing 
few resources become valuable. Territoriality here is difficult to explain on 
the basis of density of natural resources or predictability. We suggest that 
religion can create value that is just as powerful as any natural resource.
While many researchers blame the rise of the nationalistic state for war, 
there is much evidence that scarce resources are a more constant predictor of 
war, and that prestate wars may have been worse by different measures. 
Ember and Ember conclude that "where we have detailed information on the 
number of people killed over time, it appears that `primitive' warfare might 
have been even more lethal proportionately than modern warfare."" Similarly, 
Steven LeBlanc provides a survey of conflicts among prehistoric and nonindustrialized peoples ranging from the Mimbres culture of New Mexico to 
the people of New Guinea. LeBlanc concludes that all the conflicts he 
detected could be reduced to a single factor: "[P]eople seemed to be fighting 
over scarce resources."14
Scarce resources, whether expressed in Malthusian terms or in terms of 
other factors, is a powerful explanation for conflict. Today a Malthusian perspective is probably best represented in the work of Aniartya Sen, the 1998 
recipient of the Nobel Prize in Economics, which shows in great detail how 
food scarcities, in particular, result in conflict) What is missing from the 
work of Malthus and Sen, not surprisingly, is that they do not see religion as 
a factor in creating new scarce resources.
SCARCITY IN THE FAMILY UNIT
Scarcity can be found at all levels of human organization. For example, consider the family, the smallest unit of human organization. Conflicts in the 
family can be varied in quality and quantity, and studies of families have recognized at least since the 1960s and 1970s that almost any aspect of family life 
can become a scarce resource. Many researchers of the family have explicitly 
used "resources" terminology in the study of conflict within the family.''


Power and status are two resources that are usually unevenly distributed 
in a family, thus causing conflict.'? Birth order itself is a unique commodity 
that can create conflict." The firstborn is often either privileged or burdened 
with responsibilities that subsequent siblings may not have. Conflict may 
ensue because younger siblings may resent the privileged status of the firstborn. On the other hand, the firstborn may resent the responsibilities that go 
along with that birth position.
Divorce, of course, is a more final result of conflict between married 
couples. Competition between spouses may be the result of a scarce resource 
we call "status" or "privilege." Equality itself may be a scarce resource 
because it is not available in sufficient amounts, whether as a perception or 
as a reality. Where child custody is involved, time with the affected children 
may become a scarce resource, especially for the noncustodial parent."
SCARCITY AT THE GROUP/NATIONAL SCALE
On a suprafamilial scale, scarce resources can result in conflict within and 
between groups. Criminologists have noted the importance of scarce 
resources in violent behavior in larger social units. Jack Levin and Gordana 
Rabrenovic are two researchers who have indeed turned their attention to 
religion.20 One of their more relevant observations relates to an experiment 
performed in 1961 by Muzafer and Carolyn Sherif. These researchers separated boys of eleven and twelve years of age into two different groups in a 
summer camp after a period of undivided interaction. The researchers noted 
that aggression increased when the two groups participated in competitive 
games, including football and a treasure hunt. Levin and Rabrenovic conclude that "[w]hen the advantages of one group depend on the subordination 
of another group, then we might expect that intergroup competition will 
turn ugly. Thus, discrimination may have an economic basis, occurring when 
the members of one group seek to secure a larger share of the scarce 
resources of their society."''
We agree with this assessment if "economic" can also include rewards 
and losses that are believed to exist even if they do not. We contend that it is 
this sort of competition for scarce resources created by religion that is the 
key to understanding religious violence.
Ethnic conflicts have also been understood in terms of scarce resource 
theory. In a wide-ranging study of ethnic conflicts in Africa, Eastern Europe, 
and other parts of the globe, David Lake and Donald Rothchild conclude 
that "competition for scarce resources lies at the heart of ethnic conflict."'-" 
However, they also caution that competition for scarce resources is not always a sufficient cause for violence. Violence itself is costly, after all. What 
Lake and Rothchild miss, however, is the extent to which religion can "pay 
off." Indeed, they are thinking only of material and social benefits and costs, 
but religion offers transcendent benefits that can make violence appear profitable for ethnic groups.


Likewise, Lauren McLaren's study of immigration in Europe finds a 
strong link between anti-immigrant feelings and fear of losing valued 
resources.23 As she notes, "the feeling of threat may relate to the resources of 
a group as a whole.1124 But McLaren's research also shows that researchers do 
not recognize other entities as constituting scarce resources. Thus, she classifies two types of threats found among those with anti-immigrant sentiments: (1) economic/status-based threats, and (2) cultural/symbolic threats. 
She labels the first "resource-based group level threats," and the second as 
"more symbolic or cultural threats," which can include religion and "way of 
life.j2' Both groups consist of resources in the sense of an entity that is considered useful for life; religion can be a resource that immigrants may be perceived to threaten.
We need little demonstration to see that national resources such as 
water, cultivable land, and energy supplies can cause conflict. Land disputes 
have been at the heart of many wars between nations in almost every part of 
the world. Within nations, water and cultivable land can create regional disputes, as in the western United States, where water from the Colorado River 
has figured in conflicts, even if not all outwardly violent.26
SCARCITY AT A GLOBAL SCALE
No one who has studied the field of international relations can escape the 
observation that scarcity drives much conflict on a global scale.27 Studies that 
are adopting the "resource" nomenclature are beginning to appear with 
more frequency. Witness Michael Mare's Resource Wars: The New Landscape 
of Global Conflict (2002).'8 Not all nations have the same resources: Some do 
not have much cultivable land, while others lack significant oil reserves to 
meet their needs or wants.
It is important to note that almost any resource can be interpreted as 
scarce in almost any conflict. Stephen Van Evera, for instance, argues that 
"international politics is more competitive, hence more violent, when 
resources are more cumulative."-"' At first this would seem to refute our 
thesis about scarcity as a cause for conflict. However, one can see that "security of accumulated resources" itself is seen as a scarce resource over which 
conflict can ensue. Thus, even when one has accumulated a lot of resource X, people can perceive that there is not enough security about resource X, 
and so security itself becomes the scarce resource.


Historically, fighting over resources on a global scale may be said to have 
begun with the arrival of the Europeans in the Americas, after which there 
was truly global interaction for the first time in human history.;) The whole 
of these global power relations can be subsumed under the name "geopolitics," popularized by the Swedish geographer Rudolf Kjellen (1864-1922). 
During the late nineteenth century, territorial acquisition came to be seen 
frankly as a main obligation of states that were constantly searching for 
Lebensraurn. Led by Friedrich Ratzel (1844-1904), many political theorists 
agreed that the unending search for living space was the constant factor in 
human conflict.31 Nicholas Spykman (1893-1943), the famed professor of 
international relations at Yale University, viewed boundaries as temporary 
markers of expansion.12
Halford J. Mackinder (1861-1947) sought to interpret history as a 
struggle between sea power and land power. He was responding, in part, to 
Alfred Mahan (1840-1914), who claimed that the control of the sea was key 
to power. Mackinder rejoined with a dictum that was short-lived and 
refutable, but yet memorable:
•He who rules East Europe commands the Heartland,
•Who rules the Heartland commands the World Island (Eurasia),
•Who rules the World Island commands the World."
This sort of rationale was an important factor in driving Nazi Germany's 
quest for domination of Russia. Eventually, nuclear weapons rendered the 
value of large territory for purely defensive purpose a moot commodity.
Accordingly, some recent theorists have moved from speaking of terracentric strategies to astrocentric strategies, in which space is the resource 
whose control determines control of the planet. The militarization of space 
has been a consequence of seeing space-or at least the ability to work in 
space-as a precious and scarce resource. Some, of course, credit Ronald 
Reagan's Strategic Defense Initiative (Star Wars) proposal as contributing to 
the fall of the Soviet Union. The expense required for acquisition of the 
scarce resource that may he considered the "ultimate defense" may have 
proven too costly for the Soviets.
Yet for all the talk about space, much of the current global conflict is not 
centered on terracentric or astrocentric resources. Rather, they are subterranean resources, most notably fossil fuels such as coal and oil. The latter, of 
course, has been the prime factor in many explanations for the 1991 conflict 
in the Middle East. Some researchers make the connection explicitly, for 
example, Stephen C. Pelletiere's Iraq and the International Oil System: Why America Went to War in the Gul, f:;4 As we shall show, religion has created other 
scarcities in the Middle East that are every bit as powerful as oil.


SUMMARY
The idea that insufficiency is a major, if not the main, cause of conflict is not 
new. Whenever there is not enough of something that is valued, conflict is 
the likely result. We have demonstrated how such scarcities are related to 
conflict from the smallest social units to the largest sociopolitical entities. 
And while a broad spectrum of researchers see the importance of scarcities, 
none of them seems to appreciate fully how religion can create scarce 
resources over which conflict can occur.
What unites all of these scarcities, even those that are human-made, is 
that they exist or can exist. That is to say, available quantities of oil can really 
be insufficient to meet the needs or wants of people. Love and justice can 
really be insufficient in a family. But these scarcities differ in important ways 
from scarcities that are precipitated by religion. Those differences, we shall 
argue, render religion a more tragic source of violence. We shall now turn to 
explain the nature of these scarcities created by religion in more detail.
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[image: ]eli)ion is defined here as a mode of life and thought that presupposes 
the existence of, and a relationship with, supernatural forces and/or 
beings. Thus, our definition encompasses both those traditions that believe 
in a personal deity or those that do not or claim not to have such a belief 
(e.g., some varieties of Buddhism). As we have argued previously, we espouse 
a frank empirico-rationalist and naturalistic approach to religion. Religion 
can be explained on the basis of natural phenomena.
Believers often use the term "supernatural" to signify something that is 
beyond nature. In actuality, the term is meaningless, as we cannot know what 
something beyond nature would be. If we define "natural" as that which is 
detectable by one or more of the five senses and/or logic, then the supernatural must be unknown or unknowable. If we could detect it, it would be natural, not supernatural. If it is not natural, then it is nothing more than a concept whose reality cannot be verified. It is as meaningless as speaking of X 
without further specification of how we could identify X.
Since religion is based on belief in the existence of supernatural beings, 
it follows that religion is working from unverifiable premises or conclusions 
when it speaks of the supernatural. That is to say, we cannot verily the existence of anything supernatural. Thus, religious beliefs cannot be subject to 
public scrutiny, even if they often claim to be based on empirical evidence.
However, as with scarcities that are real, the scarcities generated by religion require only belief in them in order to "exist." And as with real scarcities, the competition for the scarce resource can cause conflict when the 
competitors feel that loss of control of the scarce resource will somehow 
threaten their well-being. For example, if in a particular circumscribed locale 
there is enough water only for one person, then conflict will probably arise whenever two or more persons inhabit that space. The fight for water is 
directly linked to well-being.


However, unlike water-which may actually be scarce-most scarcity 
generated or supported primarily by religious belief cannot be verified to be 
scarce at all. Thus, religious believers may die over a perceived scarcity that 
is not scarce in actuality. Conflicts that ensue over such scarcities are truly 
needless and not based on reality. This, we argue, is the tragedy of religious 
violence. Accordingly, in this section we will discuss four of the major scarce 
resources that are generated or supported primarily by religion. These are 
(1) access to divine communications, particularly through inscripturation; (2) 
sacred space; (3) group privileging; and (4) salvation.
INSCRIPTURATION
Inscripnuation refers to the creation of a written account of what is believed 
to be authoritative information about or from supernatural forces and/or 
beings. William Schniedewind has recently written on the process of textualization, which generally refers to the process of transitioning from oral to 
written media.' However, our thesis holds that it is important to distinguish 
textualization from inscripturation, as the latter has more specific features 
beyond those borne by simply putting something into writing. A sacred 
scripture is created when someone puts into writing what readers believe to 
be the thoughts and actions of a deity or supernatural force. Inscripturation 
can occur long after some oral communication is textualized. By our definition, a written text may become scripture hundreds of years after it was first 
created; or it may enter and exit out of an inscripturated state.
All the major religions we discuss purport to have a record of supernatural revelations in some written form. For Jews it is the Tanakh. Muslims 
have the Qur'an as a basic document of revelation. Christians use both the 
Jewish Tanakh, reconceptualized as the "Old Testament," as well as what 
they call the New Testament. And as we shall see, some scholars claim that 
orality, not textuality, is predominant as authority in Islam.
As Schniedewind notes, words were believed to have magical powers in 
the ancient Near East.' God created the entire universe by speaking in Genesis 1. Blessings and curses were thought to have effects on the real world. 
Speech mystified many in the ancient world, as is also apparent in the whole 
doctrine of the ow in Hinduism. The immateriality of echoes and memory 
was also a subject of discussion.
Writing was also believed to have magical power or to originate through 
supernatural processes. In the Enuma elish, the Mesopotamian creation story, Marduk possessed the heavenly tablets of destiny, which functioned as 
a sort of overall governance document for the universe. Changing a word or 
a number on a divine tablet could actually effect change in the real world. 
For example, Marduk changed the prophesied punishment of a city from seventy years to eleven years by simply changing the numbers on a tablet.;


In Exodus 34:1, God himself is said to have written at least part of the 
Bible: "The LORD said to Moses, `Cut two tablets of stone like the former 
ones, and I will write on the tablets the words that were on the former 
tablets, which you broke."' Many healing practices involved writing a document, which was itself thought to repel demons.4 Simply writing down 
names could be a magical event.
Many of the consequences of inscripturation resemble those of the 
reported consequences of writing in general. Such consequences have been 
studied by, among others, Jack Goody and Walter Ong.' Some of their 
observations about oralitv have now been tested, and some have been found 
to be false, while others have been confirmed. For example, we know that 
accuracy in the memorization of long texts is much lower than early studies 
expected.
Some observations are almost certainly wrong, such as Ong's idea that 
dead people can convey messages through texts, but "spoken utterance 
conies only from the living."6 Ong apparently fails to realize that audio 
recording makes this claim null and void. Other observations about the differences between orality and literacy are more difficult to test, and still rely 
on outdated ideas of "primitive" mind. As it applies to biblical studies, much 
of the research about orality and literacy has been superbly and acutely 
reviewed and critiqued by Patricia Kirkpatrick.
We do not here consider the separate claimed effects of printing, which 
have been ably studied by Elizabeth Eisenstein." However, it should be noted 
that Jean Jacques Rousseau believed that one of the effects of printing was 
the permanence of bad writing. Whereas bad ideas expressed orally and in 
manuscripts could vanish, now they could remain forever in printed matter. 
Still to be explored, on a broader basis, is the extent to which we can apply 
the concept of "alternative literacies," as understood by Mesoamerican and 
Andean scholars, to the Near East.`
In terms of scarce resource theory, writing becomes a scarce resource 
when not everyone has access to the writings or to the ability to read. In the 
ancient Near East, most people never mastered the more complicated 
writing systems of Mesopotamia.") Most people would not be able to read 
anything regarded as sacred scripture. If these books are the basis of 
authority, then they are a scarce resource to those who cannot read them.
Before we outline in greater depth the effect of inscripturation on violence, we should note that many scholars have overplayed the differences between orality and textuality. More recent studies emphasize the dynamic 
interplay between orality and textuality. Martin Jaffee, for example, argues 
that the performative aspect of oral transmission, as well as the supposed 
importance of orality, can be modified and fictionalized after the creation of 
written texts. 11


Yet what we continue to observe, as it pertains to violence, is how often 
scholars devalue those traditions that insist on textual fixity. While one can 
observe that empirically both emphases, textual and oral, exist, it is another 
thing for scholars to make the theological judgment that textual fixity is an 
illegitimate position, often labeled as "fundamentalist." The fact is that 
orality and textuality are often privileged whenever groups see some advantage in either modality. Thus, those who want to change a text may privilege 
the oral mode. Those who want to retain a cultural norm may insist on fixity. 
Hermeneutics can make pliable the most fixed of texts.
Of course, much of the dynamic between orality and textuality is paralleled in the purely secular realm as simply an aspect of any canon. In the 
United States Supreme Court, for example, there is a prestigious tradition of 
offering oral arguments before the bench. Yet, eventually, decisions are 
grounded in a text, whether it is a text of a preceding Supreme Court decision or as a portion of the Constitution itself.'' So, in a manner of speaking, 
states and other sorts of organizations have privileged texts, even in secular 
societies.
But there are differences between secular privileged texts and sacred 
scriptures. Whereas we can verify that we decided to make the Constitution 
a privileged document, we cannot verify that a god decided to make any book 
his or her privileged mode of revelation. When divine communication is 
believed to reside in one book or set of books, and not in all books, then a 
sacred canon can be considered a form of sacred space, wherein the word of 
deities is embodied in those texts. Those who do not recognize that corpus 
as authoritative may become the object of aggression, especially when several 
books claim the same distinction. Nothing much would change if the exclusive authority were placed in an oral source. Verifiability, therefore, is the key 
difference in differentiating scarce resources generated by secular means 
versus religious textualization.
SACRED SPACE
All of the major world religions we study share the idea of sacred space. We 
may define "sacred space" as a bounded space whose value is placed above 
that of surrounding spaces for purely religious reasons. Since not everyone has access to, or can live in, a sacred space, it becomes a scarce resource. And 
because sacred space is a scarce resource, it is a potential center of conflict.


Mircea Eliade, one of the foremost theorists of comparative religion, 
relates sacred space to the notion of repeating a primeval hierophany (a manifestation of sacredness) or a kratophany (a manifestation of power)." That 
is to say, a space is believed to be a place where certain powers manifest 
themselves, so they become the place where human beings can share in that 
power. Eliade believes that the "the continuity of hierophanies is what 
explains the permanence of those sacred spots.""' These manifestations can 
be as simple as the appearance of a plant repeatedly in a certain area in recurring seasons, or the identification of a place as the spot where some mythical 
event is thought to have occurred. In the case of Jerusalem, Eliade connects 
its sanctity with the notion of a center of the cosmos, where earth and sky 
communicate.
Eliade has an essentialist notion of religion and sacred space. For him, 
sacred space is not just found in every religion, but it is essential to it. So 
essential, in fact, that it seems human beings don't even have much choice in 
creating sacred space. As Eliade remarks, "the place is never `chosen' by man; 
it is merely discovered by him."'' Eliade's essentialist notion of sacred space 
has been contested by other scholars. In particular, Jonathan Z. Smith has 
faulted Eliade for misreading his sources or for not documenting his claims 
very well.16 For example, Smith notes that Dur-an-ki, a Sumerian word rendered by Eliade as "the bond between heaven and earth," is actually a place 
of disjunction rather than conjunction between heaven and earth.'
Smith represents a social functionalist view that can be traced back at 
least to the social anthropologist Emile Durkheim (18.58-1917), who sees 
religion as a mechanism that legitimizes social organizations and hierarchies." Similarly, Smith sees sacred space in terms of a social cartography, 
wherein social power is expressed by means of physical boundaries. Thus, he 
points out how the temple of Jerusalem, as depicted in Ezekiel 44, has different levels of access for different layers of Israelite society."'
The holiest portion of the temple area-the Holy of Holies-was the 
inside of the temple itself, and this was only accessible to priests of the family 
called the Zadokites, who also had the widest range of access (Ezek. 
44:15-16). The Levites, a group of temple assistants, had access to the courtyard of the temple (Ezek. 44:10-14). The Israelite people had the next level 
of access in the outer courtyard. Foreigners were not allowed to come into 
the temple at all (Ezek. 44:9). The royal prince seems to have had a level of 
access that is subordinate, and even ambiguous, relative to the Zadokite 
priest.
Neither Eliade nor Smith explain completely the origin of sacred 
space,20 which may have more than a single cause. In some cases a space is deemed sacred because some miraculous occurrence is thought to have happened there. Other times, a space may be held sacred because actual historical events of religious significance are believed to have occurred there (e.g., 
the death/burial of a martyr). In many ancient Near Eastern religions, the 
idea of sacred space was related to the presence of the deity. A temple, for 
example, was believed to be literally the house of a god. As such, it was to be 
valued above the surrounding space.


However, Smith does provide an insight that we will discuss further: 
namely, that notions of sacred space can be flexible and evolving. That 
insight will prove useful when we seek solutions to the violence that can be 
linked to sacred space. And, indeed, some spaces may be sacralized primarily 
because they possess economic and political value. For the purposes of our 
thesis, we concentrate on cases where the value of the space is based on 
purely religious reasons-belief in unverifiable forces and/or beings-hut we 
will discuss cases where space accrues economic and political significance 
because it has prior religious value.
GROUP PRIVILEGING
Closely linked to inscripturation and sacred space is the idea of group privileging, which refers to the fact that certain groups have privileges and rights 
not granted to those outside of the group. As such, those privileges become 
a scarce resource to outsiders.'' In some cases, the privileges need not cause 
conflict if they are not valued at all by the outsider. For example, it is not necessary that all outsiders care that only priests can enter the Holy of Holies. 
To outsiders who live far away, it may not matter.
However, if belonging to a particular religious group means that one 
receives certain economic benefits that others in proximity don't, conflict 
may ensue. Economic benefits are now unequally distributed, constituting 
scarce resources. Thus, violence may follow attempts to acquire those benefits or attempts to prevent the loss of those benefits. Of course, group privileging can occur naturally, without any help from religion. This is demonstrated easily in animal behavior, as has been discussed in some of the studies 
we reviewed in chapter 2. But our thesis addresses examples where religion 
creates group privilege on unverifiable grounds.
A number of mechanisms for group privileging are readily apparent. 
One mechanism is through inscripturation itself. In ancient societies, not 
everyone was able to read and write, so elite groups had control over written 
information. In effect, the illiterate were denied access to writings believed 
to be divine revelation. Jeremy Bentham (1748-1832) is well aware of this mechanism when he remarks that the power of religious wonder-workers 
sometimes lies in some claimed special ability in "interpreting the divine 
decrees, to which no competitor has any access."2


Of course, illiterate people can come to believe that they have access to 
the divine without the need for written communication. But when the elite 
control society through what is believed to be divine communication in 
written form, illiterates do not have equal access to the divine. Bentham further observes that the power of an interpreter equals that of a legislator if the 
former retains "exclusive custody" of a text.23 Virtually all the books in the 
Bible were probably written or compiled by elites, rather than by some marginalized peasants. But even if nonelites have their own religion, we can show 
that written communications are still contested or sought out by nonelites to 
enhance their authority.
In modern times, even with the spread of literacy, one still finds elites 
who control the interpretation of hooks. Thus, the Supreme Court is 
entrusted with providing the definitive interpretation of our Constitution. 
The hierarchy of the Catholic Church is still the authoritative interpreter of 
scripture for millions of people. Even among Protestants, famous for 
espousing the conscience of the individual in interpretation, there quickly 
develop elites who then are seen as the standard interpreters. In many parts 
of the Muslim world, women are still not able to read the Qur'an or become 
Imams. These privileges are primarily grounded in religious reasons.
SALVATION
The ultimate supernatural prize in many of these world religions is "salvation," a term that is highly complex and often ambiguous. Salvation, for our 
purposes, refers to the idea that one receives certain more permanent supernatural status or benefit by joining a particular religion. It is closely allied 
with group privileging, except that the reward called salvation is ultimately 
not tangible or verifiable. Salvation exists only insofar as people believe in it.
Salvation in Judaism is more physical, at least in the Hebrew Bible. Salvation means that God will defend one against a real enemy. Or it may mean 
that one is spared the wrath of Yahweh, that one attains inunortality at the 
end of time. Christianity also speaks of salvation, but it has transformed earlier Jewish concepts. Salvation in Christianity could be a future state for 
those that believe that Jesus is the Messiah. Many Christians may speak of 
"salvation from sin," meaning that the Christian is saved from the ultimate 
destruction caused by sin. Salvation may also mean ultimately salvation from 
an eternal suffering in hell.


In any event, salvation is a scarce resource insofar as it is not available to 
everyone. It may be available only to those who join a particular group and 
pay a particular price, whether in terms of real finances or with other means. 
For example, we shall show that during the Crusades, martyrdom was 
believed to confer a virtual ticket to heaven. But not everyone was able to go 
on a Crusade, so this form of salvation constituted a scarce resource not 
equally available to all.
For purpose of our thesis, we focus on examples where belief in salvation 
results in violence. The mechanism can be quite diverse, but the commonality is that the path from the belief in salvation to a belief in violence is 
mainly the consequence of belief in unverifiable forces and/or beings. This 
may mean belief that certain modes of salvation require violence in order to 
be achieved or effected. As we shall show, orthodox Christianity is characterized by the belief that at least a priming act of violence, the torture and death 
of Christ, is essential and necessary to achieve salvation.
SUMMARY
Scarce resources are the main factors in most conflicts. A resource is anything that is believed to be necessary or advantageous to a certain mode of 
living. Religion can create conflict and violence when it creates scarce 
resources of such perceived value that people are willing to fight and die for 
them. The scarce resources are a necessary factor in violence when the loss 
of those valued scarce resources is thought to be imminent or when someone 
else attempts to acquire those scarce resources.
Four of the scarce resources created by religion can be identified as consistent factors in violence. The first of these is access to the divine will, manifested concretely in inscripturation. Sacred space relates to the scarce 
resource created when a bounded space is declared more valuable than surrounding space or when access to that space is not granted equally to all. 
Group privileging is a scarce resource because the privileges are not available 
to all. Salvation, as a set of valued benefits, may be a scarce resource when it 
is not available to everyone or when its cost is too high for some to accept. 
Our task now is to show concrete examples in which Judaism, Christianity, 
and Islam have precipitated violence by creating belief in these scarce 
resources.
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BASIC OVERVIEW
[image: ]he Hebrew Bible, as represented in the modern Protestant canon, 
consists of thirty-nine books written probably no earlier than the 
first millennium BCE and no later than about 160 BCE, if the book of 
Daniel is considered to be the latest book of the Hebrew Bible.' Traditional 
Jews and Christians believe that Moses wrote the Pentateuch (also called the 
Torah), the first five books of the Bible, somewhere around 1400 BCE. However, most modern biblical scholars consider the Pentateuch and most of the 
Bible to have been composed by anonymous authors, with the Pentateuch 
itself being a composite from different time periods. The latest books, by traditional dating, would be those written after the return of the Jews from the 
Babylonian exile, beginning around -538 BCE.'
Modern critical scholars have established that even the oldest portions of 
the Bible (e.g., the Song of the Sea in Exodus 15) may not date much earlier 
than 1000 BCE. More radical "minimalists" would argue that the I lebrew 
Bible was almost wholly written in the postexilic era (after 586 BCE) as a 
nationalistic series of manifestos and collection of ethnic stories. Thus, for 
minimalists, most of the Bible is fiction that grew in much the same way as 
the corpus of stories relating to King Arthur.`
It would be simplistic to homogenize all the different authors and subcultures represented in the Hebrew Bible into one coherent theology. Most 
efforts to formulate a consistent picture of biblical theology largely have 
been failures.' These unsuccessful efforts include the famous ones associated 
with Gerhard von Rad, Walter Eichrodt, and Brevard Childs.' However, 
those failures can also be traced, in part, to the fact that theologies have been constructed mostly by Christians and Jews, whose links to the Bible result in 
inevitable selection bias based on unverifiable theological grounds.


For the purposes of our study of violence, we concentrate on that part of 
the Hebrew Bible known as the Deuteronomistic History (DtrH), an influential concept popularized by Martin Noth.6 Briefly, Noth believed that all 
the hooks in the Hebrew Bible from Deuteronomy through 2 Kings were the 
product of a single author or editor.'
Noth believed that DtrH was written to explain the catastrophic fall of 
Jerusalem, the capital of Judah, in 586 or 587 BCE.' After the reign of 
Solomon, the kingdom had been divided into a northern half, comprising ten 
tribes, and a southern half, consisting of Judah and Benjamin, though it was 
just sometimes called Judah. The Northern Kingdom had fallen prey to the 
Assyrian Empire around 721 BCE, but Judah had survived and grown confident that Yahweh would protect it. That is why 586 BCE was even more shattering for Judah than September 11 was for the United States: Not only was 
the Judean capital destroyed, but many Jews were exiled to Babylonia. We 
acknowledge that DtrH is itself largely a modern construct, but there are sufficient commonalities among the books to detect some themes about violence.
PRELIMINARY COMMENTS ON SCHOLARSHIP
Scholarship on violence in the Hebrew Bible has been marked by at least two 
positions. The first position views the violence as historically accurate and 
morally defensible. The second position denies that the violence actually 
occurred or minimizes its importance. For example, the violence could have 
a purely literary or rhetorical function. The violence could be meant purely 
as a warning to insiders rather than an actual agenda meant for outsiders. For 
the moment, we will not consider those Christian scholars who reject the 
violence by devaluing the place of the Hebrew Bible in the Christian canon.'
If we first consider more carefully the outright defense of Hebrew violence, we also see that it can be subdivided into at least two categories. One 
type of defense relies on frankly theological explanations, as does Gleason 
Archer, who once served as professor of Old Testament at Trinity Evangelical Divinity School: "Just as the wise surgeon removes dangerous cancer 
from his patient's body by use of the scalpel, so God employed the Israelites 
to remove such dangerous malignancies from human society"10
Another frank defense relies on cultural relativism and political motives. 
In such a case, the violence is seen in the context of war practices in the 
ancient Near East. Such writers may assert that Israel was no worse than 
others, while paradoxically maintaining that the Hebrew religion represents the pinnacle of religious and ethical achievements for humankind. Here we 
often find works that specialize in biblical "ethics."'' Those who deny that 
any actual violence occurred rely on modern critical approaches, which 
undermine the historicity of biblical narratives. Main representatives of these 
positions include Joel Kaminski- and Lori Rowlett, whose work we will study 
more carefully below.


Among the foremost of those who minimize or overlook the violence 
altogether stands Steven T. Katz, whose massive survey of genocide relegates 
the Hebrew genocide against the Amalekites to a footnote.-' Katz, whose 
main thesis is that the Nazi genocide was unique in history, justifies this 
omission of an "extended analysis" of the Amalekite genocide by casting 
doubt on the idea that the Amalekites were all actually exterminated. Katz 
apparently fails to note that not all Jews were exterminated by the Nazis, but 
that does not count as a reason for omitting discussion of the Holocaust. In 
any case, we shall critique more carefully some of Katz's discussion of genocide later.
At the same time, there are also notable dissenters who see that the Bible 
has functioned as an instrument to legitimize violence. Foremost among 
some of the more recent entries into the discussion is John J. Collins, who 
was president of the Society of Biblical Literature in 2002. In that year in 
"Ioronto, he delivered his presidential address to the society, the largest 
organization of academic biblical scholars in the world. His address was published in the first issue of the Journal of Biblical Literature in 2003, and has 
now been published as a short book." Therein, Collins notes that the story 
of the liberation of the Israelites became the story of the oppression of the 
Canaanites by the Israelites. He also describes how "biblical narratives have 
been a factor in the Zionist movement in Israel ... providing powerful 
precedents for right-wing militants. Biblical analogies also provide the 
underpinning for support of Israel among conservative scholars. 1114
Nonetheless, Collins does not go as far as we will propose. He concludes 
that "perhaps the most constructive thing a biblical critic can do toward lessening the contribution of the Bible to violence in the world, is to show that 
certitude is an illusion."15 As we shall argue, there is actually no necessary 
reason to maintain the authority or value of the biblical text at all in the 
modern world. We must acknowledge how inscripturation itself is a generator of violence. Moreover, Collins's claim that the Bible does not demand 
paradigms for all times and places seems to be itself an arbitrary judgment.
C. S. Cowles, a self-described evangelical Christian, has proposed to 
devalue the Hebrew Bible in the Christian canon.'' Such a proposal is a 
slightly milder version of one that can be traced back to a man named Marcion (d. ca. 160), whose anti-Judaism led him to reject the entire Hebrew 
Bible and retain only a part of what we know as the New "testament. But no less than Marcion's proposal, Cowles's proposal is premised on the idea that 
Christianity is somehow less violent than Judaism. As we shall demonstrate, 
the New Testament at times actually endorses a more violent form of religion.


Another development, still in its infancy, is a plea for a shift away from 
the Zionist underpinnings of biblical scholarship itself. The most notable 
spokesperson is perhaps Keith Whitelam, author of The Invention of Ancient 
Israel: The Silencing of Palestinian Histoiy. Despite some of the problems that 
have been noted in his work, Whitelam has issued an important call to go 
beyond using archaeology as means to authenticate the presence of Israel on 
the land it now claims.'
In any case, the bulk of the academic profession is still engaged in the 
enterprise of maintaining the value of the biblical text despite the endorsement of violence, whether actual or not. Even among those who recognize 
the violent nature of the Hebrew Bible, there is usually no recognition that 
religion itself creates scarce resources over which people fight. We therefore 
now turn our attention to how the Hebrew Bible and the religions it represents has created the four scarcities we are studying: inscripturation, sacred 
space, group privileging, and salvation.
INSCRIPTURATION AS A SCARCE RESOURCE
Saint Thomas Aquinas, the influential medieval Catholic theologian, states 
that prior to Christianity, God revealed himself only to the Jews." In fact, 
access to the divine will is characterized as a scarce resource through much 
of the Hebrew Bible, as Yahweh reveals himself to only a few people. Thus, 
Noah is saved from the Flood because God speaks to him (Gen. 6:8, 13). All 
communications to others are through Noah. Likewise, Yahweh speaks to 
Abraham, but to no one else, about the fate of Sodom.
The point at which the Hebrew Bible became an authoritative text is difficult to determine. Recently, William Schniedewind has proposed that 
"[t]he Bible as we know it began to take shape in Jerusalem in the late eighth 
century B.C.E., in the days of Isaiah, the prophet, and Hezekiah, the king of 
Judah.""9 He suggests that urbanization and centralization of the government and religion in Jerusalem were main factors.
In contrast to the writing systems of Mesopotamia, which were cumbersome and required specialists to manage them, writing in ancient Israel was 
already alphabetic. This meant that relatively more people could read and 
write. One example is found in the so-called Letter of a Literate Soldier at 
Lachish, a town near Jerusalem that was destroyed around 586 BCE. The 
soldier complains about a reprimand that questioned his ability to read. He protests that "never has any man had to read a letter to me." In other words, 
he asserts that he is fully literate.'0


By the time of Josiah (642-609 BCE), there was an effort to install a 
mono-Yahwistic religion, at least according to the biblical accounts. A book 
is said to be discovered that the king should follow (2 Kings 22). Most 
scholars believe this book is some version of what we now know as 
Deuteronomy. According to Schniedewind, "Writing is central to the revelation in Deuteronomy."'' Thus, Deuteronomy 27:2-3:
On the clay that you cross over the Jordan into the land that the LORI) your 
God is giving you, you shall set up large stones and cover them with plaster.
You shall write on them all the words of this law when you have crossed 
over, to enter the land that the LORD your God is giving you, a land 
flowing with milk and honey, as the LORI), the God of your ancestors, 
promised you.
What is envisioned is some sort of public monument that everyone can read. 
Moreover, the author expects that all Israelites will have at least some of 
Yahweh's words written on the doorposts of their homes (Dent. 6:9).
Deuteronomy also is quite insistent on the fixity of the text. For 
example, in Deuteronomy 4:2: "You must neither add anything to what I 
command you nor take away anything from it, but keep the commandments 
of the LORD your God with which I am charging you." Taken most literally, of course, if one does not add or subtract from a text, then the text will 
remain immutable. The eternity of this law is also at issue when Yahweh is 
quoted as saying: " If only they had such a mind as this, to fear me and to 
keep all my commandments always, so that it might go well with them and 
with their children forever!" (Dent. 5:29) Once God's word is reduced to a 
written text, we are told that Israel is to concentrate on that text. One must 
meditate on the law, day and night (Ps. 1).
VIOLENCE RESULTING FROM INSCRIPTURATION
The idea that a god reveals himself only within a select corpus of texts and 
to a select group of people already was causing problems within the Hebrew 
Bible. Not everyone agreed that certain entities were the only conduits to 
God. Others disagreed on the interpretation of texts, even if they agreed that 
those texts were the only conduits of divine communication.22
One example of a conflict about the proper conduit of divine communication is found in Numbers 12:2. The story begins when Aaron and Miriam, siblings of Moses, contemptuously ask: "`Has the LORD spoken only 
through Moses? Has he not spoken through us also?' And the LORD heard 
it." This story is premised on the idea that God does not reveal himself 
equally to all, and it definitely shows the conflict that ensues directly from 
this inequality."' The narrator explains that Yahweh struck Miriam for her 
insolence, and then proceeded to reiterate that he indeed does not reveal 
himself equally to all:


And he said, "Hear my words: When there are prophets among you, I the 
LORI) make myself known to them in visions; I speak to them in dreams.
Not so with my servant Moses; he is entrusted with all my house.
With him I speak face to face - clearly, not in riddles; and he beholds the 
form of the LORD. 'Why then were you not afraid to speak against my servant Moses?" (Num. 12:6-8)
The solution here is not to make revelation more abundant to all. The story 
endorses the idea that violence is a legitimate means to solve disputes 
resulting from the scarcity of revelation.
The problem of recognizing a divine communication was treated at 
some length in Deuteronomy 18, which provides criteria for recognizing a 
communication from Yahweh. The fact that violence and disagreements 
about who has the correct divine communication is most clear in 
Deuteronomy 18:20: "But any prophet who speaks in the name of other 
gods, or who presumes to speak in my name a word that I have not commanded the prophet to speak-that prophet shall die." Divine communication is a scarce resource, and violence must be used to maintain access to 
what is perceived to be the right conduit.
The main criteria for knowing if a word came from Yahweh is whether 
it is fulfilled (Deut. 18:22). Of course, this criterion was of only limited value, 
and could result in contradictory conclusions. For example, let us suppose 
that a prophet of Baal predicted that it would rain in the next few days, and 
that a prophet of Yahweh also predicted the same thing. If rain comes, then 
the criterion of fulfillment would not be sufficient to distinguish a false 
prophecy from a true prophecy.
At this point in Deuteronomy, we may pause to consider the astounding 
claims by Charles Mabee, who argues that "the ascendance of textual Yahwism" resulted in a detoxification of violence.24 Along with other pacifists, 
whom we shall critique later, Mabee argues that "Yahweh removes the entire 
activity from the hands of the human despot and places it into the hands of 
Yahweh, subject to his initiation."25 Mabee cites Deuteronomy 20 as a sign 
of just such an advance in thinking about violence.


To understand how superficial Mabee's claim is, let us consider 
Deuteronomy 20, which outlines the treatment of those towns that are 
"near" versus towns that are "far" from the Israelite living space. The 
Israelites are allowed to kill all males in the "far" towns, and keep women and 
children as booty (20:13-14). The towns that are "near," however, get the 
following treatment:
But as for the towns of these peoples that the LORI) your God is giving you 
as an inheritance, you must not let anything that breathes remain alive.
You shall annihilate them-the Hittites and the Amorites, the Canaanites 
and the Perizzites, the Ilivites and the Jebusites-just as the LORD your 
God has commanded,
so that they may not teach you to do all the abhorrent things that they do 
for their gods, and you thus sin against the LORD your God. (Deut. 
20:16-18)
How "textualization" means less violence for Mabee here is unclear. Certainly, Mabee's claim that at this point decisions about violence have been 
transferred from king to prophet is not supported by the text. Verses 5 and 9 
still speak of "officials," not prophets, making important decisions. In fact, 
here textualization results in the genocidal rationales found in Deuteronomy 
20 gaining permanence and currency for the next twenty-five hundred years. 
Deuteronomy 7 and 20, in particular, have been among the most often used 
to promote violence in both Christianity and Islam.
Moreover, Mabee's idea assumes that prophets bear God's true comnmandments about violence. But even if we grant \labee's claim that prophets 
now decide, as conduits of Yahweh, on genocidal policies, it means that 
divine revelation remains a scarce resource, as only a few "prophets" become 
the conduit for Yahweh's revelation. Knowing when God has spoken, or to 
which prophet he has spoken becomes an issue that results in more violence. 
In any case, the average Israelite still ends up trusting a human being, a 
prophet who claims to speak for Yahweh, to decide when to slaughter whole 
towns.
In fact, some biblical authors seem to subsequently acknowledge that 
other criteria needed to be developed. In Jeremiah, the criterion of simple 
fulfillment was refined by restricting it to only the more improbable fulfillment.
The prophets who preceded you and me from ancient times prophesied war, 
famine, and pestilence against many countries and great kingdoms.


As for the prophet who prophesies peace, when the word of that prophet 
comes true, then it will be known that the LORD has truly sent the 
prophet." (Jer. 28:8-9)
Of course, once divine communications were set into writing, further 
conflicts followed. This is perhaps most clear in Jeremiah 8:8-10:
How can you say, "We are wise, and the law of the LORD is with us," when, 
in fact, the false pen of the scribes has made it into a lie?
The wise shall be put to shame, they shall be dismayed and taken; since they 
have rejected the word of the LORD, what wisdom is in them?
Therefore I will give their wives to others and their fields to conquerors, 
because from the least to the greatest everyone is greedy for unjust gain; 
from prophet to priest everyone deals falsely. (Jer. 8:8-10).
First, note that the author concedes that not all scripture contains 
Yahweh's word. Schniedewind plausibly argues that the conflict here is 
between orality and textuality. That is to say, Jeremiah argues that any 
written Torah is false, while the oral law is genuine. If so, then the author is 
saying that no written text contains God's authoritative word. In either case, 
the author premises the whole diatribe on the idea that violence is a proper 
recourse when different ideas about divine communication disagree.
The book of Jeremiah is indeed replete with violence that centers on disagreements about who has access to divine communications. In a famous 
story in Jeremiah 28, a prophet named Hananiah disputes whether Jeremiah 
has access to genuine communications from Yahweh. Hananiah's punishment 
is death. Jeremiah (31:33) sees the problem of scarcity and proposes a solution: God will write his revelation in every Israelite's heart, but that will be 
in a utopian future. Overall, these examples foreshadow what will continue 
to be main themes in religious conflict: orality versus inscripturation; fixity 
versus flexibility.
But if violence involving inscripturation can be found within a religious 
tradition, it can also be found between religious traditions, or at least 
between traditions that claim to serve different deities. An example of such 
violence can be found during the reign of Antiochus IV Epiphanes (175-164 
BCE), a member of the Seleucid Dynasty, which appropriated the area 
roughly corresponding to modern Syria in the aftermath of the death of 
Alexander the Great.
The main source for Antiochus's actions is found in the first book of 
Maccabees. The author tells us that Antiochus used force in order to prompt 
Jews to abandon their dietary laws, among other customs. Antiochus wanted forced assimilation to create a homogeneous identity that would serve his 
purposes. Eventually, he even desecrated the Jewish temple by setting up an 
"abominating sacrilege" thought to be a statue of a Greek god. But the catalogue of misdeed also includes the following:


The books of the law that they found they tore to pieces and burned with 
fire.
Anyone found possessing the book of the covenant, or anyone who adhered 
to the law, was condemned to death by decree of the king. (1 Macc. 1:56-57)
Of course, it is difficult to know Antiochus's reasoning. Here is a case in 
which Antiochus could have destroyed scripture because it was part of his 
goal to achieve cultural uniformity. However, the fact that he perceived 
scriptures to be a threat is most likely due to the denial of the idea that divine 
communication was not to be found uniquely or in any measure in the Jewish 
scriptures. Judaism claimed that Jewish scriptures contained the only revelation of God, and perhaps this threatened Antiochus's power to dictate his 
brand of religion.
Interestingly, the destruction of Hebrew sacred scriptures was carried 
out by Antiochus. As 1 Maccabees 1:44 states: "And the king sent letters by 
messengers to Jerusalem and the towns of Judah; he directed them to follow 
customs strange to the land." The reference to his evil writings continues in 
1 Maccabees 1:51: "In such words he wrote to his whole kingdom. He 
appointed inspectors over all the people and commanded the towns of Judah 
to offer sacrifice, town by town." Antiochus, in other words, has substituted 
his writings as the prime authority in his domain.
That Antiochus was portrayed as attempting to replace God is found in 
the thinly veiled criticisms of Antiochus found in Daniel 7:25: "He shall 
speak words against the Most High, shall wear out the holy ones of the Most 
High, and shall attempt to change the sacred seasons and the law; and they 
shall be given into his power for a time, two times, and half a time." This 
description also shows that the author took textual fixity seriously. As in 
Deuteronomy, Yahweh's written words are not to be changed.
If the "true" conduit of divine revelation is regarded as a scarce resource, 
then we have here a fight for that scarce resource. Antiochus wished to be 
seen as the proper conduit for divine revelation, while the Maccabees fought 
equally hard to preserve the status of their divine scriptures, among other 
things. Antiochus, therefore, was trying to make the true source of divine 
revelation scarce by destroying rival scriptures. Conversely, the Maccabees 
were attempting to preserve the scarce resource that they believed held 
God's revelation.


Inscripturation has also figured in violence between Christianity and 
Judaism. In general, the conflict between Christianity and Judaism has much 
to do with the status of the corpus that Christians call the Old Testament, 
and which Jews call the Tanakh. For orthodox Judaism, the Tanakh is eternal 
and not to be superseded. For Christianity, the Tanakh is the "Old Testament," Which was superseded by the new covenant (New Testament) upon 
the death of Jesus.
An example of violence between Christianity and Judaism on the issue of 
holy scripture can be found in the Hebrew chronicles of anti-Jewish violence 
in 1096, during the movements associated with the Crusades.'' Emicho of 
Leinigen was the leader of the anti-Jewish mobs, which rampaged through a 
number of Jewish communities, including those in Cologne, Mainz, and 
Worms. The Chronicle of Solomon bar Simson tells what happens when a 
Christian ("an errant one") destroys the Torah of a Jewish household:
There was also a Torah Scroll in the room; the errant ones [Christians] 
came into the room, found it, and tore it to shreds. When the holy and pure 
women. daughters of kings, saw that the Torah had been torn they called in 
a loud voice to their husbands: "Look, see, the Holy Torah is being torn by 
the enemy!" ... "Alas, the Holy Torah, the perfection of beauty, the delight 
of our eves, to which we used to bow in the synagogue, honoring it; our 
little children would kiss it. How has it now fallen into the hands of these 
impure uncircumcised ones""
When the men heard the words of the these pious women, they were 
moved with zeal for the Lord, our God, and for his holy and precious "torah 
They found one of the errant ones in the room, and all of them, men 
and women, threw stones at him till he fell dead.
It is very seldom that We have such a detailed rationale for violence perpetrated because of the perceived holiness of a text. The example certainly can 
be reduced to the form: "Belief X, therefore Act of AiolenceY." In this case, 
the belief that the Torah is holy and cannot be desecrated is explicitly stated 
as the reason for the killing of the Christian who desecrated that text. At the 
same time, the Christian desecrated the Torah because he did not regard it 
as holy.
The attacks upon Jewish scriptures continues today. According to a 
report posted on the CNN Web site on April 1, 2002, a synagogue in Marseilles, France, was attacked: "`All the religious objects, books, the Torah, all 
of it burned,' Sydney Maimoun, the synagogue's president, told The Associated Press, adding there's `really nothing left.""' Most of the perpetrators 
were thought to be Muslims, and we shall examine the conflict over scriptures between Muslims and Jews more carefully in the chapter on Islam.


SACRED SPACE
Sacred space in Israel, as depicted in the Hebrew Bible, normally relates to 
at least three areas that can be visualized as concentric rings. The innermost 
ring is the holiest portion of the Temple of Yahweh. This ring is surrounded 
by the city of Jerusalem, which is to be seen as the "navel of the 
earth.1121 Jerusalem, in turn, is surrounded by the land of Israel, often called "the Holy 
Land" by Jews and Christians alike. In truth, different parts of the ring have 
alternated in their degree of sacredness throughout history. For example, for 
many years there was no temple in Israel, so its sacredness lived more in the 
imagination than in reality.
From a geophysical perspective, the land of Israel has very few natural 
resources that would render it valuable. Even Alan Dershowitz, author of a 
recent defense of Zionism, comments: "Nor was the land they [Jewish settlers] sought to cultivate rich in natural resources such as oil or gold, or 
strategically positioned as a trade route. It was a materially worthless piece of 
real estate in a backwater of the world whose significance to Jews was religious, historical and familial.""
Israel's location has somewhat more value to its neighbors. Israel constitutes a sort of land bridge between Africa and southwest Asia. But even here, 
the value of this passageway does not explain its holiness. The more valuable 
part of the land bridge is the coastal area, not the hill country in which 
Jerusalem is situated. Many areas of the world are passageways; few become 
holy. Thus, the nearby Suez Canal, one of the most important passages on 
the planet, is not regarded as sacred space. Its economic value is real, and it 
forms an actual scarce resource for those who wish to go around Africa in an 
efficient manner.
Accordingly, one can argue that the value of the Holy Land is almost 
entirely the creation of religion. That is to say, the belief that God has rendered this space more holy or valuable than other spaces best explains how it 
acquired those traits that render it "holy" in the eyes of many. The entire 
value of the so-called Holy Land was created by religion and is sustained by 
religion.31 The material and political value it has acquired derives from its 
religious value, rather than the reverse.
The earliest occurrence of the actual term "holy land" or "holy ground" 
may be in Zechariah 2:12 (Hebrew Bible, 2:16): "The LORD will inherit 
Judah as his portion in the holy land ['adamat haggodesh], and will again 
choose Jerusalem." According to the traditions codified in the Hebrew Bible, 
the land that came to be known as the Holy Land is part of an allotment 
given by God to Abram, whose name was later changed to Abraham. In Genesis 12:1, God appears to Abram, then residing in Mesopotamia, and tells him to go to Canaan. When Abram arrives in Canaan, Yahweh says: `16 your 
offspring I will give this land" (Gen. 12:7). Abram then builds an altar there.


In some cases, the idea of sacred space is hardly distinguishable from a 
nationalistic ideology. For example, when Naaman, the Syrian general, looks 
for a cure for his leprosy, he is told to go to Israel and dip himself seven times 
in the Jordan river. He finds the earth of Israel so valuable that he takes some 
of Israel's dirt back to Syria (2 Kings 5:17). Earlier Elijah had admonished 
Ahaziah, king of Judah, for going outside Israel to receive health care:
"Is it because there is no God in Israel that you are sending to inquire of 
Baal-zebub, the god of Ekron? Therefore you shall not leave the bed to 
which you have gone, but shall surely die." (2Kings1:6
But while the land of Israel was seen as more valuable than surrounding 
areas by biblical authors, Jerusalem was seen as even holier. The origins of 
the place that became known as Jerusalem are unclear, but Jane M. Cahill 
advocates a date in the Chalcolithic period in the fourth millennium for the 
earliest occupation.'' In contrast to many of the prominent archaeologists of 
the twentieth century (e.g., W. F. Albright and Yigael Yadin), many of today's 
prominent archaeologists (e.g., David Ussishkin and Israel Finkelstein) hold 
that Jerusalem was a rather small town at the time of David in the tenth century. Few, if any modern archaeologists uphold the idea that Jerusalem under 
Solomon (David's son) was the majestic center of the Near East that the 
accounts in 1 Kings 10 seem to envision.
The idea that Jerusalem, and, more specifically, Zion, was holy because of 
its association with Yahweh is often called the "Zion theology." As Jon Levenson notes, "Zion" may have referred originally to "the ridge on the [southeast] section ofJerusalem which lies between the Wadi Kidron and Tyropoeon 
Valley."" The meaning was later expanded to include all ofJerusalem. J. J. M. 
Roberts, who has written extensively on the Zion theology, includes a number 
of specific elements in this belief system, which we have simplified as follows: 
(1) Yahweh is the great king; (2) He chose Jerusalem as his dwelling place; (3) 
He protects Jerusalem from its enemies; (4) The nations acknowledge 
Yahweh's suzerainty; and (5) Inhabitants share the blessings of Yahweh's presence and must be fit to live in his presence.14 Roberts traces this theology to 
the Davidic period, a time frame that is debatable, at best.
While elements of the Zion theology certainly evince continuities with 
pre-Israelite literature, documents that speak about Jerusalem in the fourteenth century BCE, when it was not yet in Israelite hands, show no awareness that this city was valued for religious reasons. Whenever any Zion theology began, it is clear that it was in place by the time certain Psalms and 
parts of Isaiah were written. The favoritism toward Israel and Zion is evident in a number of passages. For example, in Psalm 76:1-2: "In Judah God is 
known, his name is great in Israel. His abode has been established in Salem, 
his dwelling place in Zion." The connection between an imperialistic vision 
and the value of Jerusalem is clear in Psalm 46:5-10:


God is in the midst of the city; it shall not be moved; God will help it when 
the morning dawns.
The nations are in an uproar, the kingdoms totter; he utters his voice, the 
earth melts.
The LORD of hosts is with us; the God of Jacob is our refuge.
Come, behold the works of the LORD; see what desolations he has brought 
on the earth.
He makes wars cease to the end of the earth; he breaks the bow, and shatters the spear; he burns the shields with fire.
"Be still, and know that I am God! I am exalted among the nations, I am 
exalted in the earth." (Ps. 46:5-10)
The psalm makes clear that "peace" includes domination by Yahweh, a point 
to which we will return when we examine more critically the concept of 
"peace" (shalom) in the Hebrew Bible.
Others date the full flowering of the Zion theology at the time of the 
Deuteronomistic History (between the eighth and sixth centuries, depending 
on the scholar or portion)." The DtrH promoted Jerusalem as the only place 
of worship for all of Israel. Whereas other traditions could allow sacrifices at 
almost any place, the authors of DtrH sought to centralize worship for reasons that have been debated. Some scholars theorize that the Assyrian invasions made it important to protect the capital, so all resources were directed 
toward Jerusalem.36
Nonetheless, by the time the Hebrew scriptures became codified as the 
primary religious authority in the Second Temple period (with the second 
temple being rebuilt during the Persian Empire by the mid-fifth century), 
the value of Jerusalem still rested almost entirely on religious grounds, with 
political and economic value being derivative.37 Chronicles echoes these religious sentiments:
"Since the day that I brought my people out of the land of Egypt, I have not 
chosen a city from any of the tribes of Israel in which to build a house, so 
that my name might be there, and I chose no one as ruler over my people 
Israel;


but I have chosen Jerusalem in order that my name may be there, and I have 
chosen David to be over my people Israel." (2 Chron. 6:5-6)
The main reason for its sacredness is still that the Temple of Jerusalem 
is to be located there. The Temple of Jerusalem, then, becomes the primary 
and innermost concentric ring of sacred space. The fact is that one can even 
subdivide the temple itself into a gradient of sacrality. The innermost room 
(debir) is the most sacred, and only the High Priest can enter it. Outside the 
temple, laypersons can approach for sacrifice. "Those with certain diseases 
(e.g., so-called leprosy) cannot enter the temple. In short, gradations in 
"holiness" function as an expression of social ranking.
Other extracanonical Jewish works placed Jerusalem at the center of the 
earth, as does jubilees 8:19. In the Dead Sea Scrolls we find writings that are 
even more extreme in the degree of exclusion of the sick from Jerusalem. For 
example, the famous "lemple Scroll says that the blind and the lame may not 
enter Jerusalem.;" This is not a case where there was not enough physical 
space for the blind and lame; rather, we see space being created as a scarce 
resource on the basis of religious belief.
Many earlier Hebrew authors believed that the holiness of Israel and 
Jerusalem would be something finally guaranteed in the future. Isaiah 52:1 
expresses the following sentiment: "Awake, awake, put on your strength, 0 
Zion! Put on your beautiful garments, 0 Jerusalem, the holy city; for the 
uncircumcised and the unclean shall enter you no more." A more bureaucratic and hierocratic vision of the future is found in Ezekiel, wherein 
degrees of holiness map out a social hierarchy.
In the holy district you shall measure off a section twenty-five thousand 
cubits long and ten thousand wide, in which shall be the sanctuary, the most 
holy place.
It shall be a holy portion of the land; it shall be for the priests, who minister 
in the sanctuary and approach the LORD to minister to him; and it shall be 
both a place for their houses and a holy place for the sanctuary.
Another section, twenty-five thousand cubits long and ten thousand cubits 
wide, shall be for the Levites who minister at the temple, as their holding 
for cities to live in.
Alongside the portion set apart as the holy district you shall assign as a 
holding for the city an area five thousand cubits wide, and twenty-five thousand cubits long; it shall belong to the whole house of Israel.
And to the prince shall belong the land on both sides of the holy district and 
the holding of the city, alongside the holy district and the holding of the city, on the west and on the cast, corresponding in length to one of the tribal portions, and extending from the western to the eastern boundary. (Ezek. 45:3-7)


The view of Israel and Jerusalem as sacred space continued into postbiblical Judaism. Thus, in the Talmudic tractate Kelim (5b), we have the following frank assertion: "The Land of Israel is holier than all other 
lands."`9 The tractate explains that there are actually ten grades of holy space, with the 
temple mount having an even higher degree of holiness than the land of 
Israel as a whole. As in Leviticus, the holiness is related to access for different 
groups of people. Thus, the tractate says that the temple mount is holier 
because men with discharges and menstruating women cannot enter it.
In short, there is a persistent tradition in the Hebrew Bible that declares 
that Israel is the type of privileged space we call "sacred." It receives the special favor of the god, Yahweh. Even more sacred are the city of Jerusalem and 
its temple. There is a close relationship between ethnic privileging and 
sacred space. Whatever the direction of any causal arrow, both ethnic privileging and sacred space are ultimately based on unverifiable premises 
("Yahweh's favor," "holiness") that produced the scarce resource many call 
"the Holy Land."
VIOLENCE RESULTING FROM SACRED SPACE
Sacred space is inherently a scarce resource. It does not exist everywhere, and 
it is not accessible to all. There usually are more people than could live or 
participate in a sacred space. At its largest extent, "the nucleus of Israel's 
inheritance actually encompasses no more than 10,330 square miles."40 As we 
have seen, Israel has been considered sacred space by varying groups for 
about twenty-five hundred to three thousand years, depending on whether 
one is a historical minimalist or a maximalist. However, the most sacred 
space within Israel is Jerusalem, and its temple. And, as expected under our 
theory, these entities have been the focus of violence in Israel.
Letters written by Jerusalem's ruler, Abdi-Heba, provide a glimpse of life 
at Jerusalem in the fourteenth century BCE. These letters were written to 
Akhenaten, the Egyptian pharaoh famous for introducing a sort of 
monotheism. The correspondence shows that Jerusalem was indeed involved 
in conflict then, but there is no mention of its holiness. We receive just a 
sliver of evidence in the following statement: "And now as for Jerusalem, if 
this land belongs to the king, why is it [not] of concern to the king like Hazzatu [land]?"41 Note here that defense is solicited on political grounds (the 
land belongs to the king), and Abdi-Heba wants to incite the king to defend 
it as well as he appears to defend Hazzatu, another of the king's lands.


Although it is precarious to judge by absence, we should note that 
nowhere in any of this correspondence is there mention that Jerusalem is 
holy or sacred. The letters are all as practical and political as the one quoted 
above. The king should defend Jerusalem because it is his land, not because 
it is holy to some god whose existence cannot be verified. The putative 
owner, Akhenaten, actually exists. Abdi-Reba plays to the overlord's pride 
and fears of losing territory. Nowhere does Abdi-Heba say one must commit 
violence because a god said so. For this type of religious rationale pertaining 
to Jerusalem, we need to wait for the Hebrew Bible, and later Christianity 
and Islam.
If we return to the Hebrew Bible, we see that "sacred space" begins to be 
invoked as a rationale for exclusion and violence. The link between sacrality 
and violence is clear already in a story set in the time of Rehoboam, son of 
Solomon. According to 1 Kings 14:25-26, the Egyptian king, Shishak, went 
up to Jerusalem and "took away the treasures of the house of the LORD and 
the treasures of the king's house; he took everything. He also took away all the 
shields of gold that Solomon had made." Even if one argues that Shishak was 
mainly motivated by the monetary value of the treasure, it is clear that the 
material value was occasioned by the religious value of the place. That is to 
say, because it had religious value, material goods accrued to that sacred space, 
which resulted in it becoming a target for violent action by opponents.
Sacred spaces also figure in the violence that ensued in the rupture of the 
monarchy, as depicted in I Kings 12. Again, one must keep in mind that the 
episode is written from the viewpoint of the DtrH, which favored a single 
temple at Jerusalem. When the kingdom split, the northern ten tribes 
became a separate kingdom ruled first underJerohoam. Judah and Benjamin, 
often referred to as Judah or the Southern Kingdom, were ruled by 
Rehoboam.
However, I Kings 12:26-33 says that Jeroboam feared the fact that the 
one temple was in Jerusalem. This meant that most of the tribute and offerings would be channeled to Judah's temple. So, as a countermeasure, Jeroboam established two shrines in the northern kingdom, at Bethel and Dan. 
In truth, the shrines at Bethel and Dan probably had a longer history, but we 
are looking at these shrines through the eyes of DtrH.
Amos, the prophet from Judah, is said to have spoken against the 
northern shrines:
"the high places of Isaac shall be made desolate, and the sanctuaries of Israel 
shall be laid waste, and I will rise against the house of Jeroboam with the sword."
Then Amaziah, the priest of Bethel, sent to King Jeroboam of Israel, saying, 
"Amos has conspired against you in the very center of the house of Israel; 
the land is not able to bear all his words." (Amos 7:9-10)


Although Amos is speaking of the actions of the Assyrians against these 
shrines, it is clear that the Hebrew author believes that violence is deserved. 
The Assyrians are simply instruments of God. The violence is deserved 
because the sacred spaces are not being used as the author would wish.
A more systematic kind of violence against rival sacred spaces is attributed to Hezekiah, king of Judah. During the reign of Hezekiah, the holiness 
of Jerusalem is said to have prompted another form of violence, but this time 
it was from within Israel rather than from an outsider. Hezekiah was faced 
with a threat from the rapacious Assyrian empire centered in Mesopotamia. 
The Assyrians had come all the way to Jerusalem in an attempt to take the 
city by force. This attempt is documented by Assyrian sources.4'
What is interesting, for our purposes, is that 2 Kings 18 contains a 
speech attributed to an Assyrian official. The speech is meant to excite the 
citizens of Jerusalem against Iezekiah. One curious taunt addressed to 
Hezekiah and the inhabitants of Jerusalem was as follows: "But if you say to 
me, We rely on the LORD our God,' is it not he whose high places and 
altars Hezekiah has removed, saving to Judah and to Jerusalem, `You shall 
worship before this altar in Jerusalem'
Indeed, Hezekiah appears to have destroyed other shrines dedicated to his 
own deity, Yahweh, in order to elevate the temple of Jerusalem to supremacy. 
Of course, this story seems to support the DtrH's emphasis that there should 
be only one legitimate temple for the entire nation of Israel, and that is the 
temple at Jerusalem. Hezekiah is portrayed as faithfully achieving this program 
of centralization by destroying temples of Yahweh located anywhere else. Violence, again, seems motivated, at least in part, by the idea that the temple of 
Jerusalem is more sacred and valuable than those at other places.
Later, Josiah, king of Judah, undertakes a systematic cleansing of the 
Temple of Jerusalem because it was not "holy" enough. That is to say, the 
temple was being used to worship other gods. Josiah's response, in part, is as 
follows:
The king commanded the high priest Hilkiah, the priests of the second 
order, and the guardians of the threshold, to bring out of the temple of the 
LORI) all the vessels made for Baal, for Asherah, and for all the host of 
heaven; he burned them outside Jerusalem in the fields of the Kidron, and 
carried their ashes to Bethel. (2 Kings 23:4)
As we have mentioned above, Josiah's actions were prompted by the belief 
that a sacred book had been discovered. That book directed Josiah to commit 
violence to maintain mono-Yahwism and to maintain or restore the privilege 
of the sacred space of Yahweh, the Temple atJerusalem. Thus we see the violent link between inscripturation, sacred space, and group privileging.


By the postexilic period (after 538 BCE) Jerusalem was deemed by many 
to be uninhabitable, and special policies were enacted to repopulate it (see 
Neh. 7:4-5). As Nehemiah notes:
Now the leaders of the people lived in Jerusalem; and the rest of the people 
cast lots to bring one out of ten to live in the holy city Jerusalem, while 
nine-tenths remained in the other towns.
And the people blessed all those who willingly offered to live in Jerusalem. 
(Neh. 11:1-2)
In summary, the idea that Israel (and more specifically Jerusalem and its 
temple) is sacred space is primarily a religious idea. Jerusalem and Israel generally have not been endowed with rich natural resources. We see biblical 
authors endorse violence to defend Jerusalem's sanctity and we see enemies 
of Israel assailing it because it is regarded as sacred. We do not see such rationales for violence pertaining to Jerusalem before the Hebrew Bible (e.g., in 
the Amarna letters). Even if such prebiblical rationales for violence existed 
for Jerusalem or other cities, it is clear that Western ideas about the holiness 
of Jerusalem derive most directly from the biblical text and not from any 
other prebiblical source.
JERUSALEM AND MODERN ZIONISM
The modern conflict in Israel is complex. As with many of the conflicts we 
have studied, there are at least two viewpoints regarding the role of religion 
in the conflict. One side sees the conflict as primarily political, with religion 
forming a sort of sideshow.43 In this scenario, the conflict began when 
Zionist Jews began to displace Palestinians in order to create a Jewish homeland. The conflict intensified in 1948, when perhaps between 472,000 and 
900,000 Palestinians were made refugees in almost one fell swoop.
Proponents of this side of the argument point to the fact that most Jews 
in Israel are secular, not religious. From one Palestinian perspective, the conflict in Israel may be seen as a symptom of colonial-imperialistic politics. For 
example, the conflict may be rooted in, among other political factors, the 
efforts of France and Britain to retain control of the Suez Canal. By controlling Palestine as a base, the British could monitor the canal.4' From this perspective, religious rhetoric may simply he a symptom of politics.
The second perspective, and one we defend here, is that the type of 
Zionism that centers on Israel as the essential homeland for Jews ultimately 
rests on a religious belief in scriptural claims. In the absence of scripture or belief that God had given the land to the Hebrew people, this conflict may 
never have continued into the present. Thus, far from being mainly a political problem, modern Zionism represents the recrudescence of religious 
claims first enunciated in the Hebrew Bible.


To understand our argument, one need only look briefly at the life and 
correspondence of Theodor Herzl (1860-1904), the father of modern 
Zionism. Herzl's life has been the subject of recent revision, particularly the 
result of Jacques Kornberg's Thedor Herzl: From Assimilation to Zionism.46 
Kornberg argues against an older thesis, represented most thoroughly by the 
biography of Alex Bein, who believed that Herzl developed his Zionist idea 
after the infamous trial of Alfred Dreyfus in France in 1894.4' Dreyfus was a 
French army officer who was accused of spying for Germany. Many saw the 
trial of Dreyfus, whom many consider to have been unjustly convicted and 
executed, as proof that anti-Semitism would never disappear despite the 
seeming assimilation of Jews into European society.
Kornberg shows that Herzl's idea of Zionism had crystallized before the 
Dreyfus affair. The legend that the Dreyfus affair was the catalyst for Herzl's 
Zionism can be traced to Herz] himself. Kornberg sees Herzl as engaging in 
a sort of revisionist autobiography, which can be refuted by studying Herzl's 
private correspondence predating the Dreyfus affair.
Moreover, Kornberg shows that Herzl was quite a secularized Jew. Born 
on May 2, 1860, in Budapest, Hungary, Herzl actually came to identify himself as an Austrian German. His yearning for assimilation while at the University of Vienna led him to join Albia, a German nationalist organization 
with an anti-Jewish animus. In a letter discussing his religious activities 
during a congress on Zionism in Basel, Herz1 described his own diluted 
Judaism as follows: "I am no Rabbinic, and I attended temple in Basel only 
on the sabbath of the Congressweek. There I saluted the God of illy fathers 
more than my own. I can worship my own God without Rabbis or prescribed 
prayers."4s
However, Herzl eventually learned that his efforts at assimilation were 
all for naught. He would never be accepted as a real German, no matter how 
much he might mimic German customs. The idea that Germanism was in 
"the blood" was firmly rooted at the time of Herzl, and when expressed later 
by Hitler and other Nazi ideologues, the notion proved to be disastrous for 
Jews. Language and custom had little to do with being German; Jews would 
always be seen as a foreign element.
Seeing that assimilation would never be a permanent solution, Herz1 
proposed his modern version of Zionism in the First Zionist Congress, held 
in Basel, Switzerland, in 1897. While Herzl was already thinking of Palestine 
as a homeland for Jews, his secularism led him not to propose Israel as the 
only or necersaiy homeland of the Jews. In his famous 1895 Zionist manifesto, De- Judenstaat (The Jewish State), Herzl in fact proposed Argentina as one 
of two options for a Jewish homeland.41


In a letter written in English and dated 1906, Herzl goes even further in 
considering options for a Jewish homeland:
Jews will therefore be satisfied with any country be it ever so disadvantageous to ordinary immigrants, provided there can be fulfilled for them two 
conditions: firstly that white men be able to subsist there at all-and it is 
well known that Jews adapt themselves quickly to almost every climatesecondly that the administration of the proposed settlement, while even 
completely subject in every way to existing rule, shall be of such a Jewish 
"atmosphere" as to secure for them as Jews, liberty, safety, and justice.'"
He held this view despite the fact that the idea for Jewish colonization of 
Palestine had been proposed by, among others, Moses Hess (1812-1875) and 
Zebi Hirsch Kalischer (1795-1874).5'
However, sentiments similar to those of Herzl can be found among 
other more secularized Jews. Thus, Abraham Geiger (1810-1874), a Jewish 
theologian who advocated the abandonment of strict adherence to biblical 
and Talmudic laws, remarked that "[t]he present heap of ruins, Jerusalem, is, 
for us, at best, a poetic and melancholy memory.... Jerusalem is a thought 
for us, not a spatially limited place."52
So what happened? We suggest that Herzl's initial flexible position was 
eventually defeated by those Zionists, both Jewish and Gentile, who were 
inspired by the Bible. The insistence that Palestine be the only, prefe'7-ed, or 
essential Jewish homeland, therefore, reflects a case where a modern ongoing 
conflict has been generated not because Zionists became more secular about 
a Jewish homeland, but rather because they came to accept certain biblical 
and fundamentally religious interpretations about the role of Palestine in 
Jewish life despite any secularism."
In order to illustrate how the Bible permeated the renewed emphasis on 
Palestine as the Jewish homeland, let us look at two different types of professions represented in the Zionist movement: politicians and scientists. We 
begin with the politician Lord ArthurJames Balfour (1848-1930), associated 
with now-famed author of the Balfour Declaration issued on November 2, 
1917. The declaration, addressed to Lord Lionel Walter Rothschild, bears 
repetition:
I have much pleasure in conveying to you, on behalf of Ilis Majesty's Government, the following declaration of sympathy with Jewish Zionist aspirations which has been submitted to, and approved by, the Cabinet:
"Ilis Majesty's Government view with favour the establishment in Palestine of a national home for the Jewish people, and will use their best endeavours 
to facilitate the achievement of this object, it being clearly understood that 
nothing shall be done which may prejudice the civil and religious rights of 
existing non-Jewish communities in Palestine, or the rights and political 
status enjoyed by Jews in any other country." I should he grateful if you 
would bring this declaration to the knowledge of the Zionist Federation.'


Lord Balfour was born of Scottish ancestry in 1848." Because of his brilliance and family connections, he rose quickly through the ranks of Parliament. At the time of the Balfour Declaration, he was foreign secretary. Balfour's motivations can be gauged from numerous writings he left, not to 
mention a biography by his niece, Blanche Dugdale, herself an ardent 
Zionist. In a speech delivered to a Bible society, Balfour made it clear that he 
regarded the Bible, even in the light of newer critical theories of its origin, 
as even a more "valuable source of spiritual life now than it could ever have 
been in the precritical days.1156
Although he claimed to advocate democracy and self-determination, he 
made an exception in the case of Palestinians. He was frank in stating that if 
the Palestinians were to vote or even be consulted "they would unquestionably give an anti-Jewish verdict."" Overall, our assessment certainly agrees 
with that of Barbara Tuchman when she writes that "in Balfour the motive 
was biblical rather than imperial."55
But the British politicians were not alone in appealing to the Bible to 
support Zionism. During February 1944, the Seventy-eighth Congress of 
the United States held hearings on resolutions "relative to the Jewish 
National Home in Palestine," which were then published by Ktav, a wellknown press for Jewish studies."' Although most of the senators and congressmen noted the Nazi atrocities as a cause for establishing a Jewish homeland, one can also see the role of the Bible in providing a justification. For 
example, Congressman John D. Dingell of Michigan, in an address to a synagogue in Detroit, argued as follows:
From my earliest childhood I have always been taught to believe that Palestine was the ancestral, the historic, and the God-given land to the Jews; and 
I was taught moreover, that it was ordained by God that some day the Jews 
of the world would return to their homeland.... The Balfour Declaration 
clarified and gave additional substance to a practical, though not a new 
idea."'
Perhaps even more imperialistic and racist was the opinion voiced by Henry 
Cabot Lodge, a senator from Massachusetts. He explains his support for the 
Balfour Declaration as follows:


You may senile when I tell you that, although, as I child I read niy Bible, 
both the Old and New'Iestaments, I got my first idea of the present condition of Palestine and of the Mohammedan possession from two of Scott's 
novels.... I had of course intense sympathy with the Crusaders, and it 
seemed to nee a great wrong that Jerusalem should he beneath the Muslim 
rule.... .That Jerusalem and Palestine, sacred to the Jews, who had fought 
through the centuries to hold their city and their temple, a land profoundly 
holy to all the great Christian nations of the West should remain permanently in the hands of the Turks has seemed to nee for many years one of 
the great blots on the face of civilization that ought to be erassed [sic].`
Lodge made these statements after noting that "[t]he Turks were of a race 
generally regarded as related to the Mongols, who had come down from Asia 
and invaded the Empire of Byzantium. If they ever did anything of value to 
mankind history does not disclose it."6' Needless to say, both Dingell and 
Lodge are recorded as voting for the resolutions supporting a Jewish homeland in Palestine." As Yehuda Bauer notes, "[I]t would be unwise to ignore 
the tremendous influence of Christian religious attitudes that accepted the 
Jews as the rightful owners of the Holy Land."64
If politicians may have religious motives, certainly we would expect scientists to be free of religious motives. But science is sometimes contaminated 
with biblical agendas. One such example is the work of Walter Clay Lowdermilk (1888-1974), whose scientific findings were used to promote the Zionist 
argument for a Jewish homeland." In 1939 Lowdermilk visited Palestine in 
his capacity as assistant chief of the United States Soil Conservation Service 
in the Department of Agriculture. Part of his mission was to survey the Near 
East "in the interests of land conservation in the United States.""' 
IIowever, Lowdermilk soon found himself entangled in a mission to develop the Jordan 
Valley Authority OVA), an irrigation project modeled after the "Iennessee 
Valley Authority.
The JVA had been prompted by efforts, reaching as far hack as 1918, to 
irrigate a large area of Palestine using water from the Litani River. Such an 
irrigation project was necessary if Zionists were to make a case that Palestine was able to support large influxes of immigrants. However, most plans 
had failed until Lowdermilk made his proposal. He made a detailed report, 
and published his findings in semipopular form in his book Palestine: Land 
of Promise, published in 1944. He concluded that "full utilization of the 
Jordan Valley depression for reclamation and power will in time make possible the absorption of at least four million Jewish refugees from Europe, in 
addition to the 1,800,000 Arabs and Jews already in Palestine and T-ansjordan."6;
Many anti-Zionists questioned not only Lowdermilk's motives, but also 
his scientific findings."' His main hypothesis, that the land could sustain more agriculture than it did currently, was based on the tenuous claim attributed to Moses in Deuteronomy 8:7-8, which speaks about God giving Israel: 
"A land of water brooks and fountains that spring out of valleys and depths, 
a land of wheat and barley of vines, figs and pomegranates, of olive oil and 
honey, a land in which thou shalt eat bread without scarceness, thou shalt not 
lack anything in it.""


Based, in part, on this description, Lowdermilk reasoned that "the Land 
of Israel was capable of supporting and actually did support at least twice as 
many inhabitants as at present."° It did not occur to Lowdermilk that biblical references to the abundance of Palestine may have been literary hyperbole or empty propaganda meant to incite Babylonian exiles to return to 
Israel. Nor did Lowdermilk select biblical texts that complain about miserable agricultural productivity in ancient Israel (e.g., Hag. 1:6).
Regardless of the validity of Lowdermilk's scientific findings, it is clear 
that his choice of study was motivated by the Bible. He did not give equal 
attention to all the lands he was sent to survey (e.g., North Africa and 
Europe). We can gauge further the extent of the Bible's influence on Lowdermilk by the biblical quotations at the heads of some of his book's chapters, 
as in the following examples:
Chapter IV, Palestine in Ancient Times
"A land wherein thou shalt eat bread without scarceness, thou shalt not 
lack anything in it" (Dent. 8:7-9).
Chapter V, New Farmers in a Neglected Land
"The Wilderness and the solitary place shall he glad for them" (Isa. 
35:1).
Lowdermilk himself spoke of the influence that the Bible exerted on his 
selection of Palestine as an area worthy of scientific study, writing:
Palestine was of special interest to me because the Bible presents the most 
authentic and longest written record of any nation except China. Indeed, 
the peoples of these sacred lands of the Near East are responsible for much 
that makes the religious, political, and educational institutions of the 
Western I lemisphere full of meaning for US.71
Lowdermilk, in fact, saw himself as reenacting the biblical Exodus as he traveled from Egypt to Israel: "In February, 1939, we, like the Children of Israel, 
left the land of Egypt before daylight..."" Lowdermilk, for all of his scientific expertise, still relies on uncritical acceptance of biblical history, as in his 
statements that


[t]he movement for establishing a Jewish homeland in Palestine is one of the 
most remarkable records of a people's struggle for national survival and self 
expression. It began about four thousand years ago in Ur of the Chaldees, 
when Abraham, prompted by divine inspiration left the plains of 
Mesopotamia to establish a new people on the Land of Canaan.-`
Lowdermilk assumed not only the historicity of the biblical claim about 
Abraham's migration to be true, but further stated that Abraham was divinely 
inspired.
The historicity of Abraham, not to mention the historicity of the entire 
patriarchal period, has suffered devastating critiques in the last half century. 
Even some of the more conservative academic scholars can only content 
themselves with trying to establish the general historical context of patriarchal history. But even this seems to be a tenuous claim. In any case, Lowdermilk repeated his biblical claims as he testified before Congress in the resolutions of 1944 discussed above.''
And if we believe secular Jews do not use the Bible to support their case, we 
only need to see the example of Alan Dershowitz, a professor at Harvard Law 
School. In his recent book The Case for Israel, Dershowitz makes the shocking 
statement that "[h]istorians believe that the Hebrews arrived in present-day 
Israel sometime in the second millennium B.C.E. Under Joshua, and later King 
David and his successors, independent Hebrew kingdoms existed.""
In fact, there is no prominent Christian, Jewish, or secular historian who 
argues that an independent Hebrew kingdom ever existed under Joshua. 
Never does the Bible claim that Joshua was a king or had a kingdom. The 
Bible assigns the honor of being the first king to Saul (1 Sam. 10:17-26). We 
have no record of any non-Israelite kingdom that recognized Joshua as 
having an independent kingdom. We have no demographic data to support 
the claim that Jews formed the main part of the population for most of the 
sixteen hundred years between 1000 BCE and 636 CE. Dershowitz cites an 
atlas by Martin Gilbert, who is not a biblical historian, for this claim.76 (Dershowitz's citation actually refers to a small information box in Gilbert,, hook, 
which provides no documentation for the claim.)
By most counts, tens of thousands of people have died violently since 
Israel became a nation. Figures published by Israel's Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs indicate that some 1,895 Israelis have died as a result of hostile action 
between 1948 and 1999.7 Numbers for Palestinian deaths are more difficult 
to gauge, but most place them in the tens of thousands since 1948. Whatever 
one thinks of who owns what specific piece of land in Israel, it is fair to say 
that this conflict would not exist if it were not for the belief that God had 
given the land to Israel. The conflict would not exist if Jews did not see themselves as different from Muslims, and vice versa.


In sum, it is untenable to see the conflict between Palestinians and Jews 
as simply a secular or political fight for land. The main argument for Palestine as a Jewish homeland is inspired by religious claims from the Bible. 
Muslims counter with their own scriptural and religious arguments. 
Theodor Herzl, a secular Jew, did not propose in his Zionist manifesto of 
1895 that Palestine was the only acceptable homeland for Jews. As late as 
1906, Herzl still did not seem to believe that Palestine was the only acceptable homeland for the Jews.
It is true, as Pappe notes, that some of the more traditional rabbis ironically also resisted Israelite Zionism because of the biblical belief that Jews 
would remain in exile until the advent of the Messiah. It is also true that 
some liberal Jewish groups (e.g., the American Council for Judaism) rejected 
an essential link between Judaism and a given territory.'" However, Pappe 
and other historians still downplay the biblical basis for most Zionists' eventually settling on the idea that Israel was the proper Jewish homeland.79 And 
unlike the case of some of the orthodox Jews who used the Bible to reject 
political Zionism, there was no secular reason that made it necessary to have 
a Jewish homeland in Palestine."0 The idea of Palestine as an "essentially" 
Jewish homeland cannot be understood except as a rebiblicalization of 
Zionist politics."
GROUP PRIVILEGING
The ancient Israelites probably lived amidst a variety of ethnic groups. This 
is indicated by the Hebrew Bible itself. Thus, we are told that there are 
Hivites, Perizzites, Moabites, and Ammonites living in and around the land 
of Israel. External historical records also testify to the variety of groups that 
lived in and around Israel. New studies of ethnicity in ancient Israel and the 
ancient world are also stressing the ways in which people construct their 
identities and the way in which ethnic constructions related to imperialism, 
colonialism, and/or broader core-periphery relationships."'
The construction of identity in ancient Israel revolved around genealogical relationships, fictional or not. Identity was almost always transferred 
through the male line. Women sometimes were not identified even by name. 
The idea that the Hebrews were to maintain genealogical purity is evident 
throughout the Hebrew Bible. For example, in Genesis 24, when Abraham 
seeks to find a wife for Isaac, he instructs his servant as follows:
"and I will make you swear by the LORD, the God of heaven and earth, that 
you will not get a wife for my son from the daughters of the Canaanites, 
among whom I live,


but will go to my country and to my kindred and get a wife for my son 
Isaac." (Gen. 24:3-4)
Likewise, there were specific injunctions against allowing certain ethnic 
groups to join the Israelite community for a variety of reasons. Thus, 
Deuteronomy 23:3-6 says:
No Ammonite or Moabite shall be admitted to the assembly of the LORD. 
Even to the tenth generation, none of their descendants shall be admitted 
to the assembly of the LORD,
because they (lid not meet you with food and water on your journey out of 
Egypt, and because they hired against you Balaam son of Beor, from Pethor 
of Mesopotamia, to curse you.
(Yet the LORD your God refused to heed Balaam; the LORD your God turned 
the curse into a blessing for you, because the LORD your God loved you.)
You shall never promote their welfare or their prosperity as long as you live.
Belonging to the genealogical collective called Israel conferred certain 
privileges related to space. In the case of the land of Israel, it is clear that biblical authors believed that Yahweh had given them a special privilege to live 
there:
For you are a people holy to the LORD your God; the LORD your God 
has chosen you out of all the peoples on earth to be his people, his treasured 
possession. (Deut. 7:6)
The mythology of Israel's chosen status is also reflected in a passage now 
somewhat obscured by English translations of:
When the Most High apportioned the nations, when he divided 
humankind, he fixed the boundaries of the peoples according to the number 
of the gods;
the LORD's own portion was his people, Jacob his allotted share. (Deut. 
32:8-9)
The mythological context of this passage has become better understood in 
light of the monumental discoveries of texts at Ugarit in 1929. Ugarit was a 
city that flourished in the fourteenth century BCE. In 1929 archaeologists 
discovered the remains of this ancient city at Ras Shamra, in modern Syria. The city also yielded a mountain of texts in Ugaritic, a language heretofore 
unknown to modern scholars."


Ugaritic texts revealed that some of the names for Israel's deities probably derived from Canaanite precursors. Israel's god, Yahweh, could now be 
understood as a development of the mythology reflected, at least in part, at 
Ugarit. In Ugaritic mythology, the high god was named El or Elyon, and he 
had children. Thus, Deuteronomy 32:8-9 seems to reflect a polytheistic pantheon. Translations obscure the fact that "the Most High" is actually Elyon, 
a god superior to-and separate from-Yahweh. In fact, Yahweh appears to 
be Elyon's son. Elyon divides up the earth, and Yahweh is simply one of the 
sons of Elyon-who receives the portion of the earth that came to be known 
as Israel.14
But whereas in Deuteronomy 32 we find Yahweh to be simply one of 
many gods sharing the earth, the situation changes in Psalm 82.1'
God has taken his place in the divine council; in the midst of the gods he 
holds judgment:
"How long will you judge unjustly and show partiality to the wicked?
Give justice to the weak and the orphan; maintain the right of the lowly and 
the destitute.
Rescue the weak and the needy; deliver them from the hand of the wicked."
They have neither knowledge nor understanding, they walk around in darkness; all the foundations of the earth are shaken.
I say, "You are gods, children of the Most High, all of you;
nevertheless, you shall die like mortals, and fall like any prince."
Rise up, 0 God, judge the earth; for all the nations belong to you! (Ps. 
82:1-8)
In short, Yahweh has moved from being a national god to having a 
worldwide empire, or at least an empire that covered the world that was then 
known to the Hebrews. As we shall see, the imperial nature of Israelite religion is sometimes sanitized in scholarship and theology as a benign universalism, but it entailed ideas about violence and genocide that were paralleled 
repeatedly throughout history.
In fact, sometimes texts that endorse group privileging have been misunderstood to mean something more inclusive and "universal." Sometimes these texts even are used to support pacificism. As we pointed out, the sociologists Glock and Stark concluded their study of anti-Semitism with the 
recommendation "if the faithful would heed the message `Love thy neighbor 
as thyself,' an account such as ours could not have been written."'This oftcited proverb is first found in Leviticus 19:18, which reads in whole: "You 
shall not take vengeance or bear a grudge against any of your people, but you 
shall love your neighbor as yourself: I am the LORD."


However, as Harry M. Orlinsky, the prominent scholar of Hebrew, has 
deftly noted, the Hebrew term re `eka, which translates as "your neighbor," is 
actually best understood as "your fellow Israelite.""' The verse's final instruction to love your fellow Israelite as yourself, therefore, follows logically on the 
instruction not to hate anyone of your kin (bene `animeka) in the first half of 
the verse. Thus, the verse does not obligate universal love, but, in fact, is 
premised on privileging love for fellow Israelites over love for non-Israelites.
Similarly misunderstood is Malachi 2:10, which says: "Have we not all 
one father? Has not one God created us? Why then are we faithless to one 
another, profaning the covenant of our ancestors?" However, the terms "we" 
and "us" refer to Hebrews, not to everyone else. The prophet is specifically 
addressing the priest at the beginning of the chapter: "And now, 0 priests, 
this command is for you." These priests have been mistreating nonpriestly 
Ilebrews. The prophet, therefore, urges these priests to see all Ilebrews as 
members of the same covenant community. Again, this verse is premised on 
the idea of group privileging (Ilebrews), and not a universalist text.
In a series of works Peter Machinist has attempted to emphasize the flexible nature of ethnic relations in the ancient Near Fast." While we recognize that there were complex relationships between cultures that sometimes 
allowed for more interaction than what texts showed, it is also true that these 
texts served to reinforce differences. In any case, it was genealogy that was of 
utmost importance in reinforcing identity for Hebrew authors. This importance is still extant, as evident from some precarious recent attempts to establish genetic linkages with ancient Hebrew priestly families.""
VIOLENCE RESULTING FROM GROUP PRIVILEGING
The idea that Israel was a chosen group created conflicts that are evident 
already within the Hebrew Bible. The "chosenness" of Israel is most clear in 
Deuteronomy:
It was not because you were more numerous than any other people that the 
LORD set his heart on you and chose you-for you were the fewest of all 
peoples.


It was because the LORD loved you and kept the oath that he swore to your 
ancestors, that the LORD has brought you out with a mighty hand, and 
redeemed you from the house of slavery, from the hand of Pharaoh king of 
Egypt.
Know therefore that the LORD your God is God, the faithful God who 
maintains covenant loyalty with those who love him and keep his commandments, to a thousand generations, ... (Dent. 7:7-9)
One obvious concomitant of seeing oneself as chosen is that it instantly 
creates insiders and outsiders. Outsiders do not have equal access to the 
empowered group's privileges, so potential conflict is inherent in the very 
fact of group privileging. Conflicts related to group privileging can be 
divided into two broad categories:
1.Those in which the privileged group commits violence to maintain 
its position.
2.Those in which a nonprivileged group fights to improve its position.
These two situations fulfill the conditions we described in the introduction. 
Briefly, we hold that scarce resource X created by religion may cause violence 
when at least one of two or more groups (1) desire X and/or believe that they 
are uniquely entitled to X; and/or (2) violence is used as a method to acquire 
and/or defend against the loss of X.
Of course, these categories can be found even when group privileging is 
not religious in nature. But, as our argument holds, group privileging 
resulting from religious motives is more wasteful in the violence it produces 
because the premise on which the privilege is granted is ultimately unverifiable.
At the smallest level of social organization and at the lowest level of violence, group privileging results in the fragmentation of families. For 
example, Ezra 10:3-44 details a major dissolution of families based on group 
privileging. After the Babylonian exile, the Jews return to Israel. However, 
the priestly author of Ezra favors a policy that Jews must not marry nonJews. The author insists that those who had married foreign wives send them 
away together with their children (Ezra 10:44). The same passage details 
opposition to this family-fissioning policy. As we have mentioned, this idea 
can already be found in the case of Abraham's search for a spouse for his son 
Isaac. In anthropological terms, Ezra favored endogamy over exogamy.
When this privilege is attributed to supernatural forces and/or beings, 
then we may say that religious belief has generated a scarce resource called 
group privilege. And when a privileged group feels threatened, then it may take violent measures to preserve that privilege or extend that privilege. Thus, 
religious belief can be said to be a main factor in generating this violence.


At the most extreme level of violence, group privileging results in the 
extermination of at least some groups of people that are seen to threaten the 
privileged group in power. This is most clear in a number of passages, such 
as the following:
When the LORI) your God brings you into the land that you are about to 
enter and occupy, and he clears away many nations before you-the Hittites, the Girgashites, the Ainoritcs, the Canaanites, the Perizzites, the 
Hivites, and the Jebusites, seven nations mightier and more numerous than 
you and when the LORI) your God gives them over to you and you defeat 
them, then you must utterly destroy them. Make no covenant with them 
and show them no mercy.
Do not intermarry with them, giving your daughters to their sons or taking 
their daughters for your sons,
for that would turn away your children from following me, to serve other 
gods. Then the anger of the LORD would be kindled against you, and he 
would destroy you quickly.
But this is how you must deal with them: break down their altars, smash 
their pillars, hew down their sacred poles, and burn their idols with fire.
For you are a people holy to the LORD your God; the LORI) your God 
has chosen you out of all the peoples on earth to he his people, his treasured 
possession. (Deut. 7:1-6).
Note that this passage links the "chosenness" of Israel with the destruction 
of the particular outsiders. Note that destruction of others is attributed to 
Israel's "holiness."
According to subsequent narratives, this policy was put into effect in the 
conquest of Canaan by Joshua and his successors. Thus, at the beginning of 
Joshua, we are told:
After the death of Moses the servant of the LORD, the LORD spoke to 
Joshua son of Nun, Moses' assistant, saying,
"My servant Moses is dead. Now proceed to cross the Jordan, you and all 
this people, into the land that I am giving to them, to the Israelites.
Every place that the sole of your foot will tread upon I have given to you, as 
I promised to Moses.


From the wilderness and the Lebanon as far as the great river, the river 
Euphrates, all the land of the Hittites, to the Great Sea in the west shall be 
your territory.
No one shall be able to stand against you all the days of your life. As I was 
with Moses, so I will be with you; I will not fail you or forsake you.
Be strong and courageous; for you shall put this people in possession of the 
land that I swore to their ancestors to give them. (josh. 1:1-6)
Then, beginning with Jericho, we see Joshua and his troops doing what 
Deuteronomy said. Note, for example, the summary of actions against 
Jericho: " Then they devoted to destruction by the edge of the sword all in 
the city, both men and women, young and old, oxen, sheep, and donkeys" 
(Josh. 6:21).
When they reach the northern city of Hazor, Joshua is said to put his 
policy of genocide into effect again:
And they put to the sword all who were in it, utterly destroying them; there 
was no one left who breathed, and he burned Hazor with fire.
And all the towns of those kings, and all their kings, Joshua took, and struck 
them with the edge of the sword, utterly destroying them, as Moses the servant of the LORD had commanded. (Josh. 1 1:1 1-12)
Most of these violent episodes occur in the DtrlI, and have been linked with 
what has been called "Holy War" or "Yahweh War." The term "Holy War," 
first popularized by Gerhard von Rad, actually goes at least as far back as 
Friedrich Schwally's work on Semitic warfare."" The Hebrew institution that 
corresponds to these terms is usually called herem.
The term "divine war" has also been advocated by Sa-Moon Kang, but 
for reasons based, in part, on an unclear contrast with Islamic jihad." Kang 
argues that, in contrast to jihad, which he views as a Muslim effort "to spread 
their faith," Yahweh war is "a war for Israelites' existence as a people."`'' 
Kang cites not a single Islamic source for this statement. As we shall show 
more clearly in our upcoming discussion of jihad, the latter can also be seen 
as defensive war undertaken for the sake of the existence of Muslims as a 
people. Jihad can be interpreted as an imperialist effort to bring the whole 
world under Allah's dominion. In this sense, the repeated notions that 
Yahweh will conquer the entire world do not differ much from some conceptions of jihad.
Most scholars today acknowledge that many of the specific practices 
mentioned in the biblical materials are paralleled by war practices in other Near Eastern cultures.''; These features include encouragement to the warriors not to fear. The annihilation of people as a gift or sacrifice to a god is 
also part of many of these traditions. The idea that a god is giving land or 
victory permeates these traditions as well.


But not all of the violence can be reduced to a military her-em. Clearly, 
also endorsed is mass killing by individuals who are not portrayed as being 
connected with the military. One particular example is found in 1 Kings 18, 
where Elijah, the Yahwistic prophet, engages in a contest with the priests of 
Baal. The contest consists of seeing which god will answer by fire when 
called upon. A sacrificial bull is prepared, and the priests call upon Baal. 
Their god does not answer. Elijah calls upon Yahweh, who answers with fire. 
As a result, Elijah butchers 450 prophets of Baal (1 Kings 18:40). Again, the 
author sees violence as the proper response to competition for group privileging based on religious beliefs.
The notion of group privileging is often closely bound up with the idea 
of holiness. As we have already observed, the concept of "holiness," which 
has acquired a rather benign metaphysical connotation in Western culture, is 
actually quite an exclusivistic and violent concept, which is often diluted in 
academic treatments of "holiness."94 Usually, something "holy" has a special 
value, as we saw with land. In terms of people, "holy" simply privileges a 
group in relation to others. Since it has no verifiable origin in any divine 
process, it is simply a way to privilege a favored group. So holiness is simply 
another idiom in the discourse of power.
Of course, the group in an inferior position will often commit violence 
in order to improve its position or defend itself. This type of violence is also 
justified on religious grounds in the Hebrew Bible. Thus, in Exodus 1 it is 
the Egyptians who seek to maintain their privilege in the face of a growing 
population of Hebrew slaves. The Exodus ensues, and, of course, Yahweh is 
said to drown a whole Egyptian army.
SALVATION
As we have mentioned, "salvation" is the name we give to a set of benefits 
and status achieved through supernatural means. In ancient Israel salvation 
could mean that one was protected from real physical harm. But to "save" 
could sometimes be seen in purely human terms, as people could also be said 
to "save" others, as is the case with Saul in 1 Samuel 10:27: "But some worthless fellows said, `How can this man save us?"'
However, for the purpose of explaining violence, the main form of salvation that concerns us is that attributed to supernatural causes, and princi pally to the work of Yahweh. The Israelite god was the master of his people, 
who are viewed as his slaves. As the slavemaster of his people, Yahweh bears 
the role of protector as well. Thus, he says:


Because the LORD your God travels along with your camp, to save you and 
to hand over your enemies to you, therefore your camp must be holy, so that 
he may not see anything indecent among you and turn away from you. 
(Dent. 23:14)
It is also clear throughout the Hebrew Bible that salvation is not a 
resource that is equally distributed. The author ofJohn perceives this uneven 
distribution of salvation when he quotes Jesus saying to the Jews: "You worship what you do not know; we worship what we know, for salvation is from 
the Jews" (John 4:22). Indeed, the Hebrew Bible indicates that Yahweh has a 
special relationship with his people, and so mainly restricts salvation to 
Israel:
Now then bring it about; for the LORD has promised David: Through my 
servant David I will save 7ny people Israel from the hand of the Philistines, 
and from all their enemies. (2 Sam. 3:18)
In some cases, Yahweh is portrayed as providing salvation only because of a 
special relationship with individuals, as in 2 Kings 19:34: "For I will defend 
this city to save it, for my own sake and for the sake of my servant David."
Of course, salvation can be scarce for the Israelites if they fail to do as 
their divine master says:
"I'hey looked, but there was no one to save them; they cried to the LORD, 
but he (lid not answer them. (2 Sam. 22:42)
Salvation can also be purely for the purpose of showing the glory of Yahweh 
to non-Yahweh worshippers:
So now, 0 LORD our God, save us, I pray you, from his hand, so that all 
the kingdoms of the earth may know that you, 0 LORD, are God alone. (2 
Kings 19:19)
Salvation is available if one prays to the temple of Yahweh:
"If disaster comes upon us, the sword, judgment, or pestilence, or famine, 
we will stand before this house, and before you, for your name is in this 
house, and cry to you in our distress, and you will hear and save." (2 Chron. 
20:9)


Salvation is particularly reserved for Yahweh's territorial possessions, as indicated in Psalm 69:35: "For God will save Zion and rebuild the cities ofJudah; 
and his servants shall live there and possess it." Similarly, Isaiah 45:20 indicates that salvation is to be found only in Yahweh, and other gods cannot save 
anyone: "Assemble yourselves and come together, draw near, you survivors 
of the nations! They have no knowledge-those who carry about their 
wooden idols, and keep on praying to a god that cannot save."
If people believe in a supernatural salvation-in this case, a protection 
wrought by supernatural entities or processes-then there naturally arises 
the question of which supernatural process or entity actually provides protection. If salvation is thought to reside in only one particular supernatural 
being and/or process, then it becomes a scarce resource because it is not 
available to those who do not engage in such a process or worship such a god. 
When a group lives in isolation, such notions of protection are probably of 
no great consequence for intergroup conflict. But when groups feel that 
scarce resource threatened by outsiders, then violence will likely ensue.
VIOLENCE RESULTING FROM SALVATION
When groups with radically different notions of salvation interact, then conflict can ensue if the means of salvation used by one group somehow 
infringes on the salvation process of another group. For example, if worship 
of Yahweh is the only way to bring salvation, this protection becomes a scarce 
resource if some group becomes an obstacle to obtaining the favor of 
Yahweh.
Indeed, suppose a group believes that salvation resides in Baal, not 
Yahweh. By itself this fact may not produce conflict. However, when the 
worship of Baal is feared to produce wrath from Yahweh, then the worship 
of Baal will he seen as interfering with the salvation process of the Yahweh 
worshipper. Salvation is a scarce resource, and attempting to secure that 
scarce resource becomes conflictive.
We indeed see this very process in the case of the Hebrew Bible, where 
worship of Baal and other gods was thought to degrade the opportunity to 
gain the scarce commodity called "salvation" by the Israelites. For example, 
in Numbers we are told that some Israelites feared that the worship of the 
Baal of Peor will incite Yahweh against all of Israel.
Thus Israel yoked itself to the Baal of Peor, and the LORD's anger was kindled against Israel.
The LORD said to Moses, "Take all the chiefs of the people, and impale them in the sun before the LORD, in order that the fierce anger of the 
LORD may turn away from Israel." (Num. 25:3-4)


Likewise, in judges 2:13-15, we are told that Yahweh became angry when the 
Israelites abandoned him to worship Baal. The result was predictable; 
"Whenever they marched out, the hand of the LORD was against them to 
bring misfortune, as the LORI) had warned them and sworn to them; and 
they were in great distress."
Averting loss of Yahwehs favor and salvation from Yahweh's wrath could 
lead to the rationale that the cause of the problem had to be eliminated. This 
is what we see in the narratives concerning King Jehu.
Then Jehu entered the temple of Baal with Jehonadab son of Rechab; he 
said to the worshipers of Baal, "Search and see that there is no worshiper of 
the LORD here among you, but only worshipers of Baal...."
As soon as he had finished presenting the burnt offering, Jehu said to the 
guards and to the officers, "Come in and kill them; let no one escape." So 
they put them to the sword. The guards and the officers threw them out, 
and then went into the citadel of the temple of Baal.
They brought out the pillar that was in the temple of Baal, and burned it.
Then they demolished the pillar of Baal, and destroyed the temple of Baal, 
and made it a latrine to this day. Thus Jehu wiped out Baal from Israel. (2 
Kings 10:23, 10:25-28)
One could argue that the conflict between Baal and Yahweh was not 
about scarce resources at all. Political factors were at work, couched in religious terms. But this does not explain why Baal worship is seen as evil. In 
order for Baal worship to be seen as evil, a religious belief must be at work. 
Accordingly, we can say that these are all authentic instances of religious violence, in theory or in practice.
"BENIGN" VIOLENCE AND SALVATION
While we have already discussed cases in which a belief can cause the believer 
to perpetrate violence on members of other religions, we can also find examples of how religious belief X can lead one to submit to an act of violence 
against oneself or to commit an act of "benign" violence upon members of 
one's own religion. By "benign" violence, I mean an act of violence thought 
to be for the good of the victim rather than because he is regarded as an enemy. Such benign violence can still be subsumed under the rationale Religious Belief X, therefore Act of Violence Y.


Benign violence can be illustrated with the events of 1096, when groups 
of Christians unleashed some of the most significant anti-Jewish violence of 
the ,'diddle Ages. The main historical sources for these attacks on Jews consist of three Hebrew narratives, one of which is anonymous. The other two 
are attributed to Solomon bar Simson, whom we have already met, and 
Rabbi Eliezer bar Nathan. According to these sources, a group of lay crusaders, led by a German man named Emicho, were mainly responsible.`''
One case pertains to Master Isaac, who was about to set his own house 
on fire in order not to be taken alive by the rampaging Christians. He asked 
his family if they wished to become a sacrifice with him, and exclaimed, "Mv 
children, my children, Our God is the true God- there is none other!"`"' Ile 
then proceeded to take his children to the synagogue at midnight.
The narrator tells us that while in front of the Holy Ark, "he slaughtered 
them, in sanctification of the Great Name. 4Vho has commanded us not to 
forsake pure fear of Him for any other belief, and to adhere to his Iloly 
Torah with all our heart and soul."9' Master Isaac added, "Mav this blood 
expiate all my transgressions!"'"' In the final scene of the story, as the Christians offer to rescue him, we receive indication for his refusal: "`Wicked Man, 
escape the flame; you can still save yourself.' They extended a pole toward 
him in order to draw him from the flames, but the saintly man did not want 
to grasp it, and died in the flame, an innocent, just, and God-fearing man. 
And his soul has found shelter in the precincts of righteousness in the 
Garden of Eden.'°
Salvation is a scarce resource in Judaism because it can only he acquired 
through very specific means that are not available to outsiders. AVorshipping 
the Christian god, for example, is not a way to achieve salvation in Judaism. 
Only by retaining ones Judaism can one be saved. Master Isaac's greater 
reward is to enter paradise.
Other very specific rationales for violence can also be found in these 
Chronicles. The Chronicle of Solomon bar Simson, for instance, says that 
some of the Jews gave the following reason for their submission to martyrdom:
The Holy One ... has commanded us to allow ourselves to he killed and 
slain in witness to the Oneness of his Holy Name. Happy are we if we fulfill 
his will, and happy is he who is slain or slaughtered and who dies attesting 
the Oneness of His Name. Such a one is destined for the \Vorld-to-Come, 
where he will sit in the realm of the saints-Rabbi Akiha and his companions, pillars of the universe, who were killed in witness to his name.'"'


In short, martyrdom is believed (1) to be commanded by God, and (2) to 
confer supernatural rewards, which we call salvation. One ought only to be 
too happy to be killed by this logic. This is indeed a case that can be summarized as Religioius Belief X, therefore Act of Violence V. In these cases the 
acts of violence are being performed by believers upon themselves or by 
proxy, or by default.
CIRCUMCISION AS INTERNAL VIOLENCE
Part of our argument has involved the observation that treatises on violence 
focus on military activities. By doing so, many religions can be evaluated as 
being mostly peaceful. However, our definition of violence as any act that 
modifies the body in order to express power differentials, encompasses circumcision, the removal of the foreskin of the penis. Circumcision may be 
seen as part of a larger class of genital modification that can also include 
female genitalia. For the moment, however, we concentrate on the most 
commonly known practice inJudaisni.
It should be noted first that circumcision was probably not originally a 
Hebrew custom, because there is an apparent depiction of circumcision from 
as early as 2400 BCE (Fifth Dynasty) in a has relief from Saqqara, Egypt.101 
But within Jewish tradition, circumcision is traced to the "nark" of the 
covenant outlined in Genesis 17:1"'
God said to Abraham, "As for you, you shall keep my covenant, you and 
your offspring after you throughout their generations.
'I'bis is nay covenant, which you shall keep, between me and you and your 
offspring after you: Every male among you shall be circumcised.
You shall circumcise the flesh of your foreskins, and it shall be a sign of the 
covenant between me and you.
Throughout your generations every male among you shall be circumcised 
when he is eight days old, including the slave born in your house and the one 
bought with your money from any foreigner who is not of your offspring.
Both the slave born in your house and the one bought with your money 
must be circumcised. So shall my covenant be in your flesh an everlasting 
covenant.
Any uncircumcised male who is not circumcised in the flesh of his foreskin 
shall be cut off from his people; he has broken my covenant." (Gen. 17:9-14)


At least two features emerge from this institution. First, it is a practice commanded by Israel's lord, Yahweh (see also Exod. 4:24-25). It is not voluntary 
insofar as it is imposed on children and on slaves.
The "original" motive for circumcision is poorly understood, but one 
plausible scenario is that it originated as a slave mark. Briefly, the argument 
for such an origin is that: (1) persons do not normally submit to such a procedure without some coercion; (2) modification of the anatomy is a known 
method of slave marking, as indicated in Exodus 21:6: "his master shall 
pierce his ear with an awl; and he shall serve him for life"; and (3) a test of 
loyalty by a slave for a master would most naturally require an action that 
would be otherwise undesirable for a slave. That is to say, if a master wanted 
to test whether a new slave would be obedient and loyal, then the master 
could require the slave to mutilate himself as a test (see also Gen. 34:21-25).
While Jon Levenson, among other modern Jewish scholars, still defends 
the practice as "essential" to Jewish life, there is a growing number of other 
Jewish authors who see circumcision as an unnecessary and even barbaric 
practice that should end.10; Among the most vocal opponents is Ronald 
Goldman.1114 In brief, Goldman notes that there are no significant health 
benefits from the practice, which is affirmed by an important statement of 
the American Academy of Pediatrics published in 1999.105
The belief that God commanded circumcision certainly qualifies as a 
religious belief, and the mutilation of the penis in this manner certainly qualifies as violence. Accordingly, circumcision as justified in the Hebrew Bible, 
and in almost every Abrahamic tradition, would qualify, from our perspective, as violence of the type Religious Belief X, therefore Act of Violence Y. 
The practice can be related to the scarcities we associate with group privilege 
and salvation, especially as the Talmud (Aboth 3:11) suggests the belief that 
one may not enjoy paradise without circumcision. Therefore, circumcision 
also qualifies as another type of "benign" internal violence that is often overlooked or sanitized in the Abrahamic religions.
SUMMARY
As in the other so-called Abrahamic religions we will study, ancient Israelite 
religion does indeed record conflicts resulting from the four scarce resources 
on which we focus. Which authorities and texts contained God's word was a 
subject of conflict repeatedly (e.g., Numbers 12, Deuteronomy 18, Jeremiah 
8:8). The creation of the sacred space called Jerusalem and the Temple of 
Yahweh resulted not only in strife within Israel, but also made that space a 
resource targeted by external enemies. Group privileging, based on genealogy, can be seen as related to the genocidal policies in Deuteronomy 
7 and 20, among other places. Salvation could mean that one had to mutilate 
penises or kill one's own family to maintain, or defend against the loss of, 
Yahweh's favor. As we shall see, these same scarce resources will continue to 
foment violence of varying intensity in Christianity and Islam.
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[image: ]hroughout the history of biblical interpretation, there have been various attempts to mitigate the violence found in the Hebrew Bible, 
and in the Deuteronomistic History, in particular. Of course, most interpreters prior to the mid-twentieth century had no concept of the DtrH, as it 
is now called, and so defenses usually were more often generalized to "God's 
people" or to specific books of the Bible in which the violence is found. 
Ilowever, as Louis H. Feldman shows, by at least the first century, Jewish 
interpreters were trying to explain and/or defend biblical violence to Jews 
and nonJews.'
The privileging of Israel's violence can be seen in works by many Christian writers, even if they no longer held all of the Old Testament laws and 
practices as being in force. Thus, Aquinas says, "The Jewish people were 
chosen by God so that Christ might he horn of them ... even their wars and 
deeds are to be expounded mystically; not so the wars and deeds of the Assyrians or Romans."
In book 3 of his Law of War and Peace, Hugo Grotius attempts to wrestle 
with the implications of biblical genocide for international laws of war in his 
time. He sets up his defense by urging readers to consider that certain actions 
(e.g., deceit) must be performed to bring about a greater good. Such actions, 
he says, "though evil in themselves, may he so modified by particular occasions, as to lose their criminality in consideration of the good, to which they 
lead."'
On a more subtle line of argumentation, Grotius urges readers not to use 
biblical genocide to infer that it is the custom of nations to kill women and 
children. Grotius, as Jean Jacques Rousseau observed, often submits what 
nations practice in fact as "proof of right."4 Grotius's aversion to using the Bible as a warrant has less to do with the actual permissibility of killing 
women and children than it does with finding better examples for that warrant. For Grotius, the trouble with many biblical examples is that they are 
commanded by God, and so Grotius seeks to prove that killing women and 
children has been held permissible on the basis of other texts, biblical and 
classical, in which human beings act without a divine command.


Grotius then finds his warrant in, among other examples, Psalm 137: 
"The Psalmist's expression of the Babylonian children being dashed against 
the stones is a much stronger proof of the custom commonly prevailing 
among nations, in the use of victory, to which the language of Horner bears 
a close resemblance, where the poet says, that `bodies of infant-children 
dashed upon the ground, while ruthless war all things affrights.""
Some things have changed since Grotius, and some have not. The historicity of the narratives in the Deuteronomistic History, not to mention the 
rest of the Bible, is increasingly under criticism. The rise of the so-called 
minimalists has meant that even the most seemingly established "facts" are 
no longer such.' We see, for example, the increasing skepticism about the 
existence of a Solomonic kingdom of any substance; or even of David himself.7 However, this skepticism has also allowed some apologists to say that 
biblical genocide probably did not occur either.
In light of this increased critical and skeptical approach, scholarly 
defenses of violence in the Hebrew Bible take the following approaches, 
some of which show no less ingenuity than shown by Grotius: (1) the 
"greater good" theory; (2) the allusions to war are primarily rhetorical, and 
so there was no actual violence; (3) belief that Yahweh was Israel's warrior can 
result in nonviolence; (4) countertraditions and subversive readings are possible for violent texts; and (5) Shalom, often translated as "peace," is the true 
ideal. We will examine an illustrative case of each of these defenses.
THE "GREATER GOOD" THEORY
One recent example of the "greater good" theory of Israel's violence is Joel 
Kaminsk-v's 2003 article, "Did Election Imply Mistreatment of NonIsraelites," in the prestigious Hay-card Theological Review.' In reality, 
Kaminsky uses another version of theodicies that posit a "greater good" 
explanation for evil.' Thus, when defending Israel's exclusivism, Kaminsky 
tells us that "[o]ne must measure the loss that would be sustained by discarding such a central idea-central to both Judaism and Christianityagainst the gain to be had by deposing of it."10 Indeed, Kaminsky seemingly 
encourages humanity to be grateful for Israel's election because, as he argues, "While this theological idea may seem arbitrary and unfair, it may be taken 
as a sign of God's close and merciful relationship towards humanity as a 
whole, and of his profoundly personal character.""


Interestingly, Kaminsky explicitly tries to disassociate the policies advocated by some biblical authors with those of Nazi Germany. His main argument is:
While some have compared the anti-Canaanite polemic to certain Nazi 
policies, no biblical text ever advocated the pursuit and slaughter of 
Canaanites who lived outside of Canaan or fled its bounds. The condemnation of the Amalekites, however, is phrased in terms of a cosmic battle 
between Israel's God, YH VH, and Amalek that will last throughout time 
(Exod. 17:14-15).''
This argument is somewhat puzzling because it presumes that slaughter 
within the borders of Canaan somehow is a mitigating factor. AVould 
Kaminsky argue that the slaughter that took place within German borders is 
somehow more justified? Secondly, the first sentence in the quote above 
seems to contradict the second since seeing something as a "cosmic" battle 
would, by definition, transcend national borders.
The fact is that not only arc such attitudes of biblical authors quite parallel to Nazi policy, but Nazi policy can be seen as simply one of the most 
tragic applications of policies enunciated in the Bible. Indeed, Hitler saw the 
struggle between German and Jew as a cosmic struggle: "Hence today I 
believe that I am acting in accordance with the will of the Almighty Creator; 
by defending myself against the Jew, I am fighting for the work of the 
Lord."" Moreover, Hitler explicitly saw Judaism not as a religion, but as a 
worldwide (i.e., cosmic) phenomenon: "The Jewish state was never spatially 
limited in itself, but universally unlimited as to space, though restricted in 
the sense of embracing but one race."14
Hitler saw Marxism as a Jewish instrument, and certainly cosmic in its 
scope. Indeed, he spoke of a "Marxism whose goal is and remains the 
destruction of all non-Jewish national states."'' He saw German ethnicity as 
part of a cosmic struggle when he said, "Blood sin and desecration of the race 
are the original sin in this world and the end of a humanity which surrenders 
to it.""' Hitler also declared, "'Iii bring about such a development is, then, 
nothing else but to sin against the will of the eternal creator."' In suns, Nazi 
policy was no less "cosmic" than what may be reflected concerning .Amalek, 
and we would not hold Nazism in less moral contempt because its violence 
was part of some "cosmic" vision.
Kaminsky also argues that the election of Israel was not absolute because 
an insider such as Achan was executed, and an outsider such as Rahab the prostitute was made part of the "community. Thus, obedience to Yahweh, 
more than ethnicity, is the mark of community membership. However, 
Rahab becomes an insider only by helping perpetuate the genocidal policies 
of Joshua. Thus, she says to Joshua, "I know that the LORD has given you 
the land, and that dread of you has fallen on us, and that all the inhabitants 
of the land melt in fear before you" (Josh. 2:9). If anything, Rahab is a victim 
of effective terrorism, and now plans to help Joshua enact the slaughter that 
is about to befall Jericho. If this is a sign of Hebrew benevolence toward an 
outsider, it is parallel to allowing Jewish collaborators to live because they 
may have helped to destroy their fellow Jews in Nazi Germany.


Achan's case does indeed prove that being an Israelite does not mean that 
one is allowed to live outside the code in force. Achan is punished because he 
steals items that were dedicated to Yahweh-items that should be in the custody of priests. The fact that the biblical author regards his execution as 
legitimate proves to be no more inclusive than Nazis executing their own for 
disobeying orders.
In suns, Joel Kaminsky's case that group privileging has more benefits 
than drawbacks is certainly not proven by his appeal to the Joshua narratives. The benefits are for members of Joshua's community, while extermination is the general policy toward many "outsiders" in Joshua. Kaminsky 
exacerbates the weakness of his own case by appealing to some mystical relationship between Israel and her god, Yahweh, that is somehow supposed to 
benefit others. Certainly, the biblical record indicates that such benefits 
would accrue only by submission to the religious and political goals of Israel. 
As such, Joshua is an excellent example of how group privilege, as a scarce 
resource in itself, can be the cause of violence.
THE PRIMARILY RHETORIC ARGUMENT
As have many scholars before him, Kaminsky attempts to argue that the 
genocide in Joshua was more rhetorical than real." In particular, Kaminsky 
appeals to the study of Lori L. Rowlett, who believes Joshua is nothing more 
than a thinly disguised version of Josiah, the king of Israel who sought to 
centralize and homogenize Israelite identity through the worship of Yahweh. 
Rowlett argued that the rhetoric of violence in Joshua is not meant "to incite 
literal violence against a particular group. The text of Joshua is concerned 
with voluntary submission to a set of rules and norms; it is primarily directed 
at Josiah's own subjects; not at real (ethnic) outsiders, but at insiders who 
pose a threat to the hierarchy being asserted."20
As insightful as Rowlett's study is otherwise, I disagree with her main conclusion. First, she treats as mutually exclusive what need not be such. The 
rhetoric of violence can terrorize outsiders as much as it seeks to consolidate 
power within a group of insiders. Rowlett does not explain why Joshua 
cannot be primarily directed at "real (ethnic) outsiders." Saying that outsiders should be killed can indeed result in outsiders being killed. Nor does 
it eliminate the possibility that ho-em was practiced on insiders, as argued by 
Yoshihide Suzuki."


Rowlett holds, as do most scholars today, that Joshua is part of the 
Deuteronomistic History, which, according to Martin Noth, stretches from 
Deuteronomy through 2 Kings (with the exception of Ruth in the canonical 
order of Christian Bibles). We have seen that this corpus also outlines very 
specific rules for dealing with outsiders such as the Moabites and 
Ammonites, who were real historical entities.
Rowlett's comparisons of biblical war rhetoric with the war rhetoric of 
neighboring cultures also would be evidence that this war rhetoric could be 
meant to be implemented against "outsiders." The Assyrian, Egyptian, and 
Hittite examples of war rhetoric that she adduces were often actually applied 
to outsiders, and so why should Israel be different? Many of the Assyrian war 
inscriptions are also written within the home country, and so why can it not 
be the case that they were also meant for in-house consumption?
The Moahites provide an instructive case of how violent rhetoric can be 
meant for in-house consumption while not excluding actual violence toward 
outsiders. Moabites were identified as an ethnic group and constituted a 
kingdom east of Israel. The Moabite king, Mesha, left behind a very famous 
stele in the ninth century." The Moabite Stele mentions how Chemosh, 
Mesha's main god, ordered the latter to fight Israel and take part of Israel's 
land. This, of course, is directly parallel to what Joshua is commanded to do. 
The Moabite Stele mentions how the captives were slaughtered as part of a 
"consecration" or "ban," and the Moabite uses a word root (hrnm) that is identical to the Hebrew root used for this practice of slaughtering the enemy as 
a sort of sacrifice for the national deity.'`
The enmity between Israel and Moab is confirmed by each other's narratives, and so we can be confident that there was an actual historical enmity even 
as we concede that posthumous inscriptions can be written that may not he factual in every detail.4 Since the Moabite Stele possesses many of the rhetorical 
features of violence we find in biblical records, one could just as well argue that 
the Moabite Stele was being used to consolidate a national identity. One could 
also argue that Mesha was also communicating with his own people in a way 
thatJosiah was communicating with his own people. The Moabite Stele, after 
all, was written in Moabite, not in Hebrew. Thus, even if the Joshua narratives 
are meant for in-house consumption, the rhetoric is still premised on principles and policies that were were probably carried out against actual people.


YAHWEH AS A WARRIOR
Millard Lind believes that Israel's concept of Yahweh as a warrior could minimize violence.25 The reason is that if Yahweh is regarded as the only warrior, 
as stated in Exodus 15:3 and other passages, then logically this means that 
Israelites need not fight; Yahweh will fight for them. Lind says regarding his 
thesis, `Basic to all that follows is the first point, that is, the testimony that 
Yahweh the warrior fought by means of miracle, not through the armies of 
his people.1126 He then quotes Joshua 24:12: "I sent the hornet ahead of you, 
which drove out before you the two kings of the Amorites; it was not by your 
sword or by your bow." Lind argues further that this tradition was early, not 
late, in Israel's history.
Similarly, Paul Keim argues that "[i]t is because Yahweh is a warrior that 
we can be peacemakers."'- In fact, argues Keim, "[T]o say Yahweh is a warrior is to say, in the parlance of biblical theology, that Yahweh is a deliverer. 
Yahweh's desire is for the dignity and sacredness of human life.1128 As part of 
the argument, Keim selects the concept of God that favors peace as follows: 
"I believe in a God who, because of love and a healing strategy for creation, 
is constrained in the way God acts in the world. Any depictions of God's acts 
in conflict with these constraints must be understood as false."29 In addition, 
Keim objects to those that use "selective proof-texting of almost comical 
proportions" to promote a violent image of God, especially in the aftermath 
of September 11.30
But the arguments of both Lind and Keim are quite problematic. First, 
the reasons for choosing a peaceful conception of God are no more verifiable 
than the reasons for choosing a violent conception. Thus, for example, 
Keim's idea that any vision of God contrary to the one he has constructed is 
"false" rests on no better ground than if someone constructed a violent conception of God and then declared that peaceful visions of God "must be 
understood as false." This arbitrariness again underscores the selective use of 
empirico-rationalism to establish a favored theological concept."
On a moral level, Lind and Keim must explain why violence by proxy 
(since Yahweh hurts and kills our enemies, we don't have to) should be less 
morally reprehensible than if individuals avoided violence because they knew 
some gunman would surely do the work for them. And if one is to argue that 
God, but not a human being, has a right to take human life or commit violence, then this is itself a human conception of God that is no less arbitrary 
than the conception that God allows human beings to commit violence.
It is also arbitrary to say that Yahweh as a warrior actually refers to 
Yahweh's desire for "the dignity and sacredness of human life." First it rests 
on a homogenizing view of what counts as "the parlance of biblical theology." One could just as well argue that Yahweh as warrior reflects his char acter as a ruthless killer "in the parlance of biblical theology." For example, 
Exodus 15:3-4 reads: "The LORD is a warrior; the LORD is his name. 
Pharaoh's chariots and his army he cast into the sea; his picked officers were 
sunk in the Red Sea." How does killing a whole army, whether by "natural 
means" or not, reinforce the concept that Yahweh has respect for the dignity 
of human life? Is this the same Yahweh who, earlier in Exodus (114-5), said 
he would kill all firstborn Egyptian infants, who were otherwise innocent? In 
fact, Yahweh is not portrayed so much as favoring "human life" as much as 
he is portrayed favoring Hebrew lives.


Selective proof-texting is still part of the techniques of both Lind and 
Keim. For in deciding what counts as a "true" representation of God, they 
must base their selections on the premise that certain texts are authoritative 
(e.g., passages with Jesus as peacemaker). But this selection is no more verifiable than the choice of any so-called fundamentalist who chooses a violent 
Jesus as authoritative. In sum, both Lind and Kelm overlook the fact that the 
very unverifiability of any claim about God is the problem. At the very least, 
Kelm must explain why we could not make the following conclusion just as 
well: "It is because God commands violence from human beings in 1 Samuel 
15:3 that we can reject peacemaking."
On a more practical level, while it is true that believing that a god is the 
only combatant can lead logically to human nonviolence, the fact is that this 
is not usually the case with Israel. The idea of a god who fights for his people 
is known from neighboring cultures that were quite warlike. Lind himself 
cites one example from Assyrian materials: "Not by my own power, not by 
the strength of my bow-by the power of my gods, by the strength of my 
goddesses, I subjected the lands ... to the yoke of Assur.";' This rhetoric did 
not prevent Assyrians from effecting horrible carnage on their enemies.
Robert the Monk, a chronicler of the First Crusade, provides us with a 
case in Christianity in which the belief that God is the one fighting is fully 
compatible with the fact that human beings are doing actual combat. Robert 
the Monk cites David's attribution of his victory to God in order to argue 
that Christians should not glory in armies, but in the power of God." Yet this 
did not prevent real fighting by real people. Similarly, the Qur'an (Sura 8:17) 
says, "It was not you who slew them; it was Allah who slew them" (falam 
tagtuluhum wa-lJkinna allaha gatalahum).14 Believing that war is won 
through the action of a god is simply part of magical thinking, much like the 
belief that medicines are actually given their affectivity by a god.
Even if it were the case that such a belief in God as warrior renders the 
believer nonviolent, this does not mean that no violence will occur because 
of this belief. On the contrary, attackers who know of this belief in an opponent may be more willing to commit violence against such believers because 
they know that retaliation will not follow. Furthermore, the motives of such rhetoric need not be as benign as Lind makes them appear. Believers in 
Yahweh's warrior status can credit him with the most violent acts, simply substituting their powerlessness for what they would love to do to their enemies 
if they could.


Lind's assertion that the pre-Mosaic materials and depictions of the 
patriarchal traditions are "pacifistic" is not quite accurate." Violence is fully 
sanctioned in the narratives about Sodom and Gomorrah (Genesis 19), 
where Yahweh kills women and children for reasons that are not explained 
clearly by the biblical author. Even if these narratives are meant to explain 
the infertility of the areas southeast of the Dead Sea, the author has no 
qualms in seeing violence as appropriate and even divine.
Intertribal warfare was said to begin even before birth in the case of 
Jacob and Esau, who represented Israel and Edom, respectively:
The children struggled together within her; and she said, "If it is to be this 
way, why (1o I live" So she went to inquire of the LORD.
And the LORD said to her, "Two nations are in your womb, and two peoples born of you shall be divided; the one shall be stronger than the other, 
the elder shall serve the younger." (Gen. 25:22-23)
Note again how group privileging (Yahweh favors Jacob, not Esau) is largely 
responsible for the struggle. As Genesis 27:41 describes it: "Now Esau hated 
Jacob because of the blessing with which his father had blessed him, and Esau 
said to himself, `The days of mourning for my father are approaching; then 
I will kill my brother Jacob."'
But this also parallels Yahweh's own group privileging, as indicated by 
Malachi 1:2-3:
I have loved you, says the LORD. But you say, "How have you loved 
us Is not Esau Jacob's brother' says the LORD. Yet I have loved Jacob but I 
have hated Esau; I have made his hill country a desolation and his heritage 
a desert for jackals.
The conflict between Israel and Edom is not simply the result of group privileging: Group privileging is seen as appropriate despite the conflict that 
inevitably results. On a historical level, Edom and Israel probably did fight 
over territory. In sum, the biblical authors knew that group privileging 
brought conflict, but they were still willing to see it as appropriate and even 
of divine origin.


COUNTERTRADITIONS AND SUBVERSIVE READINGS
Another strategy to defend biblical violence has its origins in literary studies, 
although one could argue that such readings have always existed within the 
biblical text.36 In brief, the claim that countertraditions exist revolves around 
the idea that biblical authors did not agree on many issues. For every author 
advocating genocide, there was one advocating peace with the neighbors. For 
every author advocating exclusion, there was one who advocated inclusion.
Much of the interest in this type of reading was initiated by feminist 
scholars who set out not just to critique patriarchal structures in the Bible but 
to demonstrate that masculine readings of those texts has obscured positive 
images of women. Regarding the New Testament, the most prominent of 
such scholars is Elizabeth Schiissler-Fiorenza, who has spent much of her 
career at Harvard Divinity School. For the Hebrew Bible, Phyllis Trible and 
Mieke Bal would be some main representatives.3s At least one other scholar, 
Ilana Pardes, has surveyed the movement as well as participated in it.3"
The recognition of countertraditions and subversive readings is indeed a 
positive development when countering those who believe in a unitary interpretation of the Bible. However, sometimes the claim of countertraditions 
rests on methods and premises that are no better epistemologically than 
those of the so-called fundamentalists. Likewise, sometimes the countertraditions can themselves be subject to a subversive reading that can undermine 
them. Thus, Pardes claims that Bal, who is otherwise a keen interpreter, uses 
sexist models when dealing with Ruth.'0
Laura Donaldson, in particular, has brilliantly critiqued studies that purport to show that the book of Ruth provides a countertradition to the relatively more exclusivistic positions concerning loabites found in the DtrH." 
Ruth, after all, is portrayed as a Moabite who is allowed to join the Hebrew 
community, and eventually figures in the genealogy of David. Donaldson, 
however, notes that Ruth's incorporation comes at the price of losing her culture. The book of Ruth, thus, turns into a story of deculturation rather than 
integration.
As it pertains to violence, Thomas Rosner, a professor at the University 
of Lausanne, France, illustrates a recent attempt to re-read violent narratives 
in the context of imperialism.4' Although Romer seems to accept some of 
the violence in the Bible as factual, more often he attempts to explain it as a 
response to empire or as a form of resistance. Thus, he acknowledges that 
Yahweh demands love, just as an Assyrian king might demand love from his 
vassals. I lowever, within the context of Assyrian oppression, we can see that 
Deuteronomy is expressing its resistance to Assyrian hegemony by asserting 
that Yahweh, not the Assyrian oppressor, is the true object of love. Thus, 
Deuteronomy has "an anti-Assyrian subversive meaning."43


Slightly more subtle subversive readings have been attempted by Susan 
Niditch, author of War in the Hebrew Bible. She cites a case in which "relations between Israelites can provide a model of reconciliation for less closely 
related opponents in war as seen in the treatment of foreign prisoners in 2 
Kgs 6:22-23."44 This passage is part of a story in which Arameans, close linguistic cousins of the Hebrews, come to Israel to seize Elisha, the prophet of 
God they suspect is feeding intelligence to the Israelite king. God strikes the 
Aramean army with blindness, and Elisha tricks them into entering the town 
of Samaria, where the Arameans find themselves surrounded once their eyes 
are reopened.
Thereupon, the Hebrew king asks Elisha if he should kill all of the 
Arameans.
He answered, "No! Did you capture with your sword and your bow those 
whom you want to kill? Set food and water before them so that they may eat 
and drink; and let them go to their master."
So he prepared for them a great feast; after they ate and drank, he sent them 
on their way, and they went to their master. And the Arameans no longer 
came raiding into the land of Israel. (2 Kings 6:22-23)
At first, this seems benign, even if self-interest rather than just selfless hospitality is clearly expressed. The food and drink are meant to pacify the enemy, 
much like the conciliatory tactics advocated by some of the Greek thinkers 
we will discuss in chapter 9. In any case, read in a broader context, and specifically in light of the events narrated immediately afterward, this whole 
episode seems to set up an excuse to slaughter the Arameans.
In fact, in the very next verse, and in seeming contradiction to verse 23, 
it is said: "Some time later King Ben-hadad of Aram mustered his entire 
army; he marched against Samaria and laid siege to it" (2 Kings 6:24). And 
are the Arameans grateful for the food that they had received? Absolutely, 
not. In fact, the Arameans make food so scarce in Israel that we have the following miserable scene:
As the siege continued, famine in Samaria became so great that a donkey's 
head was sold for eighty shekels of silver, and one-fourth of a kab of dove's 
dung for five shekels of silver.
Now as the king of Israel was walking on the city wall, a woman cried out 
to him, "Help, my lord king!"
He said, "No! Let the LORD help you. How can I help you? From the 
threshing floor or from the wine press?"


But then the king asked her, "What is your complaint?" She answered, 
"This woman said to me, `Give up your son; we will eat him today, and we 
will eat my son tomorrow.'
So we cooked my son and ate him. The next clay I said to her, `Give up your 
son and we will eat hini.' But she has hidden her son." (2 Kings 6:25-29)
What follows is the defeat of the Arameans by Yahweh, and the capture of 
the Ararnean food. supply, which is then used to feed the previously starving 
Israelites. Far from being a model for how to treat Aramean prisoners, the 
larger story is that it may not pay to be nice to Arameans.
SHALOM AS HEGEMONY
Self-serving translations are mostly responsible for representing the Hebrew 
shalom as "peace" in many instances in the Hebrew Bible. The idea that 
shalom means little more than "domination" is already found in Johannes 
Pedersen, who is criticized by Niditch for this idea.' Pedersen, however, 
seems to restrict his remarks to ancient periods when he writes, "In the olden 
time peace is not in itself the opposite of war."4' Pedersen could he echoing 
Clausewitz's putative view that "peace is continuation of struggle only by 
other means."4 In fact, it can be shown that both the etymology and the use 
of shalom in the Hebrew Bible is often consistent with an imperialistic 
approach to the world rather than with the benign and self-serving portrayals 
we find in Walter Brueggemann's Peace and in the works of other religionist 
scholars.48
The root shalom has been studied quite thoroughly by Gillis Gerleman, 
who actually criticizes Pedersen for having too soft a view of shalom.41' Gerleman notes that the piel intensive, with some 90 occurrences in the Hebrew 
Bible, is the most frequent of all the verb forms of the root. The normal Qal 
(ground) form occurs 8 times, and the Hiphil (causative) form about 13 times. 
The noun form occurs some 240 times. The overwhelming meaning, whether 
as a verb or as a noun, is usually "repayment," "reward," or "retaliation."-5')
Many translations, such as "healing" or "peace," can be understood in 
the sense of reward or payment. Thus, Job 22:21, which is translated as 
"Agree with God, and be at peace," is better understood as something akin 
to "settle accounts with Him and be satisfied." A more retributive meaning 
may be found in Deuteronomy 32:35: "Vengeance is mine, and recompense 
[shillem], for the time when their foot shall slip; because the day of their 
calamity is at hand, their doom comes swiftly."s' The hegemonic aspect of 
shalom can be seen more clearly here:


When you draw near to a town to fight against it, offer it terms of peace.
If it accepts your terms of peace and surrenders to you, then all the people 
in it shall serve you at forced labor. (Deut. 20:10-11)
The terms of "peace" are clearly Israel's terms for peace, and the narrative 
makes clear that peace involves the enslavement of the people with whom 
Israel is at peace.''
Solomon's empire, even if is more fictional than not, is portrayed as 
living in peace in 1 Kings 4:24: "For lie had dominion over all the region 
west of the Euphrates from Tiphsah to Gaza, over all the kings west of the 
Euphrates; and he had peace on all sides." Here, peace is linked with imperialistic power. Peace is linked with Yahweh's empire in job 25:2: "Dominion 
and fear are with God; he makes peace [shalom] in his high heaven."
Even the supposedly more peaceful utopia envisioned in some portions 
of Isaiah, one finds hegemony and peace linked: "His authority shall grow 
continually, and there shall be endless peace for the throne of David and his 
kingdom. He will establish and uphold it with justice and with righteousness 
from this time onward and forevermore. The zeal of the LORD of hosts will 
do this" (Isa. 9:7). But what is envisioned is a kingdom ruled by Yahweh on 
his terms and with everyone in slavery to him and his kingdom or paying 
tribute to him.
SUMMARY
Despite the seemingly critical stance of the authors we have discussed, they 
all seem to share the idea that the scriptures should be maintained in our culture and tradition. Some scholars expunge or reinterpret the objectionable 
portions. Some scholars find countertraditions that express the parts they 
favor. We concede that many of these efforts can make positive contributions 
to showing that a violent view is not the only view found in the Bible. However, ultimately, all of these defenses are premised on selectivity that is no 
more arbitrary than that of so-called fundamentalists. The fact is that we can 
no more verify that God meant to be violent than we can that he did not. We 
cannot verify that the seemingly peaceful sayings represent God's thoughts 
anymore than the warlike ones. It is this unverifiablity that becomes the most 
scarce resource of all, and a prime generator of violence.
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BASIC OVERVIEW
[image: ]y Christianity, we refer to the array of groups that claim to base their 
religion on the teachings of Christ as portrayed in the New Testament.' According to some counts, in the year 2000 there were some 33,820 
Christian denominations and paradenominations.' Before elaborating on the 
definition of "Christian," we should certainly recognize the existence of 
groups who also claim to be following "Christ" but (10 not base their beliefs 
on what is now generally called the New Testament. In fact, scholars are 
increasingly recognizing the existence of alternative Christianities whose 
writings are not in the canon. This idea has recently been popularized by 
Dan Brown's The Da Vinci Code (2003), which otherwise simply constructs its 
own version of early alternative Christianities.'
Perhaps the most well-known of groups that did not acknowledge what 
most Christians today call the New Testament are subsumed under the name 
"Gnostics."' Some of these groups opposed the embodied conceptions of 
Christ found in the New Testament and/or saw the god of the Ilebrew Bible 
as evil. Nonetheless, it remains accurate to say that what has come to be 
known as Christianity acknowledges the authority of the teachings of Jesus, 
as portrayed in the New Testament, in some form or another.
In reality, we cannot identify anyone as a Christian if that word is taken 
to mean a follower of the actual teachings of Jesus. The reason is that we do 
not really know what Jesus taught. He left nothing written in his own hand, 
as far as we can determine. Nothing that we know about Jesus can be shown 
to be anything more than the account of other authors. This much was 
acknowledged by Rudolf Bultmann, the great New Testament scholar, when he stated, "Thus, theological thinking-the theology of the New Testanment-begins with the kerygma of the earliest Church, and not before.


The problem is compounded by the nature of our source materials. 
Despite some recent claims that a manuscript containing 1 Corinthians, a 
letter attributed to Paul, can be dated to the first century, the oldest manuscript of the New Testament is still acknowledged to be P52, which dates 
from the second century.' It contains only a few verses from John 18. Most 
complete manuscripts of the New Testament are dated no earlier than the 
third and fourth centuries. Thus, we cannot verify that any or all of the 
words found in those third- and fourth-century manuscripts actually represent what Jesus said. In fact, passages such as Mark 16:9-20 and I John 5:7, 
which were regarded as original portions of the New Testament just a century ago, are no longer held to be such.
Since we cannot say that someone is a Christian on the basis of agreement with the actual words and thoughts of Jesus, this chapter will show that 
ultimately the supposed differences between fundamentalists and more liberal segments of Christianity are based on equally subjective and "essentialist" selections of what constitutes the true thoughts of Jesus. Second, we 
sometimes do not understand what a portrayed teaching of Jesus was on the 
basis of the language and context of certain New Testament passages. As we 
shall see, these issues are particularly refractive when dealing with the teachings about "love" and violence in the New Testament.
PRELIMINARY COMMENTS ON SCHOLARSHIP
Very few scholars argue that Christianity is a violent religion. Those works 
that do argue systematically for the violent history of Christianity are usually 
relegated to the margins of academia. One case in point is Karlheinz 
Deschner's Kriuninalgeschichte des Christentums (The criminal history of 
Christianity; 1986), a massive multivolume narrative about the history of 
Christianity written as a "criminal history."7 While Deschner provides a catalogue of Christian violence, he does not seek to explain how or why Christianity generates violence in any novel manner. A more balanced assessment, 
which shows that the New Testament espoused both peace and violence, is 
represented by Michael Desjardins.s
Usually, it is the opposite. Christianity is portrayed as a religion of love 
and peace. Often this emphasis on love and peace is juxtaposed with the 
vengeful god of the Old Testament. In his book Does Christianity Cause War? 
(1997), David Martin provides us with one study that concludes that Christianity need not be seen as violent." In particular, Martin argues against Richard Dawkins's assertion that "religion causes wars by generating certainty."10 Martin argues that conflicts usually pegged as "religious" are in fact 
the result of a variety of factors, one of them being nationalism. Once one 
separates the political from the religious, according to Martin, one sees that 
religion cannot be called an important factor at all.


Martin provides very few close readings of any Christian text, least of all 
the New Testament. Instead, he offers this more generalized counterargument:
In giving an account of the Christian code I tried to lay out the theo-logic 
and the socio-logic behind the text "The Kingdom comes not by violence." 
The Lord tells his servant Peter to "put up" his sword and explains that his 
servants do not fight. At the very least, this suggests that Dawkins's theory 
of the inherent bellicosity of religion is the reverse of what the Gospels 
actually teach, and Dawkins would need to explain why this is so.11
As we shall show below, Martin not only misinterprets the texts he uses (and 
for which he gives no precise biblical citation) to support a pacifistic view of 
Christianity, but he also ignores many other Christian texts that are unequivocal in their endorsement of violence. Accordingly, Martin is selective in the 
passages he believes are representative of "what the Gospels actually teach."
Similarly, we have Revelation, The Religions, and Violence (2000), a recent 
treatise by Leo D. Lefebure.12 Lefebure does engage in a comparative discussion of religions and their scriptures, apparently acknowledging that 
"[t]he biblical heritage not only supports contemporary notions of liberation; 
it also justifies slavery and calls for the extermination of entire populations."" He seems to confront the frank violence of many biblical passages. 
Lefebure does not analyze the precise mechanisms for violence, although he 
does include a critique of Rene Girard.
In the end, however, Lefebure chooses to ignore the violence and proclaims: "For Christians, the heart of revelation is that God is infinite, overflowing love, love without measure, love beyond reason, love like a fountain 
that flows and flows and flows until the water floods everything all 
around.1114 Forgotten are passages where Jesus tells us to hate parents (Luke 14:26), and 
where he promises a vengeful judgment on those who do not cater to his 
needs (,Matt. 25:40-46). Thus, we are offered a neomystical interpretation to 
erase all the violence.
This chapter will show how Christianity, beginning with the New Testanment authors, has an ambivalent stance toward violence. Some passages 
indeed enjoin peaceful responses, but we shall show that even these 
responses can be interpreted as tactical, meaning that they are intended for 
utilitarian purposes. Other times authors said to espouse nonviolence actu ally believe in a type of "deferred violence" that they would like to see heaped 
upon their current enemies. We shall argue that the foundational event of 
Christianity, the sacrifice of the son of God, is a violent act that has led to 
violence on a wider scale. Only a selective reading of the New Testament can 
yield a vision of Christianity as a religion of nonviolence. As in all the religions we are studying, the main mechanisms of violence involves the creation 
of scarce resources.


SACRED SPACE
Most of the New Testament was written at a time when Rome had power 
over the Jewish Holy Land and after it had destroyed the temple. The 
destruction of the temple was a traumatic event for Judaism, but it did not 
destroy this religion. Rather, Judaism found new ways to survive this temple 
destruction, much as it survived the first destruction of the temple by the 
Babylonians around 586 BCE.''
While one can argue that the destruction of the Jewish temple was primarily a political act by the Romans, we also have evidence that the very 
notion that a temple was sacred made it a target of the Romans. In fact, Josephus tells of a debate among the officials of Titus, who is credited with 
destroying the temple, as to how to calculate the religious role and value of 
the temple in the conquest of Palestine.'' One official opined that if the Jews 
used it as a fortress, then it was no longer a temple, and it was permissible to 
burn it. The Christian apologist Tertullian had a more generalized notion of 
how the Romans treated temples, and observes that, for the Romans, "the 
plunder of wealth is the same whether it is sacred property or that of 
laymen.1117
The destruction of the Jewish temple meant that Jews and early Christians had to rethink the role of the temple in their religious life. As P. W. L. 
Walker notes, for the most part, early New Testament Christianity devalued 
Jerusalem and the temple as sacred spaces."" In Mark, for instance, the witness to the resurrection is in Galilee, not in Jerusalem. Matthew describes 
Jesus teaching on different mountains, not just on Mount Zion. Luke and 
Acts relate the story Christianity's migration from its old center to Rome, its 
new center. Paul has reconceived the temple entirely as being embodied in a 
believer. Thus, 1 Corinthians 3:17 says, "If anyone destroys God's temple, 
God will destroy that person. For God's temple is holy, and you are that 
temple." Revelation 21:22 speaks of how the future temple will be God himself.
But early Christians did not give up the idea of sacred space altogether. Matthew (4:5; 27:53) still calls Jerusalem "the Holy City." Likewise, the 
author of 2 Peter 1:18 still refers to the divine commissioning of Jesus on 
"the holy mountain." The author of Revelation has not given up on the special role of Jerusalem when he says: "And I saw the holy city, the new 
Jerusalem, coming down out of heaven from God, prepared as a bride 
adorned for her husband" (Rev. 21:2).


And sometimes, a supposed lack of territoriality is attributed to Jesus on 
the basis of texts that could be read otherwise. For example, in the famous 
Sermon on the Mount, in which Jesus doles out blessings (beatitudes) for 
various good virtues, one finds the following statement: "Blessed arc the 
meek, for they shall inherit the earth" (Matt. 5:5).19 At first glance, it appears 
that Jesus is enlarging the space allotted to his favored group, as the whole 
"earth" should be sufficient for all. However, "the earth," in the sense of our 
whole planet or even all the land known at the time of Jesus, is probably not 
what was meant.
The Greek term, ge ("earth") is most likely a translation of the regular 
Hebrew term 'aretz, which is often used to designate the land of Israel. Supplementary evidence comes from Psalm 37:11, which has a parallel blessing: 
"But the meek shall inherit the land" (the Greek translation has ge). Earlier 
in that same Psalm, the promise is made, "Trust in the LORD, and do good; 
so you will live in the land" (Ps. 37:3). Since everyone is already assumed to 
live on the earth in the most general sense, then the clause, "so you will live 
in the land," can only refer to a more restricted space, namely, Israel. The 
New American Bible, therefore, comes closest to the original sense with its 
translation of "the land" in Matthew 5:5.
In other ways, Christianity multiplied sacred spaces. Perhaps the most 
influential sacred space, now occupied by the Vatican, came to be in Rome, 
whose rise as a center of Christianity can already be seen in Acts. Eventually, 
of course, the Lateran Palace and Saint Peter's Basilica would become the 
center of Christianity and be seen as sacred space. Christianity did not share 
sacred space easily with other religions; Christians often built their temples 
on top of previous non-Christian temples. In this manner, Christianity 
diminished other religions' sacred spaces, rendering the ones left even a 
scarcer resource.
Despite the relative devaluation of Jerusalem in the early Christian centuries, the idea of Israel and Jerusalem being a holy space has resurfaced 
repeatedly in Christian history.20 At the Council of Nicea, which enshrined 
the doctrine of the trinity as part of orthodoxy, one finds a reference to the 
privilege that should be accorded to the Bishop of Aelia, which probably 
refers to Jerusalem. In his Institutes of the Christian Religion (first published in 
1536), John Calvin (1509-1564) expresses this sentiment succinctly: "Israel 
was made holy; the others profane.112i This privileging of Jerusalem and Israel made the space they occupied a scarce resource over which various 
groups competed for its acquisition through violence.


VIOLENCE DUE TO SACRED SPACE IN THE 
NEW TESTAMENT
Conflicts over sacred space can be seen already in the New Testament. Perhaps the most famous case involves Jesus himself. As related in John, Jesus' 
violence is described as follows:
In the temple he found people selling cattle, sheep, and doves, and the 
money changers seated at their tables.
Making a whip of cords, he drove all of them out of the temple, both the 
sheep and the cattle. He also poured out the coins of the money changers 
and overturned their tables.
He told those who were selling the doves, "'lake these things out of here! 
Stop making my Father's house a marketplace!"
FIis disciples remembered that it was written, "Zeal for your house will consume me." (John 2:1-1-17)
Relative to the other Gospel accounts of this episode, John adds the use of a 
whip, an instrument that would certainly inflict bodily injury, even if 
mild.22 The account in Luke 19:46 gives one motivation as follows, "It is written, 
'My house shall be a house of prayer'; but you have made it a den of robbers." 
John portrays the disciples as connecting Jesus' use of violence to a biblical 
text (Ps. 69:9).
Ronald Sider, a self-described pacifist, attempts to devalue this text by 
claiming that "Jesus certainly did not kill the moneychangers. Indeed I doubt 
he even used the whip on them."'' lie provides no documentation for the 
claim that Jesus (lid not use a whip, and yet he does not hesitate to declare 
historical the pacifistic statements of Jesus. And Sider here seems to indicate 
that violence short of killing is acceptable. This indicates that many selfdescribed pacifists are no less arbitrary than fundamentalists in choosing 
what counts as a true representation of Jesus.
The episode also shows that Jesus thinks the temple was a scarce 
resource, not available to all or for every type of activity. Jesus uses violence 
to acquire control of the space or to redefine what he views to be the proper 
use of the space. Since Jesus is a paradigm of Christian conduct, his actions came to influence some of the violence linked to sacred spaces that we see in 
later Christian history.


At the same time, we see non-Christians using violence to counter 
assaults by Christians on sacred space. One example is the story of the arrest 
of Stephen, who was later stoned to death. Note the role of sacred space and 
scripture in outlining the reason's for Stephen's execution: "They set up false 
witnesses who said, `This man never stops saying things against this holy 
place and the law"' (Acts 6:13).
In sum, already in the New Testament we have instances of violence 
related to the acquisition or maintenance of sacred spaces known as the 
temple and Jerusalem. The New Testament already shows us a basic paradigm for the violence that is to beset the acquisition of, or the maintenance 
of control over, the sacred spaces called the temple, Jerusalem, and the I loly 
Land.
THE FIRST CRUSADE AND SACRED SPACE
In Christian history, the Crusades constitute perhaps the most significant 
conflicts related to the idea that the Holy Land was sacred space. Although 
some scholars dwell primarily on the political side of the Crusades, we will 
argue that the idea of sacred space was a primary factor in at least the First 
Crusade, and that political and economic forces were derivative.
The most commonly accepted narrative of the First Crusade can be 
summarized as follows.24 On November 27, 1095, Pope Urban II 
(1035-1099), speaking at Clermont (France), called for a Crusade in 
response to a request by the Byzantine emperor Alexius (1081-1118). Alexius 
was alarmed by the increasing territory being won by Islamic Turkish armies, 
which by that time had also captured Jerusalem. The first expeditions left in 
the spring of 1096, and were largely composed of laypersons who wreaked 
havoc on many European towns on their eastward route. Most of these early 
groups of crusaders met defeat by the Turks, disease, or groups of European 
Christians who resisted their depredations.
The more successful groups of the First Crusade left later in 1096, led 
by French princes, including Raymond of Toulouse, Godfrey of Bouillon and 
his brother Baldwin of Boulogne, Stephen of Blois, Bohemond of Taranto, 
and his nephew, Tancred. Despite many factional conflicts and logistical setbacks, they eventually conquered Jerusalem on July 15, 1099. Godfrey of 
Bouillon became the first king of Jerusalem, though he preferred the title 
"advocate of the Holy Sepulchre."
But this basic narrative belies the fact that the study of the Crusades is extremely complex. Within Crusade scholarship, two broad schools have 
been identified. One school, called traditionalist and represented by Hans 
Eberhard Mayer, sees the Crusades quite narrowly as those expeditions 
authorized by the pope to recapture the Iloly Sepulchre.'' Since at least the 
time of Georg Christoph Muller's 1709 dissertation on the Crusades, these 
expeditions have been numbered, and .Miller himself numbered five (1096, 
1147, 1190, 1217-29, and 1248)."' Mayer ends his history of the Crusades in 
1291, with the fall of Acre to the Mamluk Muslims. The word crusade was not 
used to describe any of these expeditions until the thirteenth century.


The other school, sometimes called the pluralist school, is represented 
by N. J. Housley, K. M. Setton, and Jonathan Riley-Smith.'' This school 
views the Crusades as part of a long history of Western aggression against 
"the other" that has lasted into modern times. By this definition, the persecution of the Albingensians would be a Crusade (1209-29), as would perhaps 
President George W. Bush's self-described war on terrorism.'"
Whichever school one deems to be more accurate in its assessment of 
the Crusades, there is no doubt that at least some part of the Crusades was 
directly attributed by its promoters to the idea of sacred space. Indeed, both 
schools can be seen as centering on holy space of different levels. The traditional school sees the holy space as quite small, comprising the IIoly Sepulchre or Jerusalem. The pluralist school is actually working with a Christian 
holy space that is larger. As such, it is actually a larger version of the concentric structure of sacred space that we encountered in parts of the Hebrew 
Bible.
In any case, some of the clearest examples of the relationship between 
violence and sacred space may be found in the First Crusade and the propaganda meant to incite Christians to join it. The speech delivered by Urban 
II at Clermont has not been directly preserved, but we do have various 
accounts of it from supposed witnesses or recorders. These include the versions of Fulcher of Chartres (1101), Robert the Monk (1107), the anonymously written Gecta Francorum (deeds of the Franks), Balderic of Dol 
(1108-10), and Guibert of Nogent (ca. 1109). These testimonies are all gathered in the monumental Rectrell des Historiens des Croisades (RHC), which still 
forms a basic source for all studies of the early Crusades.'9
We must be cautious in representing these testimonies as a stenographic 
record of the speech and thought of Urban II. Rather they are to be seen, in 
part, as retrospective narratives colored by regionalism and the success of the 
First Crusade.i0 Fortunately, we have supplementary evidence that can help 
us establish the likelihood of certain aspects of Urban's thought. Otherwise, 
these testimonies constitute evidence of what the authors understood to be 
the motives for the First Crusade.
According to Mayer's chronology, Fulcher of Chartres is closer to the actual event of the speech." Urban's motivation for this Crusade is clear in 
the following: "Therefore, on this matter deserving prayer, not I, but the 
Lord, beseech you as Christs heralds to publish this edict everywhere and to 
persuade people of whatever rank, knights and foot-soldiers, rich and poor, 
to aid promptly to those Christians and to destroy this vile race from our 
lands."',


Israel is to be seen as holy space that has been invaded and rendered 
impure by Muslims. The motivation of sacred space is even clearer in the 
version of Robert the Monk: "Let the holy sepulchre of the Lord our Saviour, which is possessed by unclean nations, especially incite you, and the 
holy places which are now treated shamefully and irreverently soiled with 
their filthiness."33
But the most systematic case for the First Crusade on the basis of sacred 
space is the version of Guibert of Nogent. This version begins by arguing 
that not all space is of equal value:
If among the churches spread over the whole world some, because of persons or location, deserve reverence above others (for persons, I say, since 
greater privileges are accorded to apostolic sees; for places, indeed, since the 
same dignity which is accorded to persons is also shown to regal cities, such 
as Constantinople), we owe most to that church from which we accepted the 
grace of redemption and the source of all Christianity.34
The speech subsequently outlines the various reasons why Jerusalem is holy. 
Not one of the reasons is economic or outwardly political. Instead, the 
speech harkens to scriptural warrants for declaring Jerusalem holy. Note the 
following argument:
If this land is spoken of in the sacred pages of the prophets as the inheritance and the holy temple of God before ever the Lord walked about in it, 
or was revealed, what sanctity, what reverence has it not acquired since God 
in His majesty was there clothed in the flesh, nourished, grew up, and in 
bodily form there walked about, or was carried about; and, to compress in 
fitting brevity all that might be told in a long series of words, since there the 
blood of the Son of God, more holy than heaven and earth, was poured 
forth, and His body, its quivering members dead, rested in the tomb. What 
veneration do we suppose it deserves="
In short, if the city was holy before Jesus walked its streets, it should even be 
holier after that. Yet Jesus need not have even lived or died in Jerusalem to 
render it holy. As the speech argues: "Let us suppose, for the moment, that 
Christ was neither dead nor buried, and had never lived even for a moment 
in Jerusalem. Surely, if all this were lacking, this fact alone ought still to incite you to go to the aid of the land and city-the fact that `Out of Zion 
shall go forth the law and the word of the Lord front Jerusalem!3'


After showing the sacred status of Jerusalem, the speech goes on to use 
that sanctity as a reason to fight and die:
If in ancient times the Maccabees attained to the highest praise of piety 
because they fought for the ceremonies and the "Temple, it is also justly 
granted you, Christian soldiers, to defend their liberty of your country by 
armed endeavor. If you also consider that the abode of the holy apostles and 
any other [saints] should he striven for with such effort, why do you refuse 
to rescue the Cross, the Blood, the Tomb? ... We now hold out to von wars 
which contain the glorious reward of martyrdom, which will hold that title 
of praise now and forever.'
Despite these testimonies, Carl Erdmann, a prominent historian of the 
Crusades, propounded in 1935 an influential thesis that Urban II did not 
have Jerusalem as a principal objective. However, Erdmann's thesis been 
effectively refuted by H. E. J. Cowdrey, who draws on five further types of 
sources to supplement the extant versions of Urban's speech.;" These supplementary sources leave little doubt that Urban had Jerusalem as his main goal 
all along.
All versions contain explicit religious directives. Thus, in Fulcher's version, Urban II proclaims: "Moreover, Christ commands it.""" A more popular general cry became "God wills it" (Dens vult).40 Any misgivings related 
to leaving the family behind are countered by scriptural quotations, such as 
in the following argument portrayed by Robert the Monk: "But if you are 
detained by love of children, parents and wives, recall what the Lord says in 
the Gospel, `He that loves father or mother above me, is not worthy of 
me."I
The compensation for going on the First Crusade was likewise mostly 
religious rather than material.42 Some people actually gave up material goods 
to take part in these Crusades. Godfrey of Bouillon is said to have sold all of 
his possessions and surrendered his territories in order to facilitate his expedition.43 Payment was in the form of indulgences, or promised forgiveness of 
sins. A previous pope, Gregory VII (ca. 1020-1085), had tried to mount an 
expedition to Palestine in 1074, but with little success, probably because the 
concept of indulgences for crusading was not yet widely accepted.
The development of indulgences for participation in the Crusades developed with great alacrity around the eleventh century. As James Brundage, a 
specialist in medieval canon law, observes, "[A]n indulgence is satisfaction for 
the temporal punishment required by God in satisfaction for sin."' 
Hostiensis (d. 1271), the celebrated Italian medieval canon lawyer, seems to 
have been even more extensive in his view of an indulgence, apparently equating it with an unqualified remission of all sins.45 hlostiensis links the 
papal power to grant an indulgence directly with the pope's right over the 
Holy Land, which is sacred because it is the place of the birth, preaching, and 
death of Christ: "Thus, the Pope renders legitimate and has just cause to 
grant of an indulgence to those who go to recover the Holy Land, and to 
declare war on the infidels who posses it; and wherein Mohammed, and not 
Christ is worshipped, even though that [land] is consecrated because of the 
birth, preaching, and death of Jesus Christ."46'


Whatever the exact nature of these indulgences were, they were thought 
to be an effective motivator. Urban's innovation seems to have been the combining of armed pilgrimage with spiritual remuneration. These religious 
motivators had dire consequences for the inhabitants of Jerusalem.
Most of the chroniclers relay with little remorse the news that the crusaders slaughtered the inhabitants of Jerusalem. The account of Raymund of 
Agiles notes that the blood reached up to the bridles of the horses (et usque 
ad ff-enos equozrum).47 Neither women nor children were spared. The justification for such violence was biblical; the Gesta Francorum, for instance, invoked 
I Samuel 15:8 in order to justify this wholesale massacre.4" Recall that in this 
biblical passage, Saul was instructed by God to kill all the men, women, and 
children of the Amalekites. Saul failed to keep his promise and incurred the 
wrath of God. Rayinund of Agiles calls the massacres a just punishment 
because the inhabitants blasphemed God.''`'
The idea of sacred space can also be found in some of the later Crusades. 
In particular, the Third Crusade was initiated by Pope Gregory VIII (d. 
1187). Though, he reigned for only a couple of months, Gregory VIII outlined the motives for the Crusade in his Audita tremendi (Awesome news). To 
be sure, many of the Crusades also involved political and economic motives. 
especially among the elite leaders. However, heavenly remuneration was the 
only economic benefit most of the common Crusaders would ever hope to 
receive. Sylvia Schein has argued effectively against the view that the propaganda for regaining the Holy Land was mainly disseminated among the 
upper classes after the First Crusade.'()
In short, we have shown here that sacred space has been singled out as a 
prime motivator for violence in Christianity. The bounded space called 
Jerusalem receives its sanctity from belief in biblical tradition, especially that 
concerning Jesus Christ. All the propaganda meant to motivate people to 
fight was permeated by the idea that holy space existed and that it could not 
be inhabited by everyone. The belief that Jerusalem was special, a sacred 
space, was based on belief in unverifiable forces and/or beings (holiness, 
God's commands). Thus, fighting for this sacred space during the Crusades 
constitutes a prime example of religious violence. If we were to schematize 
this more crudely, it would be as follows:


[image: ]
In chapter 10, we will show how the idea of Jerusalem as sacred space still 
fuels religious violence in the modern world.
INSCRIPTURATION
The New Testament of the Protestant and Catholic canons consists of 
twenty-seven books. Four Gospels tell the story of Jesus. The book of Acts 
centers on the nascent church as it spread from the margins of the Roman 
Empire to its very center in Rome. The Pauline corpus purports to collect 
the letters of Paul, perhaps the most influential Christian in orthodox traditions. Other epistles (e.g., Peter; Philemon; 1, 2, and 3 John) address various 
problems besetting various groups of Christians at the end of the first century and the beginning of the second. Finally, the book of Revelation presents us with a sort of revenge novel, and becomes one of the most violent 
visions in history.''
The belief that the New Testament is inspired by God has been supported by a number of arguments. One conies from some New Testament 
authors themselves, for example, 2 Timothy 3:16: "All scripture is inspired 
by God and is useful for teaching, for reproof, for correction, and for 
training in righteousness." A variety of interpretations are possible of the 
word "inspiration.11'2 The Greek word for "inspired" (theopneustos) may be 
translated even more literally as "god-breathed." And the most inclusivistic 
reading could mean that "all writings" pasa graph.e, whether Christian or not, 
are inspired and useful in some way. But most Christian groups have understood "all scripture" to mean all the writings they regard as inspired, which, 
of course, is a self-serving and circular criterion.
The fact is that we do not know how or why the books in the New Testament canon were selected. As we have noted already, many other selfdescribed Christian writings not found in the current canon could just as well 
be considered as God's word. In any case, the importance of scripture in 
Christianity is not to be doubted. Much of what is known as Christianity 
claims that the word of God is not equally distributed in every book or set of 
books. Accordingly, the New Testament constitutes or contains a scarce 
resource, the word of God.


VIOLENCE RESULTING FROM INSCRIPTURATION
Clues to conflict resulting from inscripturation can be found within the New 
Testament itself. Note, for example, Acts 19:19: "A number of those who 
practiced magic collected their books and burned them publicly; when the 
value of these books was calculated, it was found to come to fifty thousand 
silver coins." The premise of such burning is that the so-called magic hooks 
did not contain God's word, and joining Christianity meant destroying rival 
scriptures.
Some four hundred years later, Pope Leo I (440-461) is said to be doing 
the same thing with rival scriptures: "And the apocryphal scriptures, which 
under the names of the Apostles, form a nursery-ground for many falsehoods, are not only to be proscribed, but also taken away altogether and 
burnt to ashes in the fire."53 We have other tantalizing clues about interChristian conflict that may have involved rival scriptures. In Galatians, Pau] 
makes the following remarks:
I am astonished that you are so quickly deserting the one who called you in 
the grace of Christ and are turning to a different gospel-
not that there is another gospel, but there are some who are confusing you 
and want to pervert the gospel of Christ.
But even if we or an angel from heaven should proclaim to you a gospel contrary to what we proclaimed to you, let that one be accursed! (Gal. 1:6-8)
A "gospel" here may simply mean an oral proclamation of beliefs. But we can 
reasonably infer that those following a given proclamation would have 
written it down, creating rival written gospels. This seems to be what is at 
issue in 1 Peter 1:21-2:1:
First of all you must understand this, that no prophecy of scripture is a 
matter of one's own interpretation,
because no prophecy ever came by human will, but men and women moved 
by the Holy Spirit spoke from God.
But false prophets also arose among the people, just as there will be false 
teachers among you, who will secretly bring in destructive opinions. They 
will even deny the Master who bought them-bringing swift destruction on 
themselves.
Here we see that the author is concerned about false teachings that are juxtaposed with "true" scripture. The author argues that true scripture can 
be identified because it is generated by the Holy Spirit. The author suggests 
that the movement from orality to inscripturation seems immediate for 
utterances regarded as being divine. However, the problem is that the socalled false prophets likely claimed the same divine origin for their scriptures 
or teachings.


And one did not need to disagree about which texts contained the word 
of God in order to create a conflict. Interpretation of texts created its own 
conflict, which has proven to be a far more prevalent source of conflict. In 
terms of scarce resource theory, an interpretation of a text constitutes a scarce 
resource when it is held to be the only representation of the mind of God.
THE TALMUD AND ANTI JEWISH VIOLENCE
The Talmud, the main repository of oral law in traditional Judaism, was a 
violent issue in the early Christian world. Traditional Judaism holds that the 
oral tradition is just as authoritative as the IIebrew Bible in outlining the 
right way to live (halakah). The most authoritative edition of the Talmud, 
called the Babylonian Talmud, is thought to have been edited around 500 
CE.54 One of its main portions, called the Mishna, may have already been 
edited by 200 CE. The Mishna actually consists of some sixty-three tractates 
that treat special themes in Jewish life, ranging from rules about how to 
observe the Sabbath to a treatise about idolatry (Rhoda zar•a).
During the Middle Ages, many Christians believed it was proper to force 
Jews to convert on the basis of the Hebrew Bible and the Talmud. Such use 
of the Talmud was facilitated by a compilation called the Pugio Fidei (Dagger 
of Faith) credited to Raymond Marti, a thirteenth-century Dominican monk. 
Earlier, Pablo Christiani, a converted Jew, joined the Dominican order and 
preached in Provence and Aragon during the 1250s and 1260s. Being quite 
familiar with the Hebrew scriptures and the Talmud, Christiana compiled a 
list of biblical passages that he believed pointed to Jesus being the Messiah. 
If Jews did not accept this interpretation of the Hebrew Bible and Talmud, 
they were actually rejecting their own sacred texts, and so became candidates 
for forced conversion."
More specifically, Jews were often seen as engaging in bad business practices. In part, this was the result of Christian codes that forbade Christians 
from engaging in money lending. Thus, it was left to Jews to provide these 
services, which then engendered complaints from those who thought the 
charging of interest was either extortionate or morally wrong. IIowever, 
other sources of these stereotypes can be traced to the rules of conduct described in the Talmud itself. Stereotypes about had Jewish business practices came not so much from actual experience but from Christians reading 
Talmudic passages that seemed to allow less scrupulous behavior when 
dealing with Gentiles.5'


Ironically, attention to the Talmud's anti-Gentile statements often was 
brought by Jewish converts. Thus, in 1236 Nicholas Donin, who had converted from Judaism, presented Pope Gregory IX (ca. 1170-1271) with a list 
of anti-Christian statements found in the Talmud.'? For example, in Baba 
Kama 1131), one encounters a discussion about whether robbery of non Jews 
is permitted. Rabbi Simeon the pious opines that while robbery is prohibited, 
it is permissible to retain lost articles. (Actually, Simeon qualifies this opinion 
by saying that robbery is permitted in the time of war, but not during peacetime.) However, retaining lost articles is justified even in the following situation:
It is permissible, however, to benefit by his [a nonJew's] mistake as in the 
case when Samuel once bought of a heathen a golden bowl under the 
assumption of it being made of copper for four zuz, and also left him minus 
one zuz. R[abbi] Kahana once bought of a heathen a hundred and twenty 
barrels which were supposed to he a hundred while he similarly left him 
minus one z.ztz. and said to him: "See that I am relying upon you."
In part, Rabbi Kahana's practice can be justified by an appeal to 
Deuteronomy 22:3: "and with all lost things of thy brother's." However, "thy 
brother" here means a fellow Hebrew, not a Gentile. "Thus, the privilege of 
having lost items returned applies to Hebrews, not to non-Hebrews. This is 
also a case in which a practice X is justified by appeal to divine communication Y. This, therefore, qualifies as a rule of conduct "caused" by religion.
So, in practice, if a Gentile sold an object for less than it was worth by 
mistake, a Jew was under no obligation to tell the seller. Of course, not all 
Jews followed such injunctions.5' The point, however, is that anti-Jewish 
persecution on charges of fraudulent dealings originated in the very scriptures used by many Jews as a code of conduct. This code of conduct, whether 
meant to be defensive or not, was perceived by many Christians as conferring group privileges of the most unscrupulous sort, which tended to work 
toward the disadvantage of Jews when Christians learned of it. Sometimes 
the alleged Jewish lack of business scruples was linked to the story of the 
despoiling of the Egyptians as the Hebrews left Egypt.5'
An actual case of anti-Jewish violence involving destruction of sacred 
scriptures is found in 1096, as part of one group of Crusaders:
When they heard that the LJewishI communities had been killed, they all fled 
to gentile acquaintances. They remained there for the two days of Shavuot. On the third day, as morning dawned, there were rumblings, and the enemy 
rose up against them. They broke into houses, taking spoil and seizing booty. 
They destroyed the synagogue and took out the "torah scrolls and desecrated 
them. They gave them over to trampling them on the streets.''"


Physical violence related to inscripturation is not difficult to find in the 
history of Christianity. Perhaps one of the most famous instances is found in 
Martin Luther's (1483-1546) tract "On the Jews and Their Lies."" Luther 
envisions a seven-part program against Jews that includes the following: 
"Third, I advise that all their prayer books and Talmudic writings, in which 
such idolatry, lies, cursing, and blasphemy are taught, be taken from them.""
Other directives enjoin Christian leaders to burn synagogues and even 
kill rabbis who persist in teaching their religion. Luther prefaces his remarks 
with the following motivation: "This is to be done in honor of our- Lord and 
Christendom, so that God might see that we are Christians, and do not condone or knowingly tolerate such public lying, cursing, blaspheming of his 
son and of his Christians.""
Clearly, to Luther, the only authoritative scripture is the canon known as 
the Old and New Testaments; the Jewish Talmud does not contain God's 
authoritative truth. The Protestant Luther believes he must destroy competing claims of God's scripture much as the Catholic pope Leo I did before 
him. The motives are expressly religious and so constitute examples of religious violence when put into practice.
GROUP PRIVILEGING
In Galatians 3:28 the author writes, "For there is neither male nor female, 
neither Jew nor Greek." This usually is the text often cited to show that 
Christianity has dissolved the ethnocentricity of Judaism. In fact, it has been 
claimed that this text eventually resulted in the abolition of slavery and the 
rise of women's rights.14 However, such readings of Galatians 3:28 are no less 
selective and biased than those that use the New Testament to maintain rigid 
group privileging.'"
Indeed, the dissolution of ethnocentricity in New Testament Christianity is quite superficial; Christianity has actually substituted a different 
type of group privilege. Whereas ethnocentricity in the Hebrew Bible is 
founded on genealogy, Christianity has created a new ethnos based on devotion to Christ. But this can be read as an imperialistic practice, wherein allegiance to family is transferred to allegiance to Christ, who often functions as 
simply the Christian version of the Roman emperor. In short, Christianity 
simply uses a new set of features to define the in-group and out-group.


The clearest cases for the new grouping are found in the Gospels, as in 
the following passage:
"Do not think that I have come to bring peace to the earth; I have not come 
to bring peace, but a sword.
For I have come to set a man against his father, and a daughter against her 
mother, and a daughter-in-law against her mother-in-law;
and one's foes will he members of one's own household.
Whoever loves father or mother more than me is not worthy of me; and 
whoever loves son or daughter more than me is not worthy of me;
and whoever does not take up the cross and follow me is not worthy of me." 
(Matt. 10:34-38)
This passage is often misinterpreted to mean that the result of following 
Jesus is conflict within the family. However, the original Greek, especially in 
verse 3 5 (elthon gar dichasai),16 is best understood to mean that the purpose of 
Jesus is to bring conflict. Purpose, rather than result, is the most accurate 
grammatical meaning of the clause. Nonetheless, a stronger statement of 
hate is found in Luke 14:26-27:
"Whoever comes to me and does not hate father and mother, wife and children, brothers and sisters, yes, and even life itself, cannot be my disciple.
Whoever does not carry the cross and follow me cannot he my disciple."
The stridency of these statements is often softened by Christian apologists.67 
However, it is clear that all of these efforts ignore the plain meaning of the 
text and/or create new problems in semantic logic that would render "love 
passages" vulnerable.
These sentiments, moreover, are parallel to what is expected of slaves 
and imperial subjects. In Exodus 21:4, for example, we find the following law 
concerning a slave who wishes to leave a slave master's household: " If his 
master gives him a wife and she hears him sons or daughters, the wife and 
her children shall be her master's and he shall go out alone." Again, loyalty 
to the master is placed above loyalty to the biological family of the slave; the 
slave master is either punishing the slave for leaving or coercing him into 
staying by holding his family hostage.
The bulk of the New Testament is sufficient to refute a common Christian apologetic argument that the "imperial" church began with Constan tine." By making Christianity the state religion, so this argument goes, Constantine created a set of privileges that were more oppressive than Jesus 
would have wished. The reality is that the New "lestarnent already bears the 
roots of the imperial aspirations Constantine made into a reality. New Testament Christianity already patterns itself on the imperialism and hierarchy 
of the Roman Empire, even as Christians are trying to counter Roman 
oppression." In chapter 16, we examine more thoroughly the idea that 
Christianity was modeled on imperialistic and slave societies.


GROUP PRIVILEGE AND ANTIJEWISH VIOLENCE
AntiJudaism has precipitated the most persistent violence involving group 
privileging in Christianity. I use the term "anti Judaism" specifically because 
I see "anti-Semitism" as a misnomer that should be avoided despite its historical use as synonymous with hostility toward Jews. The term "anti-Semitism" should be reserved for hatred of all Semitic people, of which Jews form 
only a small group. The literature on anti Judaism is now quite extensive and 
Complex.711 Our mission here is to show that one can argue plausibly that 
antiJudaism in Western civilization has been primarily religious in origin, 
with political and economic motives being ancillary.
In general, at least two types of explanations for antiJudaism can be 
identified in scholarship. One type of explanation, which can be labeled 
"essentialist," sees antiJudaism as a permanent part of Jewish relations with 
others. According to this view, Judaism, as a monotheistic faith with peculiar 
traditions, will always be seen as different. The main evidence comes from 
pre-Christian history, which shows that anti-Jewish sentiment existed apart 
from Christianity. Since pre-Christian and non-Christian anti Judaism is 
well documented, it also serves to shift responsibility away from Christianity.
mother view can be described as "functionalist," arguing that various 
religious and social contexts are quite accepting of Judaism. Thus, antiJudaism depends on context rather than on some inevitable hatred. The 
scholar of anti-Judaism, Peter Schafer, numbers Elias Bickerman and Martin 
Hengel among the representatives of functionalism, though he admits that 
these scholars also espouse elements of the essentialist model.' In any case, 
one can see that both categories also parallel, even if in a dilute form, the tensions between biological/natural and cultural explanations for violence. 
Schafer himself prefers a combination of the two approaches, especially in 
light of the fact that neither model is ever found in pure form.
With regard to Christian antiJudaism, some hold Christianity to be 
essentially and uniquely antiJewish, and some do not. An example of the former position is Rosemary Ruether, who argues that "the special virulence 
of Christian anti-Semitism can be understood only from its source in a religious fraternity in exclusive faith turned rivalrous."" According to Reuther, 
pagan antiJudaism had little, if any, effect on Christian antiJudaism; the 
central event in the break between Judaism and Christianity was the "raising 
up of faith in Messiah Jesus as a supersessionary covenantal principle."74 
That is to say, one was not part of God's people unless one adopted the idea 
that Jesus was the Messiah in conjunction with the principle that this superseded the policies in what Christians call the Old Testament.


John G. Gager is among those who do not consider Christianity to be 
essentially negative toward Judaism." His survey of both non-Christian and 
Christian sources leads him to conclude "that neither in paganism nor in 
Christianity is there evidence for a consistently negative understanding of 
Judaism."76 Instead, Gager sees anti-Judaism as arising out of conflicts about 
Judaism within early Christianity. He adds that "eventually the anti-Jewish 
side won. Its ideology became normative, not just for subsequent Christianity but, through the formation of the New Testament, for our perception 
of earlier Christianity as well."77
The roots of this violence between Christians and Jews reach back to the 
New Testament. While Christianity ostensibly began as a sect of Judaism, by 
the end of the first century it is clear that the distance between traditional 
Judaism and Christianity has grown to violent proportions. The Gospels, 
which are some of the latest books produced in the New Testament, already 
provide a conflict between Jesus and traditional Jewish authorities represented by the Pharisees and Scribes. In John 8:44 Jesus tells the Jews, "You 
are from your father the devil, and you choose to do your fathers desires. He 
was a murderer from the beginning and does not stand in the truth, because 
there is no truth in him. When he lies, he speaks according to his own nature, 
for he is a liar and the father of lies."
Likewise, some New Testament authors see "the Jews" as responsible for 
the violence against Jesus.
For this reason the Jews were seeking all the more to kill him, because he was 
not only breaking the Sabbath, but was also calling God his own Father, 
thereby making himself equal to God. (John 5:18)
After this Jesus went about in Galilee. He did not wish to go about in Judea 
because the Jews were looking for an opportunity to kill him. (John 7:1)
"You that are Israelites, listen to what I have to say: Jesus of Nazareth, a man 
attested to you by God with deeds of power, wonders, and signs that God 
did through him among you, as you yourselves know-


this man, handed over to you according to the definite plan and foreknowledge of God, you crucified and killed by the hands of those outside the law. 
(Acts 2:22-23)
The fact that traditional Judaism rejects the major aspect of Christianity, the 
Messiahship of Jesus, led dominant Christian groups to deny Jews any rights 
and privileges otherwise granted to Christians.
By late antiquity there developed systematic laws that affirmed status differences between Jews and Christians. Canon Sixteen of the Council of 
Flvira (ca. 306), for instance, prohibits marriage between Christians and 
Jews. Canon Forty prohibits secular and clergy from eating with Jews.71 Yet 
this can be seen as simply an extension of the directive found in 2 John 
10-11: "Do not receive into the house or welcome anyone who comes to you 
and does not bring this teaching; for to welcome is to participate in the evil 
deeds of such a person." Followers of Christ were already discriminating 
against those who did not follow the teachings as outlined by New Testament 
authors.
Augustine, the foremost theologian of late antiquity, actually thought 
the Jews should be tolerated, although this belief was based on premises that 
were quite negative toward Judaism. Augustine argued that the dispersal of 
the Jews among the nations was a just recompense, at least in part, for their 
killing of Christ. However, their dispersal actually served Christianity insofar 
as the Jews could at least attest to the existence of the Old Testament, which 
Christians were using to support Christianity. As Augustine commented, at 
least now, nonbelievers could not argue that the Old Testament was a Christian invention (a nobis putaretur esse CollCtl,711).711
At the same time, Augustine could not envision equal rights for Jews 
because of their religious views. Augustine, in fact, proposed that slavery was 
the just station of Jews in return for crucifying Christ and refusing to accept 
the Gospel. Overall, Augustine argued that slavery was the result of the Fall, 
and this was an institution that accorded with nature. Laws that maintained 
slavery, therefore, were in full accordance with "natural law" (naturalem 
ordinem).81)
Jerome, who often disagreed with Augustine about the role of the 
Hebrew scriptures, had quite paradoxical attitudes toward Judaism. On the 
one hand, he studied with learned Jews, and absorbed many of their exegetical traditions. On the other hand, he saw the continued existence of the Jews 
as an affront to Christ. John Chrysostom (344-407), author of Discourses 
against the Jews, was a most virulent anti-Jewish writer. His writings broach 
the idea of killing Jews for their unbelief, among other perceived moral 
depravities."
While group privileging generally resulted in anti-Jewish violence throughout Christian history, it is in the Middle Ages that one sees some of 
the most brutal and systematic attacks on Jews.s' In part, the codification of 
Canon Law was responsible for more uniform policy toward the Jews.83 
Despite signs of tolerance shown in Canon Law at times, the reality is that 
Jews were expelled from England in 1290 under Edward 1 (1272-1307). In 
1306 France expelled the Jews, and, of course, by 1492, Spain also expelled 
the Jews.


In any event, the First Crusade led the way in a new wave of systematic 
anti-Jewish violence. As noted, the First Crusade was proclaimed in 1095, 
and the first contingents began to make their way eastward in 1096. These 
first contingents, composed mostly of laypersons and peasants, were held 
responsible for most anti-Jewish violence, which is reported by both Christian and Jewish sources. Those sources indicate that the hordes of crusaders 
moved into towns such as Cologne, Mainz, and Worms, some of the main 
centers of Jewish population. Many of the Jews caught in those pogroms 
refused to convert to Christianity. According to one Jewish chronicle, the 
following was considered a rationale for suicide:
After all things, there is no questioning the ways of the Holy One, blessed 
be He ... Who has given us His Torah and has commanded us to allow ourselves to be killed and slain in witness to the Oneness of His Holy Name. 
Happy are we if we fulfill His will and happy is he who is slain or slaughtered and who dies attesting to the Oneness of His Natne. Such a one is destined for the World-to-Come, where he will sit in the realm of the saints, 
the pillars of the universe.... Moreover, for such a one a world of darkness 
is exchanged for a world of light, a world of sorrow for one of joy, a transitory world for an eternal world.84
One explanation for the rise of violence against the Jews at this time is 
that Christian policies toward Jews had become much more systematic. One 
example was the Sicnt Iudaeis (Constitutions for the Jews) attributed to Pope 
Calixtus II (1119-1124). Although these directives counsel against forcing 
Jews to convert, they are still premised on the idea that their main moral 
deficiency is being obstinate in not believing that Jesus is the Messiah. Again, 
the division between Christians and Jews consists in religious differences.
Martin Luther, the father of Protestantism, at first seemed to be tolerant 
of Jews. But eventually he spouted forth a plan of action for the Jews that 
became the blueprint of the Nazi holocaust. For this reason, it bears 
repeating at length:
First, to set fire to their synagogues or schools and to bury and cover with 
dirt whatever will not burn, so that no man will ever again see a stone or 
cinder of them.


This is to be done in honor of our Lord and Christendom, so that God might 
see that we are Christians, and do not condone or knowingly tolerate such 
public lying, cursing, blaspheming of his son and of his Christians ....
Second, I advise that their houses also be razed and destroyed ...
Third, I advise that all their prayer books and Talmudic writings, in which 
such idolatry, lies, cursing, and blasphemy are taught, be taken from them.
Fourth, I advise that their rabbis be forbidden to teach henceforth on pain of 
loss of life and limb ...
Fifth, I advise that safe-conduct on the highways be abolished completely 
for the Jews.
Sixth, I advise that usury be prohibited to them, and that all cash and treasures of silver and gold be taken from them for safekeeping ...
Seventh, I recommend putting a flail, an ax, a hoe, a distaff, or a spindle into 
the hands of voting strong Jews and Jewesses and letting them earn their 
bread in the sweat of their brow, as was imposed on the children of Adam 
(Gen. 3 1:19])'5
Note that Luther's murderous plan has mainly religious motives as justification. The plan, he says, is to be enacted in honor of Christ and Christendom. 
He targets the religious literature of Jews, and the "Talmud in particular.
In sum, as best we can ascertain, the original meaning of Christian 
brotherhood applied best to other Christians in the New Testament. Outsiders were admitted only if they gave up their own religion. Those that did 
not accept Jesus, the Christian version of the emperor, would be tortured or 
killed upon his return. This has not changed much through most of Christian history, and the Jews have been the most prominent victims of Christian 
group privileging that goes all the way back to the earliest portrayals of Jesus 
that we can date.
SALVATION
As in the Hebrew Bible, salvation has a wide range of meanings in the New 
Testament. The primary Greek verb sOzn, translated as "save," can indeed 
apply to being rescued from physical danger, as in the case of Paul's shipwreck in Acts 27:20: "When neither sun nor stars appeared for many days, 
and no small tempest raged, all hope of our being saved was at last aban doned." In this case, "being saved" is clearly related to surviving or evading 
drowning. One can be "saved" from illnesses and other oppressive situations 
(e.g., Mark 1:34 and Luke 8:48). The latter concept is not unusual, as Asclepius, a main Greek healing god, is also called "s avior" (sotir)."


Beyond the more mundane level of poverty and illness, many New Testament authors also speak of more transcendental forms of salvation. Here 
we can differentiate at least two concepts of transcendental salvation that 
have an important impact on violence: salvation that is achievable in the 
present, and salvation that will be granted in the future.
Salvation 
that 
is 
achievable 
in 
the 
present 
can 
include 
salvation 
from 
sin, 
a concept that is particularly developed in letters attributed to Paul. In 
Romans 6:6-7 he says: "We know that our old self was crucified with him so 
that the body of sin might be destroyed, and we might no longer be enslaved 
to sin. For whoever has died is freed from sin." It is here that we also 
encounter many of the pneumocentric approaches to salvation that result in 
the devaluation of the body. Thus, one must die, even if symbolically, to be 
saved from sin. Such a death results in a new creation (2 Cor. 5:17).
A more future-oriented approach to salvation means that we must work 
in this lifetime to collect the reward, which often is the privilege of living in 
a utopia. Jesus is quoted as espousing this more eschatological approach to 
salvation in Matthew 24:13: "But the one who endures to the end will be 
saved." Likewise, works attributed to Paul also speak of salvation being in the 
future. Other scholars point to the existence of a "realized eschatology," 
meaning that some New Testament authors believed that the end of time had 
come. In this manner the Kingdom of Heaven had arrived, or was "within" 
believers (Luke 17:21).
In any case, salvation is portrayed as a scarce resource, a valuable comnmodity that may be attained or maintained through violence. Thus, Jesus is 
quoted as saying: "For many are called, but few are chosen" (Matt. 22:14). 
Matthew 24:13, quoted above, follows an extensive discourse on the suffering 
that Jesus' followers must endure before they can achieve salvation. Moreover, salvation is often pneumocentric, meaning that what is important is to 
save the soul, not the body. As Jesus is quoted as saying, "Do not fear those 
who ki11 the body but cannot kill the soul; rather fear him who can destroy 
both soul and body in hell" (Matt. 10:28).
Within the Catholic tradition there developed the concept of Extra 
Ecclesicrm rrullct snlus (Outside of the church there is no salvation). As Hans 
Kung notes, the Council of Florence (1442) was unequivocal: "The Holy 
Roman Church ... firmly believes, confesses and proclaims that outside the 
Catholic Church no one, neither heathen nor Jew nor unbeliever nor schismatic will have a share in eternal life, but will, rather, be the subject to everlasting fire."s'


Since Vatican II, the Catholic Church has seemingly softened its exclusive 
stance on salvation. But as soon as seemingly more inclusive theologies are 
adopted, we meet with new ones to exclude. Thus, William F. Phipps, who 
welcomes a more ecumenical attitude among Catholics toward Muslims and 
Jews, goes on to devalue New Age movements as follows: "Much of what is 
called New Age spirituality, with its attention to self-deification, horoscopes, 
crystal gazing, seances and other irrational magic, is just a current phase of 
Old Age superstition that is global in scope.""
This assumes, of course, that the Eucharist, salvation, and prayer to the 
Christian god do not constitute equally unverifiable "superstitions." In short, 
even this more "inclusive" theology simply results in the maintenance of the 
scarce resource called "salvation" as presumably New Age techniques would 
not be considered salvific.'9
VIOLENCE AND THE ATONEMENT
The idea that salvation and violence are linked historically in Christian theology received graphic testimony in Mel Gibson's 2004 feature film The Passion of the Christ. According to an interview with Bill O'Reilly, Gibson wanted 
shocked viewers to "find the beauty" in the bloodbath of Jesus' torture.") 
Gibson hopes that his film will raise our appreciation for the suffering of 
Christ, and perhaps convert a few hard-hearted nobelievers to his version of 
Christianity. It would be a mistake simply to dismiss Gibson as a fanatic who 
has distorted Christianity.
It is true that some theologians (e.g., Duns Scotus, ca. 1266-1308) 
believe that God, being omnipotent and sovereign, could have chosen any 
means, even blasphemous ones, to achieve salvation. It is also true that there 
have been a variety of other theories of the atonement (the process of salvation through Christ's death) in Christian history. However, it remains accurate to say that the dominant Christian soteriological theory is premised on 
the idea that Jesus had to die and/or endure bodily torture in order for Christians to achieve salvation. We find some of these ideas in the New Testament 
book of Hebrews (9:22), which provides one of the earliest systematic theories regarding the necessity of Christ's death: "Indeed, under the law almost 
everything is purified with blood, and without the shedding of blood there is 
no forgiveness of sins." The author adds in 9:26: "But as it is, he has appeared 
once for all at the end of the age to remove sin by the sacrifice of himself."
The author argues that blood must be shed in order for sins to be forgiven. Being that animal sacrifice can purify only a finite number of sins, a 
higher being must be sacrificed to effect to overturn an infinite number of sins or to purify entities of a higher order. Thus, the sacrifice cannot simply 
he animal; it now must be one who is higher than human beings on the ontological plane. The author of Hebrews does not believe that Jesus is God, but 
rather that he is a divine just below God in stature.


In any case, the idea that Christ had to die for our sins became linked 
with the idea that he had to be tortured before he died. This idea derives 
from a Christian interpretation of Isaiah 53, which becomes the epigraph 
seen at the beginning of Mel Gibson's The Passion:
Surely he has borne our infirmities and carried our diseases; yet we 
accounted him stricken, struck down by God, and afflicted.
But he was wounded for our transgressions, crushed for our iniquities; upon 
hint was the punishment that made us whole, and by his bruises we are 
healed ...
He was oppressed, and he was afflicted, yet he did not open his mouth; like 
a lamb that is led to the slaughter, and like a sheep that before its shearers 
is silent, so he did not open his mouth ...
Yet it was the will of the LORD to crush him with pain. When you make 
his life an offering for sin, lie shall see his offspring, and shall prolong his 
days; through him the will of the LORD shall prosper.
Out of his anguish he shall see light; he shall find satisfaction through his 
knowledge. The righteous one, nay servant, shall make many righteous, and 
he shall bear their iniquities. (Isa. 53:1-5, 7, 10-11)
Since medieval times, the more dominant theories of soteriology were 
ones associated with Anselm and Thomas Aquinas. Anselm (1033-1109), in 
his famous Cur Deus Homo (Why God became man), held that sin violates the 
infinite honor and majesty of God. The most proportionate punishment 
would be infinite, something man could not satisfy. The only way to satisfy 
this violation would be for God himself to become man. By sharing our 
nature, he becomes the worthy substitute for human beings. By being infinite, he provides the infinite satisfaction for sin.`"
Likewise, Aquinas believed that it was necessary for God to become 
flesh."' More importantly, Aquinas addressed quite directly whether Christ 
had to endure violence in order for salvation. One issue, in particular, is 
whether a natural death would have been more suitable than a violent death. 
Aquinas claimed that Christ had to suffer and die for at least five reasons, the 
first being that man "knows thereby how much God loves him.""' This was 
rooted in passages such as John 3:16: "For God so loved the world that he gave his only Son, so that everyone who believes in him may not perish but 
may have eternal life." This link between love and violence would come to 
have strong repercussions in the history of Christian violence.


The thought of Anselm and Aquinas has been dominant even among 
Protestant theologians. Thus, the Westminster Confession of Faith (1648), 
which was followed by the Puritan fathers who settled America, stated that 
Christ willingly suffered, as our mediator, the "most painful sufferings in His 
body."94 Likewise, if one examines the writings of Reformed American theologian Charles Hodge (1797-1878), one finds that he also wrote that Christ 
had to suffer so that God could show his love for humankind."
Nor have pacifistic groups necessarily abandoned the idea that violence 
was part of God's salvation plan. Thus, the Quaker catechism authored by 
Robert Barclay (1648-1690) grants that "Christ also suffered for us, leaving 
us an Example, that we should follow his Steps [1 Pet. 2:21] For we are to bear 
about in the Body the dying of the Lord Jesus, that the Life also of Jesus 
might be made manifest in our body."96 The Confession of Faith in a Mennonite Perspective, adopted in 1995, proclaims in Article 8: "We believe that, 
through the life, death, and resurrection ofJesus Christ, God offers salvation 
from sin and a new way of life to all people.""7
Newer theories of the atonement have criticized the sacrificial models as 
rooted in patriarchal and masculine cultures. One of the most discussed is 
that proposed by Gustaf Aulen, the Swedish theologian and author of 
Christus Victor.`8 Aulen believes that Anselmian theories are late accretions 
on Christianity, while the most authentic traditions see the atonement as an 
example of God's love, not a punishment for sin. Jesus' resurrection showed 
Satan that he was indeed the master of the universe, and so his is the 
"Christus Victor" in this sense.
In the end, Aulen does not completely evade the violence of the atonement, only the seeming "necessity" of it. Likewise, J. Denny Weaver, who 
uses Aulen as a model in The Nonviolent Atonement (2001), affirms that Jesus' 
death is not "needed," as in the Anselmian version. Yet Weaver accepts that 
Jesus did die. His theory thus turns Jesus' death into a case of even more 
needless violence.`" Far from rejecting any violence, Aulen and Weaver turn 
violence yet again into part of the act of "love."100
In suns, despite many alternative theories of the atonement that have 
been proposed throughout history and in modern times, the idea that Christ 
suffered and (lied in order to express God's love, needlessly or not, has reinforced the idea that violence was necessary to gain this greater benefit called 
"salvation." Most of what is known as Christianity in the modern world is 
premised on the idea that violence was experienced, necessarily or not, in 
order to solve a perceived human problem (e.g., sinfulness, the wrath of God, 
etc.).


VIOLENCE FOR THE SAKE OF SALVATION
In contrast to the idea of Rene Girard, who argues that the sacrifice of God 
effected the overthrow of scapegoating violence, the notion that salvation of 
humankind had been achieved through such a trauma to the deity has 
spawned a number of rationales for violence, whose consequences echo in 
many forms. In a magisterial study, Timothy Gorringe has argued that 
Ansehn's theory of the atonement, in particular, had wide influence on violent justice systems in Europe. He notes that the need to hang or torture 
criminals was never self-evident. The necessity of such practices was often 
debated. However, when they were upheld it was generally because of allusions to Anselm's theory or New Testament ideas of the atonement. As Gorringe phrases it, "[T]he theology of satisfaction, I contend, provided one of 
the subtlest and most profound of such justifications, not only for hanging 
but for retributive justice in general.10'
As it pertains to our thesis, a most persistent rationale for violence used 
the violent death of Christ to justify forcing the conversion of others. Since 
God made such a great sacrifice, it behooves human beings to be grateful. 
Refusal to convert after learning of the suffering of the Christ means that one 
is ungrateful. This lack of gratefulness must be punished, as indicated in 
Hebrews 10:29: "Flow much worse punishment do you think will be 
deserved by those who have spurned the Son of God, profaned the blood of 
the covenant by which they were sanctified, and outraged the Spirit of 
grace?"
Paradoxically, another rationale for violence used the death of Christ as 
an occasion to blame his killers. This rationale was often used against Jews, 
as is evident in the Chronicle of Solomon bar Simson's description of Godfrey of Bouillons actions againstJews during the First Crusade. According to 
the Chronicle, Godfrey was bent on "avenging the blood of the crucified one 
by shedding Jewish blood."'(" Likewise, the same Chronicle portrays crusading Christians as using the following rationale for killing Jews on their 
way to Jerusalem: "Look now, we are going a long way to seek out the profane shrine and to avenge ourselves on the Ishmaelites [= Muslims], when 
here, in our very midst, are the Jews-they whose forefathers murdered and 
crucified him for no reason."103
Ironically, Solomon bar Simson indicates that Christians cited an 
apparent death sentence passed upon the Jews by Jesus, who is quoted as 
saying "there will yet come a day when my children will come and avenge my 
blood." Schlomo Eidelberg, an expert on violence against Jews during the 
Crusades, believes that this is an allusion to Matthew 27:25, in which Jews 
seemingly pass a death sentence upon themselves: "Then the people as a 
whole answered, `His blood be on us and on our children!'"1"4


Christian anger also was driven, in part, by some of the Jewish descriptions of Christ as a man "despised, abominated, and held in contempt in his 
own generation, a bastard son conceived by a menstruating and wanton 
mother."''' Such an opinion of Christ directly threatened notions of Christian salvation. For if Christ was not God, but a mere man, then Christian salvation would be nullified.
If the idea of salvation refers to being rescued from the wrath of God, 
then it is clear that Christians often feel free to inflict violence on those that 
were not willing to be saved or who were seen as unsavable. This rationale is 
attributed to the Knights Templar, the famous order of fighting monks established in the twelfth century. Stephen Howarth, a historian of the Knights 
Templar, comments: "One of the main objectives of the Crusades was unification of eastern and western Christendom, and one of the basic principles 
of the time was that religious belief ... could he effectively established by 
force."iof
The use of coercion to effect conversions was discussed quite intensely 
during the Middle Ages, especially in the case of Jews. There were strong 
arguments voiced on both sides. Gratian, perhaps the most important canonical lawyer in Catholicism, compiled a vast compendium of church law. One 
of his decretals prohibited the forced conversion of Jews.10i The premise for 
such a prohibition was that faith is supposed to be voluntary in order to be 
efficacious. On the other side was Duns Scotus, who advocated the forced 
baptism of all Jewish children. The main argument was that the salvation of 
souls takes precedence over the rights of parents.
Thomas Aquinas, the most influential theologian of the Middle Ages, used 
rationales for violence that were linked to the maintenance and expansion of 
the scarce resource we call salvation. He also seems to have been ambivalent 
on the use of force. On the one hand, Aquinas argued that one should not force 
Jews to convert if they had not received the faith. However, once Jews had 
received the faith then "they ought to be compelled to keep it."'"
One way Aquinas justified the use of force to retain Jewish converts 
appealed to the concept of contractual law. He reasons that "[j]ust as taking 
a vow is a matter of will ... keeping the faith once one has received it, is a 
matter of obligation."'()9 Two biblical examples also serve to justify force and 
killing those that retracted their conversion. Following Augustine, Aquinas 
uses Paul's conversion as an example. Augustine observed that Paul was compelled before he was taught to follow Christ. A second example is that of 
Absalom, whose killing was necessary for the sake of David's kingdom (1 
Sam. 18:9-14). Accordingly, Aquinas, again following Augustine, reasons 
that the church "heals the sorrow of her maternal heart by the delivery of so 
many nations.""') In short, the church can liberate the nations from hell by 
means of violence.


But the main reason Aquinas gives for waging war and imprisoning 
unbelievers is not so that those unbelievers will convert, but rather so that 
those unbelievers do not hinder the salvation of others.''' Here we can 
clearly see how salvation is a scarce resource, unavailable except through 
sanctioned means. Violence may be used in order to allow or maintain access 
to this scarce resource.
Aquinas likewise favored bodily compulsion for heretics who strayed 
from Christianity. One of the main biblical texts used by Aquinas, among 
others, to sanction such compulsion is Luke 14:23: "Then the master said to 
the slave, `Go out into the roads and lanes, and compel people to come in, so 
that my house may be filled."' This instruction is part of a parable given by 
Jesus, who is speaking of a rich man who gave a feast, but the invitees did not 
come. The master of the house told his servants to force people off the street 
into the banquet. By analogy, if Christians are the servants, and Jesus is the 
master of the house, then Christians must compel nonbelievers to enter the 
kingdom of God.
But it is here that Aquinas becomes inconsistent because he seems to be 
disregarding the use of force for the salvation of souls in the case of some 
groups, and yet advocating it in the case of others. Heretics and converted 
Jews can be compelled, but not necessarily everyone else. Yet, throughout 
Aquinas's discussion of force in conversions, it seems that the lack of acceptance of the Christian notion of salvation threatens the entire notion of salvation itself. That is to say, lack of acceptance may lead others to believe that 
salvation is false, so this scarce resource must be protected from the skeptics.
Another policy based on the suffering of Christ dealt with how to suffer 
violence as a Christian. This idea can be found already in I Peter:
Slaves, accept the authority of your masters with all deference, not only 
those who are kind and gentle but also those who are harsh.
For it is a credit to you if, being aware of God, you endure pain while suffering unjustly.
If you endure when you are beaten for doing wrong, what credit is that But 
if you endure when you do right and suffer for it, you have God's approval.
For to this you have been called, because Christ also suffered for you, 
leaving you an example, so that you should follow in his steps.
"He committed no sin, and no deceit was found in his mouth."
When he was abused, he did not return abuse; when he suffered, he did not 
threaten; but he entrusted himself to the one who judges justly.


Ile himself bore our sins in his body on the cross, so that, free from sins, we 
might live for righteousness; by his wounds you have been healed. (I Pet. 
2:18-24)
Here, the Passion of Christ serves as part of a rationale to maintain violence. 
Slaves are to suffer and not revolt against even harsh slave masters. Suffering 
gains the approval of God, while rejection of suffering earns no credit.
Of course, many will argue that this policy originally served to protect 
Christians in an environment of persecution. Christians would survive if they 
did not revolt and if they were not seen as troublemakers. But the results 
would remain the same: Suffering was to be seen as good, and therefore violent oppression would not be defeated. Slavery, for example, which was a violent institution itself, would be maintained if slaves were told to obey slave 
masters.
The types of rationales seen in these medieval examples have not disappeared. In part, these rationales now fuel violence between Protestants and 
Catholics in many parts of the world. One such example is in Mexico. 
According to a report from the US Department of State: "On August 27, 
1998, indigenous Catholics in Mitziton, Chiapas, took 23 evangelicals 
hostage and threatened to eject them from the community if they did not 
convert to Catholicism. Catholic and state authorities intervened to obtain 
their release. In addition, a number of Catholic churches were burned in 
Chiapas, but the authorities made no arrests."112
In sum, the theory of salvation in orthodox Christianity could lead logically to violence against others and to the maintenance of violence against 
Christians. The common theme is that salvation is a scarce resource, not 
easily achievable, and not available through every means. Thus, it sometimes 
has behooved Christians to force conversions on others in order to save 
them. Other times, violence was necessary in order to remove obstructions 
that would allow nonbelievers access to this resource. Finally, salvation is a 
resource scarce enough that one might have to suffer and not overthrow violent regimes in order to attain more intangible supernatural rewards.
SUMMARY
Christianity adapted some of the scarce resources found first in the Hebrew 
Bible and in Judaism, but it also created additional scarce resources. The 
New Testament supersedes or devalues the Hebrew Bible as the eternal locus 
of divine authority. Sacred spaces multiply, though Jerusalem resurfaces as a 
primary sacred space throughout Christian history, sometimes with violent 
consequences, as in the Crusades. Group privileging continues, though now it is defined by allegiance to Jesus, the new emperor, rather than on the basis 
of biological genealogy.


But perhaps the most persistent violence generated by Christianity 
relates to the scarce resource called "salvation" through the violent death of 
the son of God. Anthropologists are not certain why people came to believe 
that sacrifice or the shedding of blood was necessary for absolution from sin. 
One theory, espoused notably by Walter Burkett, traces sacrifice to Paleolithic hunting practices.13 Such hunting practices taught human beings that 
killing sustains life, as the dead animal becomes the means by which human 
beings live. These ideas have yet to be firmly established in the paleoanthropological record.'14 Likewise, there was a tradition that gods ate, and perhaps 
also were kept alive by, animals killed by human beings. We have just such an 
indication in Genesis 8:21, where Yahweh is said to smell the pleasing sacrifice offered by Noah after the Flood.The Near Eastern scholar William 
Hallo has proposed that sacrifice originated in the attempt to sanctify the 
very act of consumption.''
The idea that one must shed blood to neutralize sins is rooted in a long 
prebiblical tradition of the ancient Near East. Already in the Enuma elish, 
the creation story from Mesopotamia (ancient Iraq), we have a god named 
Kingu who is sacrificed so that human beings can he made from his blood. 
In effect, this is a god sacrificed to give life to humans.'16
Ultimately, however, any notion that sacrifice is necessary for our collective health is neither empirically proven nor helpful for overcoming violence. 
Burkert, in fact, comes close to indicating that notions of collective sacrifice 
and guilt are good. Those Christians who favor nonviolent theories of the 
atonement must do so by either disregarding the New "Istament or by reinterpreting it in a manner no less arbitrary or unverifiable than the techniques 
used by fundamentalists to maintain interpretations that maintain a violent 
atonement.
And it is in studying the effects of the belief in the sacrifice of God that 
Girard's theory is exposed for all its impotence. Contrary to Girard's theory, 
the belief in sacrifice can create new rationales for violence rather than result 
in the final overthrow of mimetic or scapegoating violence. The supposed 
uniqueness of the sacrifice of Christ has been associated with a complex of 
soteriological ideas that generated a new scarce resource over which to fight. 
If the only way to salvation is through Christ, anything that threatens a 
person's salvation now becomes the object of violence. It is Girard's theory 
that should be at least partially sacrificed in academia.
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[image: ]ur thesis stresses that many modern academic scholars defend violence or attempt to maintain the value of the biblical corpus despite 
its violence. In relation to the New Testament, such defenses have been particularly prominent among self-described pacifists such as Walter Wink, 
John Howard Yoder and Ronald Sider, but they actually encompass to some 
degree the works of most Christian scholars.' Thus, here we examine the 
basis for the claim that Christianity is essentially a religion of peace and love.
Historically, Christian theologians and scholars have often contrasted 
Christianity with the Old Testament, which presumably has more hate and 
wrath in it. Rudolf Schnackenburg presents the standard view:
The Early Church, and with it, Christianity, was profoundly convinced that 
the greatest of Jesus' achievements in the moral sphere was the promulgation of the chief commandment of love of God and one's neighbour. The 
message of Christian agape, the model and highest expression of which is 
the mission of the Son of God to redeem the sinful human race, brought 
something new into the world, an idea and reality so vast and incomprehensible as to be the highest revelation of God, and quite inconceivable apart 
from revelation.'
The idea that Christianity brought a whole new concept of love to the world 
is so powerhd that even some of the most skeptical thinkers have accepted it 
without much scrutiny. Thus, Michael Shermer, one of the leading popular 
skeptics today, repeats this commonplace Christian view when he says, "This 
may represent the difference between Old "testament and New "testament 
morality: inflexible moral principles versus contextual moral guidelines-a 
stricter draconian God versus a kinder, gentler God."' Accordingly, our response will center on showing that, in regard to the New Testament and 
Christianity: (1) hate is also enjoined by Jesus; (2) love can entail violence in 
the New Testament and in Christian exegesis; (3) love can be tactical rather 
than substantive; (4) forgiveness is an ambiguous concept; and (5) peace can 
be interpreted as a form of Christian hegemony.


In brief, our discussion will center on the fact that any interpretation 
that sees the New Testament or Jesus as essentially advocates of love, peace, 
and forgiveness must rely on an ultimately unverifiable rationale for the 
selection of what counts as representative texts. Such a selection is no more 
verifiable than the selection of violent views, and the ultimate theological 
grounds for pacifist actions by Christians are no more verifiable than the 
grounds for violent ones.
JESUS COMMANDS HATE
Arbitrary selectivity and interpretation is the main reason that the New Testament is so often viewed as preaching only or essentially love. However, the 
existence of violence in Christianity cannot be explained unless it is also recognized that Jesus also preached "hate." One of the prime examples of hate 
speech attributed to Jesus is found in Luke:
Now large crowds were traveling with him; and he turned and said to them,
"Whoever comes to me and does not hate father and mother, wife and children, brothers and sisters, yes, and even life itself, cannot be my disciple.
Whoever does not carry the cross and follow me cannot be my disciple. 
(Luke 14:25-27)
Although the text seems as clear an expression of hate as any text found anywhere, Christian apologists have attempted to erase or lessen its negative 
connotations. Thus, John Vernon McGee, a fundamentalist Christian broadcaster and commentator, says: "The verses are simply saying that we should 
put God first. A believer's devotedness to Jesus Christ should be such that, by 
comparison, everything else is hated."4 The Good News Bible completely omits 
the word "hate," and translates the verse as follows: "Whoever comes to me 
cannot be my disciple unless he loves me more than he loves his father and 
his mother, his wife and his children, his brothers, and his sisters and himself 
as well." Likewise, Wayne Meeks, author of a study on early Christian ethics, 
omits Luke 14:26 from his index.'
This interpretation of Luke 14:26 is achieved by assuming that a parallel saying in Matthew 10:37 constitutes the proper meaning of Luke 14:26. 
Briefly, Matthew 10:37 says: "Whoever loves father or mother more than me 
is not worthy of me; and whoever loves son or daughter more than me is not 
worthy of me." We may label this "the comparative interpretation," which 
can be summarized more schematically as follows: "Hate X = Love Y more 
than X."


The first problem with this comparative interpretation is that the Greek 
word for "hate," miseo, never means "to love Y more than X" in any biblical 
text. In fact, misco is interpreted as the opposite of love everywhere it occurs 
in Greek biblical texts. To understand our argument, it is necessary that we 
begin with an examination of the basic relevant grammatical structure of a 
crucial portion of Luke 14:26:
[image: ]
The first obvious issue is that we need to establish the most accurate 
meaning of the Greek word (laweo; pronounced miseo) translated as "hate." 
There are at least two basic procedures for establishing the meaning of words 
in any ancient language: (1) seek contrastive expressions involving the word 
in question, and (2) compare translations into other languages.'
If we use the first procedure, then we note that in every instance where 
we find "miseo + object of hate," there is every reason to take it as the opposite of love. For example:
So Samson's wife wept before him, saying, "You hate one; you do not really 
love me. (Judg. 14:16)
Hate evil and love good, and establish justice in the gate; it may be that the 
LORD, the God of hosts, will be gracious to the remnant of Joseph. (Amos 
5:15)
No slave can serve two masters; for a slave will either hate the one and love 
the other, or he devoted to the one and despise the other. You cannot serve 
God and wealth." (Luke 16:13)'
In every case, "hate X" means the absence of any love for X, the opposite of 
love, and/or even hostility toward X."
Luke 16:13 is particularly important as it shows the usage of the word by 
presumably the same author of Luke 14:26. Luke 16:13: says: "No slave can 
serve two masters; for a slave will either hate the one and love the other, or be devoted to the one and despise the other. You cannot serve God and 
wealth." The author clearly indicates here that "hate" = "absence of love." 
One cannot have both love and hate for the same person. You either love one 
or the other. Thus, we can develop a linguistic and semantic rationale for our 
interpretation of miseo in Luke 14:26:


1.Since miseo is interpreted literally as the opposite of love (= "hate") 
ez'eiywhere in the Bible,
2.and since there is no other indication that miseo is not literal in Luke 
14:26,
3.then miseo probably means the opposite of love in Luke 14:26.
In fact, the main problem with interpreting the grammatical structure "miseo 
+ object of hate" as a comparative expression is that it is no such thing grammatically. Greek has very specific modes of constructing comparative expressions, and no indicators of comparison are present here."
The comparative interpretation of Luke 14:26 actually creates a number 
of logical and semantic problems. For example, if we accept the proposition 
that "hate X" actually means "to love Y more than X," then we should note 
the odd reading generated by such an equation in Amos 5:15 : 
"1lateevil"= "Love good more than evil." However, it is clear that the author of Amos 
5:15 is exhorting listeners to not love evil at all. In sum, there are no linguistic grounds to interpret Luke 14:26 as meaning anything other than to 
have no love or to have the opposite of love for parents in order to he a disciple of Jesus.
TThe arbitrary nature of Christian apologetics in Luke 14:26 can also be 
gauged by an unwillingness to treat occurrences of "love" in the same 
manner. That is to say, few, if any, of the same interpreters who want to treat 
"hate" comparatively in Luke 14:26 will do so for "love." But we could just 
as well posit that "love X = Hate Y more than X." Indeed, there is a great circularity at work in saying that Jesus cannot mean hate in Luke 14:26 because 
he preaches "love" elsewhere. But we can reverse this rationale and argue 
that Jesus probably did not mean "love" literally elsewhere because he clearly 
meant "hate" in Luke 14:26.
Any grounds for a comparative interpretation probably would have to be 
moral-for example, Jesus could not possibly have meant "hate your father," 
as that would seem immoral. However, this imposes our morality upon the 
author, when most Christian interpreters would insist that we derive our 
morality from the author's words. Moreover, using this procedure we could 
change the meaning of all texts we find immoral for us. Linguistic meanings 
must be established on linguistic grounds, not moral grounds.
"There are also cogent reasons for not using Matthew 10:37 to establish the meaning of Luke 14:26. One reason is quite simple. One cannot assume 
that Luke's readers had read Matthew at the time Luke was written. At the time 
Luke was being written, the New Testament, as we know it, did not exist. It 
was not complete, and this quite likely applies to all four Gospels. Therefore, 
it is unlikely that the author of Luke would use the word "hate" and hope 
that someone would have read Matthew in order to explain what Luke 
meant. That is not a reasonable expectation.` Rather, one would expect that 
Luke would use words the audience would understand from the way that those 
words are used in the language of the reader. The Greek word miseo has as consistent and as strong a meaning as any word in the entire Greek lexicon. It 
does not vary and is not subject to as much flexibility as other words may be.


Matthew's reading can also be explained without having to change the 
meaning of the word miseo in Luke. Matthew may not have liked the strong 
and harsh tone of Luke 14:26, so he changed it. Indeed, the Catholic biblical 
scholar Joseph Fitzinyer explicitly suggests this when he says, "Matthew has 
softened the demand ofJesus by his redactional wording `loves ... more than 
me.)"" We know that Matthew changed, added, or used other sources relative to Luke (compare the genealogies in Matthew 1 and Luke 3).
Similarly, the fact that The Good News Bible (GNB) substitutes"love" for 
"hate" in Luke 14:26 does not mean that the definition of the word "hate" 
has changed; it just means that the GNB has changed the meaning of the passage altogether. Similarly, Matthew's action does not redefine the word miseo 
in Greek; Matthew may be changing the meaning of Luke altogether by providing different words.
Since the passage seems to he clear, sometimes Christian apologists will 
resort to "recontextualization" or "modernization" to maintain the value of 
this text. John Howard Yoder, a leading pacifist author, says:
Modern psychologizing interpretation of Jesus has been bothered largely 
with whether the word hate here should be taken seriously or not. This is 
certainly to miss the point of the passage. The point is rather that in a 
society characterized by very stable, religiously undergirded family ties, 
Jesus is here calling into being a community of voluntary commitment, 
willing for the sake of its calling to take upon itself the hostility of a given 
society.1_'
Yoder's violence to the plain meaning of the text is as arbitrary as any 
encountered from fundamentalists. Indeed, how does one come to understand "the point" of a passage except by understanding the meaning of the 
words in a passage? If "hate" is the opposite of "love," as we have amply 
demonstrated, then why can't the point of the passage be that you must hate 
your family to follow Jesus? Instead, Yoder invents his own point, which has nothing to do with anything mentioned in the text or context. This also leads 
to another question: If Jesus wanted to make the point that you should actually hate your family, what other, stronger word would lie have used?


And why does Yoder invert the object of hate so that the passage 
becomes centered on a "community" taking upon itself "the hostility of a 
given society"? The grammatical objects of "hate" are "parents" and 
"family," and so why does Yoder not see parents and family as the community which becomes the object of Jesus' hostility? This indeed, is to deny the 
victinihood of the family, and to condone the clearly hateful words of Jesus.
Likewise, why does Yoder suppose that Jesus cannot be doing both, creating a so-called voluntary organization and asking joiners to hate their families? As in the case of other pacifistic readings, Yoder's claim ends up as 
nothing less than an effort to maintain the value of violent texts and hate 
speech by pretending or claiming that Jesus did not mean what lie said. Such 
arguments are no less arbitrary than those used by fundamentalists, and they 
expose the fact that Yoder's pacifism is based on privileging violent texts by 
pretending they are not.
But a hopeful sign is that recent critical scholarship has focused on the 
antifamilial nature of some of Jesus' injunctions." Often these are assigned 
to the early strata of Gospel materials. However, the problem remains that 
any interpretation that sees Jesus as essentially loving and peaceful will center 
on choosing one text, whether early or late, as representative of the 
preaching of Jesus. But if one assumes that the antifamilial passages are 
indeed closer to the historical Jesus, then it is the advocates of a more violent 
portrayal ofJesus who may have a greater claim to approximating any "essential" message of Jesus.
LOVE CAN ENTAIL VIOLENCE
As most students of New Testament Greek realize, there are three main 
Greek words that are translated as "love" in English.'4 Love centered on 
sexual passion is er-os, which is usually identified with erotic love. 
Ilowever, this word does not occur in the New Testament. A common word that is 
found in the New Testament is phileo, which is often identified with the love 
of friendship or between family members (e.g., Matt. 6:5, 10:37).
The highest form of love mentioned in the New "Iestament is often said 
to reflect the Greek word agape. A main exponent of this idea was Anders 
Nygren (1890-1978) in his Agape and Eros.'' For Nygren, agape was selfless 
love, and it typified Christianity, in opposition to the Old 'Iestament. Even 
in the face of new research showing some of the Greek and Near Eastern roots of agape,16 most Christian theologians and scholars of the New Testament continue to affirm that Christian love is one of the most essential and 
valuable gifts bestowed upon the world by Christianity.1 So momentous is 
this supposedly new concept that some scholars have even tried to explain its 
development sociologically."


Agape is the word used in one of the most famous love passages, John 
3:16: "For God so loved the world that he gave his only begotten son so that 
you may not perish but have eternal life." And, of course, agape is the Greek 
word used in what are portrayed as Jesus' new commandments:
I give you a new commandment, that you love one another. Just as I have 
loved you, you also should love one another.
By this everyone will know that you are my disciples, if you have love for 
one another." (John 13:34-35)
First Corinthians, a letter usually attributed to the apostle Paul, likewise 
extols the value of agape in its famous passage about the virtues of love:
Love is patient; love is kind; love is not envious or boastful or arrogant
or rude. It does not insist on its own way; it is not irritable or resentful;
it does not rejoice in wrongdoing, but rejoices in the truth.
It hears all things, believes all things, hopes all things, endures all things.
Love never ends. But as for prophecies, they will cone to an end; as for 
tongues, they will cease; as for knowledge, it will come to an end. (1 Cor. 
13:4-8)
Yet the suspicion that the rhetoric of "love" might be self-serving was already 
being questioned in the New Testament itself, as in 1 John:
We know love by this, that he laid down his life for us-and we ought to lay 
down our lives for one another.
How does God's love abide in anyone who has the world's goods and sees a 
brother or sister in need and yet refuses help?
Little children, let us love, not in word or speech, but in truth and action. 
(1 John 3:16-18)


The author of this letter undertakes elaborate discussions on what love really 
means, which presumes that he did not deem it clear to his addressees. The 
author's concept of agape did not agree with those he was trying to persuade. 
Those criticized by the author were apparently using the rhetoric of love, but 
not performing actions that suited the author's definition of it. In more 
recent times Friedrich Nietzsche remarked: "Not their love of humanity, but 
the impotence of their love, prevents the Christians of to-day-burning 
us."p'
Indeed, emerging particularly in the last half century is the realization 
that "love" can sometimes be part of the discourse of master-slave or lordvassal relationships. Far from being mutual or selfless, agape may describe 
behavior that entails violence and other hierarchical phenomena. Part of the 
reason for this change is that previous scholars were too eager to divorce the 
New Testament use of agape from corresponding words and concepts found 
in the Hebrew Bible. After all, Christianity was thought to be bringing something radically new.
The word "love" often designates the attitude and set of behaviors that 
a lord expects from his vassal in the ancient Near East. Especially instructive 
in this regard are the Assyrian lord-vassal "treaties" of Esarhaddon (ca. 
681-669 BCE), king of Assyria.20 One commandment to a vassal, for 
example, reads: "(You swear) that you will love Ashurbanipal, the crown 
prince, son of Essarhaddon, king of Assyria, your lord as (you do) yourselves."'' Likewise, a vassal is commanded to "fight and (even) die for him 
]the lord]."" This, of course is not that different from what Jesus commands 
his own disciples to do in Luke 14:26: "Whoever comes to me and does not 
hate father and mother ... even life ]Greek: psyche] itself, cannot be my disciple." Curses were applied to those who did not obey the Assyrian king's 
commandments.
The hint that lord-vassal language is important in understanding the 
New Testament concept of love was already noted more than forty years ago 
by the brilliant Harvard Near Eastern scholar William L. Moran, who said, 
"[I]f the old sovereign-vassal terminology of love is as relevant as we think it 
is, then what a history lies behind the Christian test of true agape-'If you 
love me, you will keep my commandments!11,23 Moran's insight, while 
bringing a new understanding, has remained confined largely to the Hebrew 
Bible. The similarity of New Testament language to lord-vassal treaties, 
when commented upon, is often expressed only obliquely.24
More recently, Susan Ackerman has made a case that the Ilebrew words 
'aheh, a verb, and 'ahabah, the related noun, which are usually translated with 
the relevant forms of agape, almost always reflect an inequality in power in the 
Ilebrew Bible.'' She argues that while there may be overlap between interpersonal "love" and political "love," the former still indicates a one-sided use in the Hebrew word. Thus, Jacob is described as loving Rachel (Gen. 39:18, 
20, 30), but it is never said that Rachel loved Jacob. The same is true in the 
description of numerous other relationships between men and women.


Ackerman believes that 'aheb/'ahdbdh is an action performed by the 
superior party relative to an inferior party (male > female, parent > child, 
Yahweh > human being, etc.). Only once is it said that a man (Solomon) 
loves Yahweh (1 Kings 3:13), whereas the reverse is the norm (Yahweh loves 
X). In cases where gods seem to be the object of human love in Jeremiah 
(2:25 and 8:2), Ackerman interprets this as a satirical reversal that reflects 
Jeremiah's view of those gods as inferior to human beings.
While we are convinced that Ackerman seems to have found a pattern, 
it does leave another question: Why is it only the superior party that is 
described as performing this act? This is especially puzzling because, as 
Moran had noted, it is usually the inferior party who owes "love" to the 
master in the relationship. I believe this puzzle can be solved if we add one 
more element to this hierarchical and political view of love: individual privileging. Love functions as a means of expressing status differences in which a 
superior party selects an object of love, who can only give gratitude, affection, and service in return. Inferior parties cannot or do not select their superiors, masters, or parents.
The idea that the superior party selects the inferior one is repeatedly 
found in the Hebrew Bible, as in Deuteronomy 7:6: "For you are a people 
holy to the LORD your God; the LORD your God has chosen you out of 
all the peoples on earth to be his people, his treasured possession." And this 
selection can be acknowledged as simply arbitrary, as in Romans 9:13, "As it 
is written, I have loved Jacob, but I have hated Esau."
If one compares the Hebrew Bible to the New Testament, one will see 
that a reversal has actually taken place in the latter. Far from indicating 
mutuality or even lack of self-interest, agape has often become even more 
hierarchical, demanding, and servile in the New'lestament relative to that in 
the Hebrew Bible. Although Nygren does not locate agape in the context of 
Near Eastern imperial rhetoric, his translator, Philip Watson, actually seems 
to acknowledge the slavish nature of agape when he says: "But the love of 
man for God of which the New Testament speaks is of quite a different 
stamp. It means whole-hearted surrender to God, whereby man becomes 
God's willing slave, content to be at His disposal, having entire trust and confidence in Him, and desiring only that His will be done.1121
More importantly, New Testament notions of agape also obligate and 
even enjoin violence. One example is put on the lips of Jesus:
I will no longer talk much with you, for the ruler of this world is coming. 
He has no power over me;


but I do as the Father has commanded me, so that the world may know that 
I love the Father. Rise, let us be on our way. (John 14:30-31)
As becomes apparent at the crucifixion, Jesus' demonstration of his love for 
the father means the willingness to be tortured and be killed.
In fact, love means that a friend should be willing to die for his comrade 
(John 15:13). Jesus says that "[t]hose who love their life lose it, and those who 
hate their life in this world will keep it for eternal life" (John 12:25). Paul 
Ramsey, one of the foremost Christian ethicists of the twentieth century, also 
observes that love for one's neighbor has been used to argue for the necessity 
of war.27 We have already seen how Luke sees love for Jesus as entailing 
hatred for one's parents, and parallels the idea that the servant's love for the 
master is paramount. Matthew 10:34-37 says that love for Jesus entails violence among family members.
Nor is the notion of agape very inclusive. While Jesus commands disciples to "love one another," the benefits of salvation are available only to those 
who obey Jesus' view of God. Thus, John 14:6: "Jesus said to him, `I am the 
way, and the truth, and the life. No one comes to the Father except through 
me."' As portrayed here, Jesus is generating a scarce resource by promulgating this belief, which itself will generate violence in later history.
While Paul expounds on the virtues of love in 1 Corinthians 13, he elsewhere recommends violence upon the body for the sake of salvation.'' Thus, 
in 1 Corinthians 5:5, Paul is reported to give the following instruction to correct the case of a man who has committed a sexual sin: "You are to hand this 
man over to Satan for the destruction of the flesh, so that his spirit may be 
saved in the day of the Lord." Most readers fail to appreciate that Paul is 
likely speaking of the killing of the person.2' The author reflects again the 
idea that the spirit is much more important than the body, so any violence 
that results in bettering the spirit is a form of love. "Love" means love toward 
someone's soul, not toward his body.3°
And the view of agape in 1 Peter shows how easily violence and "love" 
can be combined:
Honor everyone. Love the family of believers. Fear God. Honor the 
emperor.
Slaves, accept the authority of your masters with all deference, not only 
those who are kind and gentle but also those who are harsh.
For it is a credit to you if, being aware of God, you endure pain while suffering unjustly. (1 Pet. 2:17-19)


The history of postbiblical interpretation shows that "love" could also he 
interpreted in such a way as to allow almost any act of violence. We can see 
how this works in the writings of Augustine, the preeminent theologian of 
Western Christendom. In his "Reply to Faustus," Augustine attempts to 
answer non-Christian objections to the violence in the Bible.;' Faustus, an 
unbeliever, cites cases in which violent acts do not seem compatible with love, 
as when Moses commanded the killing of some three thousand Israelites 
because they had committed idolatry with the Golden Calf (Exodus 32).
Augustine, however, sees this as a case of love because idolatry hurts the 
soul, whereas Moses only hurt the bodies of the idolaters. Indeed, the idea 
that the soul could benefit from bodily punishment has biblical roots in 
Matthew 10:28: "Do not fear those who kill the body but cannot kill the soul; 
rather fear him who can destroy both soul and body in hell." Again, a pneumocentric view of humanity is at the root of corporeal violence.
Augustine makes a similar argument in his commentary on the Sermon 
on the Mount." Therein he explains that physical punishment (zvindicta) is 
not incompatible with love. Beating a child, for example, is an act of love. 
The proper attitude of the recipient of punishment, therefore, should be 
happiness. He then cites as an example Elijah, who punished with death the 
worshippers of Baal, the rival of Yahweh, so that the living might "be struck 
with salutary fear."" In other words, the creation of fear, otherwise called 
"terrorism," is a just and legitimate instrument for God and his prophet.
Likewise, for Augustine, turning the other cheek still allows for retaliative violence. The idea that "love" of God should entail the willingness to 
endure physical violence without retaliation can he traced hack to Jesus' 
injunction to turn the other cheek. However, Augustine says that it is intentionality and inward disposition that makes the difference. Thus, if we intend 
to turn the other cheek, our external bodily response need not match that 
inward disposition.
In order to illustrate the difference between inward dispositions and outward actions, Augustine specifically cites an apocryphal story in which the 
apostle Thomas is struck by a servant. Thomas curses the man, who is then 
mauled by a lion. However, since Thomas secured a pardon for the servant 
in the next world, this violent retaliation in this world should not be seen as 
evil. Augustine concludes concerning Thomas, "Inwardly he preserved a 
kindly feeling, while outwardly he wished the man to be punished as an 
example."``
Grotius 
has 
an 
even 
more 
ingenious 
explanation 
for 
Jesus' 
injunction 
of 
turning the other cheek. In fact, he resorts to an argument that is found 
among Islamic hermeneuticians when discussing jihad. Grotius explains that 
a specific statement restricts a more general statement. In the case of turning 
the other cheek, we ought to interpret this as literally as possible, meaning that Christ is encouraging nonretaliation only when one is struck on those 
specific body parts, namely, the cheeks.;'


Retaliation, therefore, is not prohibited by Christ against any other body 
parts. In fact, the selection of "cheeks" for this injunction shows that Jesus 
intended nonretaliation for only the lightest sorts of injury rather than for 
more severe injuries. Grotius appeals to supposed Hebrew customs to opine 
that "turning the cheek" could be entirely figurative. In addition, Grotius 
argues that Christ is not addressing magistrates, who may have a duty to 
retaliate when the larger national body is attacked.
Grotius's legalistic mind was able to counter at least two other arguments used by pacifists. Jesus' injunction to walk an extra mile, Grotius 
argues, simply shows that Jesus chose actions that would least inconvenience 
a Christian. It would be different if Jesus had obliged us to walk a thousand 
miles. Jesus' injunction (Matt. 5:40/Luke 6:29) to turn over a cloak when 
someone demands only a coat comes under Grotius's scalpel as well. Grotius 
notes that a coat or a cloak should not be held equivalent to means of subsistence. War, therefore, is permissible for defense of one's food supply or 
country under Jesus' injunctions. Grotius also believes that the injunction 
about the cloak refers only to not pursuing some sort of lawsuit in court.37
Among modern authors, we also find that "love" can explain acts of the 
most brutal violence. One example comes from R. A. "lbrrey, one of the contributors to The Fundamentals, a series of tracts that helped popularize the 
name "fundamentalist." Torrey argues that "[t]he extermination of the 
Canaanite children was not only an act of mercy and love to the world at 
large; it was an act of love and mercy to the children themselves."" The 
reason is that if these children grew up, they probably would end up suffering 
an eternity in hell. Slaughtering them in infancy ensured that their souls 
would go to heaven. Clearly, the slaughter, under this logic, is a loving act.
LOVE AS TACTICAL
Of particular importance in discussions about the teachings of Jesus is the socalled Golden Rule, which has been seen as the acme of pacifist injunctions. 
As it is stated in Matthew 7:12, the rule reads as follows: "In everything do 
to others as you would have them do to you; for this is the law and the 
prophets." As is the case with many other key passages, what seems obvious 
at first sight in this passage becomes complicated once examined in light of 
ancient cultures.
First, it should he noted that the Golden Rule is neither unique nor original to Christianity. We can trace its various versions to Greek authors hun dreds of years before Jesus. Marcus Borg, a well-known member of the Jesus 
Seminar, claims that he has found it in Buddhist scriptures.;" As we have 
noted, Michael Shermer lists the Golden Rule as occurring in a number of 
cultures, though his dating of the first biblical injunction in Leviticus 19:18 
is baseless. If one follows a more standard view based on literary-historical 
criteria, then a date no earlier than the late eighth century BCE is plausible. 
If we restrict ourselves to the actual extant hard copies of any portion of 
Leviticus 19, these are no earlier than the second/first centuries BCE.''


And, as the biblical scholar Alan Kirk notes, there are at least three ways 
to read this rule." The first interpretation is that it represents a completely 
disinterested action, and so is the true paradigm of love. This interpretation 
is the one favored by many modern Christian interpreters, especially those 
with pacifist leanings. A second interpretation emphasizes a reciprocal or 
neutral stance, in which equality is more of an economic transaction. A third 
interpretation is that the Golden Rule is based on self-interest.4 This interpretation has antecedents in Greek authors who see a more Machiavellian 
strategy to vanquish the enemy. Thus, Thucydides (IV.19.1-4) speaks of the 
wisdom of one who "vanquishes his foe by generosity.1141 Being good to an 
enemy may oblige the enemy to return the favor.


So which interpretation is the one favored by the Gospel writer? At first 
glance, it may seem as though the disinterested interpretation is indicated. 
However, this does not seem compatible with the violence Jesus plans for the 
enemies of Christians at the last judgment:
Then he will say to those at his left hand, "You that are accursed, depart 
from me into the eternal fire prepared for the devil and his angels; for I was 
hungry and you gave me no food, I was thirsty and you gave me nothing to 
drink, I was a stranger and you did not welcome me, naked and you did not 
give me clothing, sick and in prison and you did not visit me."
Then they also will answer, "Lord, when was it that we saw you hungry or 
thirsty or a stranger or naked or sick or in prison, and did not take care of 
you.,
Then he will answer them, "Truly I tell you, just as you did not do it to one 
of the least of these, you did not do it to me."
And these will go away into eternal punishment, but the righteous into 
eternal life. (Matt. 25:41-46)
It is here that we see, then, another view of the nature of Christian love. 
However, there is also good reason to suppose that the idea can be traced 
back to the earliest sources. Gordon Zerbe, author of an extensive treatise on nonretaliation in the New Testament, notes, "As in many early Jewish texts 
non-retaliation and good deeds in response to persecutors in Q is grounded 
in the hope of eschatological vindication and judgment."+'


The idea that love has a utilitarian value reappears in the work of 
modern pacifists. "Thus, William Klassen urges that Christians use love to 
convert enemies into friends.'5 In any case, Matthew indicates that Christians can afford to love their enemies now because Jesus will torture the enemies of Christians at the end of time. The judgment described in Matthew 
25, after all, does not differ much from an act of revenge. At the very least, 
the author or editor of Matthew did not seem to see any incompatibility 
between the Golden Rule included in chapter 7 and the revenge that Jesus 
was to mete out in chapter 25.
CHRISTIANITY AND FORGIVENESS
The New Testament concepts of forgiveness can be deconstructed in a similar manner. As used in the New Testament, "forgiveness" represents a trans  
lation of a number of words. One word, aphic~lni, describes a literal releasing 
from a debt. This is the verb used, for example, in Matthew 6:12: "And forgive us our debts, as we also have forgiven our debtors." It is also the verb 
used in relation to sins in Matthew 9:6: "But so that you may know that the 
Son of .Man has authority on earth to forgive sins."
In the Hebrew Bible, forgiveness relates to abstaining from retaliation 
for some perceived or actual wrong done to the forgiving party. For example, 
we find the concept in Genesis 50:17: "Say to Joseph: `I beg you, forgive the 
crime of your brothers and the wrong they did in harming you.' Now therefore please forgive the crime of the servants of the God of your father." 
Joseph's brothers had attempted to kill Joseph and fool his father into 
thinking an animal had killed him. As practiced here, forgiveness indeed prevents any violence on the part of Joseph.
However, others would say that the Bible has a very inconsistent attitude 
toward forgiveness. In actuality, forgiveness is related to group privileging 
insofar as only certain people are forgiven, and others are not. For example, 
in Exodus 23:17, Yahweh himself says: "Keep far from a false charge, and do 
not kill the innocent and those in the right, for I will not acquit the guilty." 
Likewise, Yahweh is said to give the following instruction in Deuteronomy 
24:16: "Parents shall not he put to death for their children, nor shall children 
be put to death for their parents; only for their own crimes may persons be 
put to death."
However, both of these instructions seem contradicted by the story of David's adultery with Bathsheba as told in 2 Samuel 11-12. Briefly, in that 
story Bathsheba is married to Uriah, a non-Hebrew. One day, David sees 
Bathsheba bathing, and orders her brought to him. He impregnates her, and 
soon must try to hide his deed. He places Uriah at the battlefront, where the 
likelihood of death is highest. His plan succeeds, and Uriah dies.


Nathan, a prophet, comes to David and brings word that Yahweh is displeased with David's actions. In fact, in 2 Samuel 12:9, the author clearly 
indicates that Yahweh regards David as having committed murder: "Why 
have you despised the word of the LORD, to do what is evil in his sight? You 
have struck down Uriah the Hittite with the sword, and have taken his wife 
to be your wife, and have killed him with the sword of the Ammonites."
The penalty for adultery is execution, and intentional murder is definitely deserving of execution under Hebrew law. David seems ready to accept 
his death sentence, when Nathan exclaims, "Now the LORD has put away 
your sin; you shall not die" (2 Sam. 12:13). Instead, Yahweh decrees that 
David's child is to die (2 Sam. 12:14). Of course, God directly contradicts his 
own word that he would not acquit the guilty. Likewise, his actions violate 
his instruction in Deuteronomy 24:16. In short, authors of the Hebrew Bible 
pick and choose who deserves forgiveness based on the perceived value of the 
person.
The inconsistent policy of forgiveness in the Hebrew Bible does not 
change in the New Testament. The instruction to forgive others is given in 
a number of places by Jesus. For example:
And forgive us our debts, as we also have forgiven our debtors.
And do not bring us to the time of trial, but rescue us from the evil one.
For if you forgive others their trespasses, your heavenly Father will also forgive Von;
but if you do not forgive others, neither will your Father forgive your trespasses. (Matt. 6:12-15)
When Peter asks Jesus how many times he should forgive an offender, Jesus 
responds, "seventy-seven times" (Matt. 18:22).
But exactly when to forgive is open to interpretations that have generated violence in Christian history. For example, consider the following 
injunction in Luke 17:4: "And if the same person sins against you seven times 
a day, and turns back to you seven times and says, `I repent,' you must forgive." However, this could mean that if a person does not repent, then forgiveness is not obligatory. This became the basis for killing non-Christians 
who would not convert, because "repent" was interpreted to mean "convert."


Indeed, one finds Jesus presenting forgiveness as optional in John 20:23: 
"If you forgive the sins of any, they are forgiven them; if you retain the sins 
of any, they are retained." Other times, injunctions seem to be contingent on 
whether the person confessed to having sinned, as in 1 John 1:9: "If we confess our sins, he who is faithful and just will forgive us our sins and cleanse 
us from all unrighteousness." By implication, therefore, if one does not confess sins in this manner, then forgiveness may not be granted.
Romans 12:14 often is invoked as an example of Christian love toward 
enemies: "Bless those who persecute you; bless and do not curse them." 
However, the tactical and utilitarian aspect of this advice becomes clearer in 
verse 20: "[I]f your enemies are hungry, feed them; if they are thirsty, give 
them something to drink; for by doing this you will heap burning coals on 
their heads." The latter clause about "heaping burning coals on their heads," 
is an allusion to Proverbs 25:21-22. Read as a whole, the commandment to 
be nice becomes simply a way to build up the potential for violence against 
the opponent. The nicer one is to one's opponent, the more violence will be 
deserved by the opponent in the end.46
As is the case with Ilebrew law, certain injunctions can be interpreted to 
apply only to fellow Christians, as in Colossians 3:13: "Bear with one another 
and, if anyone has a complaint against another, forgive each other; just as the 
Lord has forgiven you, so you also must forgive." As in the case of agape, the 
same texts that promote agape also premise nonretaliation on deferred violence. In other words, violence is not necessary now because it will surely 
come later.
In sum, Christianity, if it is meant to be a religion based on the New Testament, does not endorse a love open to all. Love was still primarily meant 
for other Christians. Christianity simply substituted creedal adherence for 
genealogical identity as basis for receiving love. Those who believe in Christ 
will receive eternal love. Those who do not believe will receive an eternal 
torture in a fiery lake. When authors portray Jesus as instructing his followers to love their enemies on earth, this instruction was premised on the 
idea that violence would be applied by Jesus at a later time on behalf of 
wronged followers. No New Testament or early Christian writer can be 
found who believes in complete nonviolence, and all can be seen to believe 
in a sort of deferred violence.
PEACE AS CHRISTIAN HEGEMONY
As in the Hebrew Bible, peace in the New Testament can often be interpreted to mean a set of conditions that are optimal for the proponent of peace. This, of course, includes all concomitants of peace, including justice.'' 
Within the study of the New "Testament and early Christianity, the division 
in scholarship has usually been between the pacifists and the antipacifists or 
nonpacifists. Debate sometimes centers around selecting a text or group of 
texts that represent the "true" or "essential" teachings of Christ and the New 
Testament. Others acknowledge a pluralistic approach, wherein both pacifistic and nonpacifistic views are recognized.41 Equally important has been 
whether objections to military service have been based on ethical or religious 
grounds (e.g., fear of contamination with the idolatry customary in the 
Roman armv).4


Those who advocate a purely pacifistic view of the New Testament usually cite the "love" verses discussed above. Those who advocate the view that 
military service was permissible in the New Testament may argue that the 
New Testament everywhere assumes that military service is permissible, and 
nowhere prohibits it explicitly.50 Thus, in John 8:11, Jesus is portrayed as 
instructing the adulterous woman as desisting from sinning anymore. No 
such injunction is ever delivered to a soldier. In Acts 10:1-2, Cornelius, a 
centurion of the Italian cohort, is described as God-fearing and devout. In 
Luke 22:36, Jesus is quoted as saving: "But now, the one who has a purse 
must take it, and likewise a bag. And the one who has no sword must sell his 
cloak and buy one." This implies that an instrument of war could be part of 
a Christian's normal equipment.
Still others would say that ultimately, it does not matter what early 
Christians thought about the military, as social and historical contexts have 
changed throughout Christian history. Thus, Jesuit scholar Robert J. Daly, 
after a survey of early Christian views, concludes:
The argument, for example, that the early church was pacifist, and thus we 
too should he pacifist, is indefensible. First ... the evidence simply cannot 
support an unqualified statement that the early church was pacifist. But even 
if it were the case, it would in itself prove nothing for contemporary life. 
The early church accepted the institution of slavery. No theologian would 
argue that we should do the same today.''
A recurrent methodological flaw in studies on violence in early Christianity centers on the use of two overlapping assumptions: (1) military violence is the only type of violence that matters, and (2) being against military 
service or against military resistance is coterminous with being nonviolent. 
Among those categorized as pacifists in the early Christian period, we find 
Athenagoras, Origen, and "Iertullian. Of these, Athenagoras has left too few 
writings to fully assess the extent to which he advocated nonviolence.
However, Origen's position on violence, as indicated by his famous trea tise against the anti-Christian philosopher Celsus, is quoted as follows by 
David G. Hunter: "Moreover, we who by our prayers destroy all daemons 
which stir up wars, violate oaths, and disturb the peace, are of more help to 
the emperors than those who seem to be doing the fighting. We who offer 
prayers with righteousness ... are cooperating in the tasks of the conununity. This and other texts, then, are interpreted by Hunter to mean that 
Origen "reaffirms the Christians' loyalty to the Ronan state while at the 
same time reasserting the traditional Christian commitment to nonviolence."53


However, Origen's "commitment to nonviolence" can be asserted only if 
we ignore other types of violence. For example, Eusebius reports that Origen 
castrated himself because he took very literally Jesus' comments in Matthew 
19:12 ("there are eunuchs who have made themselves eunuchs for the sake of 
the kingdom of heaven").'4 Although Eusebius claims that this act was due to 
Origen's immaturity and youthfulness, Origen clearly thinks otherwise." In 
Contra Celsnni, Origen tries to clarify Celsus's observation that "men will 
contend unto death rather than abjure Christianity."'" Origen responds, `But 
surely it is not without honor for the body to suffer for the sake of godliness, 
and to choose affliction on account of virtue. So it is inaccurate to label 
Origen "nonviolent." Origen repudiates violence on behalf of the Roman 
Empire, but he believes in being obligated to endure or commit violence for 
the religious reasons he favors.
Tertullian's pacifism is repeatedly cited by pacifistic scholars as well as 
those who acknowledge a plurality of views on military service.5' Tertullian, 
in general, was against Christians serving in the Roman military, but he was 
also intent on showing that Christians were not harmful to Roman society. A 
classic locus cited in ]ertullian occurs in his Apologeticits: "If, as we said above, 
we are bidden to love our enemies, whom have we to hate? Again, if, when a 
man injures us, we are forbidden to retaliate, that the action may not make 
us alike, whom then can we injure?"'`"Tertullian, of course, omits the passage 
in which Jesus ordains followers to hate their parents. Nevertheless, even this 
passage does not mean that Tertullian is against violence.
In fact, 7ertullian is best described as an advocate of "deferred violence," 
as is clear from his yearning for revenge at the end of his treatise against the 
participation of Christians in public amusements such as gladiator contests. 
Note his statements about his preferred entertainment:
Yes, and there are still to come other spectacles-that last, that eternal Day 
of Judgement, that Day which the Gentiles never believed would come, that 
Day they laughed at, when this old world and all its generations shall be 
consumed in one fire. How vast the spectacle that day, and how wide! What 
sight shall wake my wonder, what my laughter, my joy and exultation? as I 
see all those kings, those great kings welcomed (we were told) in heaven, along with Jove, along with those who told of their ascent, groaning in the 
depths of darkness! And the magistrates who persecuted the name of Jesus, 
liquefying in fiercer flames that they kindled against the ChristianS.60


Clearly, Tertullian did not think violence was wrong, even against enemies. 
His glee at the violence he believed to be coming against the enemies of the 
Christians certainly shows that he was not so much against violence as he was 
against perpetrating it himself under his current circumstances.
-Iertullian's violent rhetoric shows again what many of these supposedly 
pacifistic writers have in mind: a temporary and tactical cessation of hostilities, much like Clausewitz envisions in his dictum that politics is war by other 
means. We can make similar arguments for most New 'Testament and early 
Christian authors who are often described as pacifists. These authors or 
characters usually advocate deferred violence, not nonviolence. Their vision 
of peace is always envisioned as being finalized under the absolute rulership 
of the Christian god. It is as hegemonic as anything envisioned by Clausewitz.61
SUMMARY
"Love," as a set of concepts described in the New Testament, is not really a 
good response to violence in our world. First, Christian agape can entail 
unrelenting violence, from the punishment of individuals to the Crusades.12 
Second, the definition of love is itself dependent on a scarce resource, namely 
access to God's mind and divine communication. Thus, the true definition of 
agape becomes a scarce resource in itself, which then provides the seeds of 
violence. Finally, the history of interpretation of agape provides empirical 
confirmation that the most violent ideologies could still be justified by an 
appeal to "love." This renders "love" in the New "Testament a meaningless 
concept, or at least one no less relativistic than secular humanist approaches 
to love.
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BASIC OVERVIEW
[image: ]espite the claim of many Muslim historians that Islam is a religion 
horn in the full light of history, the origins of Islam are shrouded in 
mystery. Much of what we see in textbooks simply repeats information from 
sources whose origin and reliability is increasingly questioned by modern 
scholars.' Everything from the historicity of the life of Muhammad to the 
reliability of the Qur'an and the traditions concerning the prophet known as 
the Hadith has come under renewed scrutiny.'
The diverse nature of what is called "Islam" is beyond the scope of our 
treatment. However, we may begin with one attested brief description of 
Islam found in A1-Bukhari's authoritative collection of Islamic traditions 
(Hadith), which we adapt and summarize as follows: Islam is based on five 
principles: (1) to testify that "there is no God but Allah and Muhammad is 
his messenger"; (2) congregational prayers (Salat); 3) the payment of a sacred 
tithe or tax (Zakat); (4) the pilgrimage to Mecca (the Haj~); and (5) fasting 
during the month of Ramadan (Sawn).; There are, of course, varying interpretations regarding the way each of these elements is to be carried out more 
specifically.
For the purpose of our study of violence in Islam, we will treat other 
major features of Islam as we assess how inscripturation, sacred space, group 
privileging, and salvation have figured in the violence found in Islamic cultures. After outlining some preliminary views of violence in Islam, we offer a 
brief biography of Muhammad, because much of the violence that is found 
in Islam can be traced to the use of Muhammad as a paradigm of behavior.


PRELIMINARY COMMENTS ON SCHOLARSHIP


It is not surprising to find Muslim writers who proclaim that Islam is a 
peaceful religion. Maulana Muhammad Ali, an Ahmadiyva Muslim, says 
"Islam is thus, in its very inception, the religion of peace." All in particular 
cites belief in the unity of God and the unity of humankind as the essential 
feature of this peaceful impulse. Among the Qur'anic passages cited to support the peaceful agenda of Islam is Sura 2:256:
Let there be no compulsion in religion; Truth stands out clear from error; 
whoever rejects Evil and believes in God hath grasped the most trustworthy 
Hand-hold, that never breaks. And God heareth and knoweth all things.'
Many Western non-Muslin scholars also have advocated a peaceful view 
of Islam in recent years. David Martin, who claims that religion is seldom the 
cause of war, argues as follows for Islam:
Ilowever, this type of conflict has little to do with religion as such, since, as 
argued earlier, it occurs just as easily when the religious factor is absent. 
lurks, Iraqis, and Iranians can slaughter Kurds, and vice versa, with an 
enthusiasm entirely unaltered by the presence or absence of religious difference. In Turkey, Turks are largely Sunni, Kurds often Alawite. In Iraq Kurds 
are Sunni, like most Iraqis, and in Iran they are Sunni and the Iranians 
mostly Shia. But the degree of conflict remains fairly constant.'
Another formidable academic entry into the debate on Islamic violence 
is made by Carl Ernst, a professor at the University of North Carolina at 
Chapel Hill. Ernst's Following Muhammad (2003) begins by noting the 
problem of seeing Islam as non-Western. Islam, in fact, derives from the 
Ilebrew Bible, the New Testament, and the works of Creek philosophers 
that had become lost to medieval Christianity. He offers the familiar claim 
that Islamic fundamentalism is a response to European colonialism. He concludes that "[f]ollowing Muhammad ... is the responsibility of those who 
consider themselves Muslim. It is the responsibility of non-Muslims to 
acknowledge the legitimacy of this enterprise."'
Bruce Lawrence is perhaps the most vocal recent academician to express 
the idea that Islam is not a violent religion. In his Shattering the Myth: Islam 
Beyond Violence (1998), Lawrence sets out to demonstrate "(a) that Islam is 
not inherently violent and (b) that the longer view of Muslim societies offers 
hope, rather that despair, about the role of Islam in the next century."' For 
Lawrence, "violence remains an aberration rather than the norm."")
While never providing an explicit definition of religion, Lawrence comes close when he tells us that "in the deepest sense, Islam remains a religion, since those who profess a belief in Allah and in Vluhainmad as His final 
prophet are marked with a distinctive set of rituals and laws."" Apparently, 
it is "rituals and laws" that constitute a religion for Lawrence. But Lawrence 
tells us also that Islam is an ideology that is subordinated to nationalism, the 
principal ideology of our time.''


Lawrence accepts the idea that Westerners have three views of Islam. 
The first is the popular Islam that has become the subject matter of anthropologists. The second is the public Islam, which is the domain of political 
scientists, journalists, and policy makers. Finally, there is the academic Islam, 
a favorite of historians, linguists, and scholars of religion. fle concludes that 
"the principal reason for the negative view of Islam is the predominance of 
the second view: public Islam."" Lawrence then proceeds to repeat the wellknown thesis that the type of violence we see in Islam represents a reaction 
against colonialism.
He identifies three broad-scale Islamic movements; revivalism, reform, 
and fundamentalism.14 His definition of "fundamentalism" is peculiar insofar 
as he sees it as a third stage in Islamic relations with the West rather than as a 
constant feature found in any period of Islamic history. For Lawrence, the first 
type of Islamic reaction against colonial expansion in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries was revivalism, which he never defines clearly. He does tell us 
that revivalist movements were all preindustrial. Revivalist movements 
attempted to contest control, in the name of Islam, of vital commodities being 
lost to Western expansionism. For example, the so-called Padris resisted the 
shifts in the Sumatran coffee trade that were taking place under Dutch control.
When revivalism failed, many Muslims tried reform, which was allied 
with nationalistic movements. During this phase, nationalistic governments 
with dictatorial models were a key feature. Islam was used to provide legitimation, but the state really dictated what constituted genuine Islam.'' Fundanmentalism emerged only after the failure of reform. Fundamentalists react 
against a nationalism that is seen as too Western and too secular. Islamic 
unity and militancy is seen as a necessary element of survival in a world still 
controlled by the West. As evidence, Lawrence quotes Mohamed Sakr, a 
Harvard Phl) who believes that "the West is against us."'"
In any event, Lawrence claims that these Islamic fundamentalist movements are all the result of interaction with European cultures. In fact, 
Lawrence argues that "there is no spontaneous Islamic movement after the 
colonial period; all are reacting to some forces, or series of forces, that 
emanates from the Western world, which is to say, first from Northern 
Europe and then from the United States.""
Lawrence underscores this by arguing that "[w]hat matters most for 
Muslims lies beyond Palestine. It is an economic rather than a territorial nightmare. It relates to the present uneven distribution of global 
resources."" We should see any Muslim violence as the result of many Muslims reacting against an apparent loss of socioeconomic status in the face of 
other global competitors who seemingly are advancing economically much 
faster. "All Muslim societies," he argues, were members of a sort of 
proto-Third World by the time this term was coined in the 1950s.'9 
Lawrence's thesis is undergirded by an analysis of fundamentalism in Pakistan, Syria, Tunisia, Iran, and Saudi Arabia.


Both Ernst and Lawrence, of course, are also writing partly as a response 
to Samuel P. Huntington's notorious thesis that Islam has become the primary enemy of the West in the aftermath of the demise of the bipolar 
world.'" We will return to Lawrence's arguments, in particular, after we 
survey the scarce resources created in Islam by inscripturation, sacred space, 
group privileging, and salvation. We will show that the notion of some phase 
of modern Islam called "fundamentalism," which supposedly emerged only 
after Western colonialism, not only is definitionally muddled, but also 
ignores the fact that Islam is premised, from the start, on the use of violence 
to achieve its ends.
BIOGRAPHY OF MUHAMMAD
That the life of Muhammad furnishes a paradigm for Islamic behavior is 
acknowledged by Muslim and non-Muslim scholars. Thus, Carl Ernst, who 
otherwise campaigns against the violent view of Islam, suggests that despite 
the difficulty in defining Islam, one must understand the "role of 
Muhammad as the central figure defining Islamic religiosity.1121 If 
Muhammad is the key to understanding Islam, then certainly it is fair to also 
examine the violent episodes attributed to Muhammad, something Ernst and 
other writers on Islamic violence often do not do.
As Ibn Warraq notes, the traditional biographies of Muhammad are 
called Siva or al-Maghazi." The former term usually refers to the biography 
proper, while the latter originally referred to stories of the battles of 
Muhammad. Both are used somewhat synonymously. There is a growing 
amount of modern critical scholarship that has questioned the accuracy of 
these biographies, which contain many contradictions and historical 
anachronisms, not to mention a persistent problem of being unable to verify 
most of the reports on which these biographies are based.
But although many modern critical scholars no longer believe that these 
sources are very reliable, it is important to understand how these biographies 
function with regard to violence. Any violence based on the example of Muhammad is based on the belief of Muslims that these biographies are 
accurate. As long as Muslims believe the biographies to be authoritative, they 
will function to influence violent behavior. "These sources, therefore, also 
constitute another element of inscripturation.


Among the most authoritative traditional biographies of Muhammad is 
the one attributed to Ibn Ishaq (ca. 85/704-150/767). As Ibn Warraq notes, 
the original version of Ibn Ishaq's Sira is not extant, but we have two recensions and at least fifteen versions.2" The recension of Ibn Hisham (d. 
218/833) is perhaps the most authoritative, and it has been translated into 
English by Alfred Guillaume.24
M. A. Draz, a professor at Egypt's prestigious Al-Azhar University, presents a good example of a scholar who follows the traditional narrative that 
assumes that these biographies are accurate.25 By this account, Muhammad 
was born on a Monday in the second week of the lunar month Rabi' AlAwwal, during the Year of the Elephant, which corresponds to 511 in the 
Gregorian calendar. Muhammad's father, `Abd Allah, died some seven 
months before Muhammad's birth. Amina, his mother, helped to educate 
him after he left the care of a wet nurse. An Abyssinian housekeeper named 
Umm Ayman is also said to have assisted Arnina. Around the age of eight or 
nine, Muhammad was under the protection of his uncle, `Abd Manaf, with 
the surname of Abu "ialib.
At age twenty-five, Muhammad married a wealthy woman named 
Khadija, a middle-aged widow some fifteen years his senior. Muhammad 
remained married only to Khadija for twenty-five years. Muhammad 
fathered two boys, both of whom died, with Khadija. His four daughters 
(Zaynab, Rugayva, Umm Kulthum, and Fatima) by Khadija had more significant roles in Islamic history. Fatima married Ali, who became the fourth 
caliph. Umm Kulthum and Rugayya married Uthman, the third caliph, who 
is credited with sponsoring the authoritative edition of the Qur'an. Zaynab 
died two years before Muhammad, but left him a granddaughter, Umama, 
who became All's wife after the death of Fatima.
The beginning of the most important phase of Muhammad's life began 
on night of the seventeenth of Ramadan (February 610). On that night a 
strange figure, later to be recognized as the angel Gabriel, appeared to him 
in a cave. He claimed to have harbored doubts about his experience, the 
nature of the doubts becoming a source of contention later. Muhammad 
related his experience to Khadija, who reassured him that he was receiving a 
divine revelation. Khadija sent Muhammad to her cousin, a Christian convert named Waraga bin Nawfal, who confirmed that Muhammad was 
receiving a revelation consistent with biblical revelatory traditions. A Hadith 
recorded by Al-Bukhari says that Aisha, Muhammad',,,, favorite wife after the 
death of Khadija, described the first revelations as follows:


The commencement of the (Divine) revelation to Allah's messenger was in 
the form of good righteous (true) dreams which cane true like bright claylight, and then the love of seclusion was bestowed upon him. He used to go 
in seclusion in the cave of Hira' where he used to worship (Allah alone) continuously for many nights before returning to (or his desire to see) his 
family. He used to take with him the journey food for the stay and then 
cone back to (his wife) Khadija to take his food likewise again till suddenly 
the Truth descended upon him while he was in the cave of Hira'.25
Muhammad returned to receive subsequent revelations and reassurances 
from Gabriel that he was not crazy.
By his forty-third lunar year, Muhammad had received a definitive commission to "arise and deliver thy warning" (Sura 74:2). Muhammad soon 
began to make converts-as well as enemies. Persecution became so fierce 
that he decided to move to Yathrib, now more commonly known as Medina. 
In the year 612, at which the Islamic calendar begins its count, Muhammad 
fled to Medina in an event called the Hijra. At Medina, Muhammad created 
the first effective Muslim community (ummah), and he died in that town in 
632, aged exactly sixty-three lunar years. We shall treat other aspects of 
Muhammad's biography as we discuss how the four main scarce resources 
(inscripturation, sacred space, group privileging, and salvation) have precipitated violence in Islam.
INSCRIPTURATION
The most privileged deposit of God's revelation in Islam is called the Qur'an. 
As William Graham has noted, the primary meaning of the word is "recitation."' As a hook, the Qur'an is divided into 114 Suras, which are subdivided 
into verses. The Qur'an is associated with the term kitub, which is often 
translated as "book." Revelation is viewed as being sent down or as "coming 
down" (nazala) from heaven. The revelations of the Prophet were collected 
on various types of materials or in individual human memories, but no single 
written Qur'an was extant during the lifetime of the Prophet. According to 
one authoritative tradition, Uthman, Muhammad's son-in-law and the third 
caliph, is said to have provided the definitive edition of the Qur'an.28
In addition, Islam often appeals for authority to large collections of traditions not found in the Qur'an. Some of these collections, the Hadith, bear 
as much or more authority than the Qur'an. The most authoritative collection of Hadith, and the one we cite most often, is that of Al-Bukhari. These 
traditions are supposedly authenticated by a chain (isnad) of named transmitters who can be traced back to Muhammad. Critics who have questioned the reliability of the Hadith include Ignaz Goldziher, Joseph Schacht, Patricia 
Crone, and Michael Cook.23


The history of the exegesis of the Qur'an is quite complex, and here we 
follow a standard historiography of Qur'anic exegesis. Ijtihad, or private 
interpretation, seems to have been allowed in the earliest phases of Islam. 
The door of ijtihad was then closed, though how closed it is in actuality 
depends on the interests of interpreters. The idea of "consensus" (~nna) and 
"analogy" (qiyas) form other hermeneutic tools, not unlike those we find in 
Jewish and Christian exegesis. Shari'a refers to the body of legal traditions 
that govern Muslims. Different schools disagree on specific interpretations 
of texts and on methodology.
If, as our thesis holds, inscripturation creates a scarce resource, then we 
must address at least some of the issues posed by Daniel Madigan, author of 
The Qtn'ans Selfhngge (2001).`0 Madigan minimizes the role of the Qur'an, 
as a bounded written entity, in Muslim life. He, in fact, says that "Islam is ... 
characterized by an almost entirely oral approach to its scripture.... one 
finds no physical book at the center of Muslim worship."" A more radical 
version of this position was already voiced by Hugo Grotius and Blaise Pascal 
(1623-1662), who claimed that Islam and Christianity differed in that 
"Muhammad prohibited reading, while the Apostles commanded it."''
Although Madigan seems to resist John Burton's contention that the 
Qur'an was not considered a source of law until around 800 CE, he also contends that the earliest Muslim communities did not see codification as essential to the Qur'an.13 Overall, Madigan elaborates and updates the work of 
Graham in emphasizing orality over textuality as the center of authority and 
practice in Islam.34
One crucial passage Madigan enlists to support his thesis is Sura 17:93, 
in which the following demand is made of Muhammad: "[S]end down to us 
a [kitdh] that we can read." This presupposes, argues Madigan, that 
Muhammad did not see a book as the primary locus for his authority." Thus, 
for Madigan, the frequently used word kitdh does not always indicate a book 
in the Western sense of a bounded text. It is better translated as "writing," as 
a process, and as "book" only by extension.'6 Indeed, Madigan argues that 
other passages (e.g., Sura 6:7) seem to indicate that there is a distinction 
between "authority and physical writtenness."37
Madigan seems motivated by his own aversion to seeing the Qur'an as a 
closed corpus. It is one thing to say that the Qur'an holds itself to be "above 
canons and limits."" But it seems more subjective to argue that "[t]he tooeasy adoption of the understanding of kitab as `book' is precisely what opens 
the way to fundamentalism, which identifies the limits of God's kitab with the 
boundaries of the received text." Here, Madigan has gone beyond 
describing the use of the word kitab empirically and moved into adopting a particular definition in order to avoid fundamentalism. Madigan, therefore, 
must presume "fundamentalism" to be theologically or philosophically unacceptable. If so, then he is again working with an essentialist conception of 
Islam that would regard fundamentalism as illegitimate on other than empirical grounds.


While it is probably true that "Qur'an" originally referred to a varied 
oral and written phenomenon in the earliest phases of Islam, it is also true 
that the Qur'an came to be regarded as much a book as the Torah or the New 
Testament. Ibn Hisham's biography, in fact, indicates that oral recitation was 
sometimes not as authoritative as Madigan would lead us to believe. In one 
case, God is portrayed as reviling "gentiles, who do not know the book but 
merely recite passages."" Here, it does not seem that reciting is held to be as 
good an index of "knowledge" as reading the book.
Indeed, Madigan makes too much of the difference between the Qur'an's 
orality and that of other sacred books. Thus, Deuteronomy appears to 
emphasize the oral nature of God's word by its constant reference to hearing 
God's word. A primary credo of Deuteronomy is "Hear, 0 Israel, our Lord, 
is One." Yet Deuteronomy 4:2 also can declare the written form of what was 
heard to be fixed and inviolable. Then again, Deuteronomy 5 probably 
changed some of the text of the Ten Commandments found in Exodus 20.
Likewise, Jesus left nothing in writing, and all of his teaching was probably oral. Yet this does not mean that the texts that contain his presumed 
teachings are not also regarded as fixed at later points. Letters attributed to 
Paul are also ascribed to a revelation from Jesus rather than to some earthly 
transmission process. Despite the great textual divergences that probably 
existed in the first centuries following Christianity, the idea of fixity is no 
more verifiable than the importance of orality because the main sources for 
the importance of orality are texts that are later than the period about which 
they speak.
Madigan, in fact, ignores that the importance of orality can also be retrojected by a later written culture.4' People can invent the supposed importance of orality just as they can invent the supposed importance of texts in 
the past. This is an issue Graham also does not address clearly, and some of 
his claims about orality in Hinduism are heavily dependent on precarious relative dating of Hindu texts.'' In any event, flexible orality mixes and alternates with textual fixity in almost every major scriptural tradition.
A more realistic view of the relation between scripture and oral 
authority, including the Qur'an, can best address Madigan's seeming puzzlement over some notions of fixity in the Qur'an. One can see that both flexibility and fixity sometimes function within any religious community as 
instruments of legitimation for the maintenance or change of particular 
viewpoints. Textuality and orality can be seen as rhetorical and hermeneutic strategies for maintaining or changing power relations. "Those who wish to 
maintain power based on a specific textual form or interpretation will usually 
insist on fixity. Those not satisfied with current allocations of power may 
insist on flexibility and oral sources of authority that are beyond the text. Yet 
both strategies are premised on the power of a text to enforce fixity, for one 
does not argue against fixity unless it is believed to have force.


Madigan's thesis also is weak on empirical grounds, insofar as we can 
easily find Muslims who do seem to believe that the Qur'an is a bounded 
object at the center of their worship. For example, in the narrative about Saladin's conquest of Jerusalem, the Muslim historian bead Ad-Din tells how 
the sacred spaces were rededicated: "The pulpit was erected ... readings of 
the revealed text given, and thus truth triumphed and error was cancelled 
out. The Qur'an was raised to the throne and the Testaments cast down."43 
If, as Madigan argues, Muslims do not see the Qur'an as being the center of 
their worship, then how should we regard this episode=
Indeed, Madigan seems to overlook how even more confining and 
bounded Qur'anic revelation can be at times. For example, the Hebrew Bible 
is acknowledged to contain the revelation of God to many authors. Certainly, 
Moses is quite privileged within the Hebrew Bible, but other authors, such 
as Isaiah, Jeremiah, and Daniel, have also received genuine revelation 
according to Judaism. No single human author or authority was behind the 
Hebrew Bible or the later repository of Jewish oral tradition known as the 
Talmud. Christianity is more dependent on the word of God being invested 
in one individual, Jesus, but other authors are also acknowledged to receive 
a revelation from God or from Jesus.
In contrast, the Qur'an is now believed to be the word of God to 
Muhammad, not to anyone else. M. A. Draz, a professor of Islamic studies 
and himself a Muslim, says that "historically speaking the Qur'an is a 
Muhammadan phenomenon."4' The Qur'an itself indicates that revelation is 
not equally distributed in Sura 42:51: "It is not fitting for a man that God 
should speak to him except by inspiration or from behind a veil, or by 
sending of a Messenger to reveal, with God's permission, what God wills; for 
He is Most High, Most Wise.114' Earlier in the same Sura (42:7), it is clear 
that Muhammad is the fortunate recipient of one of these revelations:
Thus have We sent by inspiration to thee an Arabic Qur'an that you may 
warn the Mother of Cities and all around her and warn (them) of the Day 
of Assembly of which there is no doubt; (When) some will be in the Garden, 
and some in the blazing fire. (My adapted translation)
The very passage (Sura 17:93) that Madigan cites for his view of the flexibility of the Qur'an also seems to legitimize Muhammad on nothing more than his own word. Muhammad refuses to provide any sort of evidence, and 
responds in Sura 17:96 that God is "sufficient" (kafa) as Muhammad'ss witness between him and his detractors. Of course, Muhammad's listeners were 
simply left with no verifiable evidence that God was indeed Muhammad's 
witness. Muhammad's authority may have been based just as much on violence as on charisma.''


Another main component of Islamic scriptural authority, the Hadith, is 
also dependent on being traced to Muhammad. Muhammad is himself privileged, and, by extension, so is the record of his claimed revelations.4 Thus, 
revelation is a scarce resource insofar as it is invested in a single person who 
then authorizes a single set of writings as the record of God's will. Even the 
doctrine of abrogation, which Madigan seems to use to support flexibility, is 
premised on the authority of a fixed text.
So rather than frame our entire debate with Madigan in terms of the oral 
versus the fixed nature of the Islamic view of the Qur'an, I wish to argue that 
the Qur'an is seen by many Muslims to be sufficiently inscripturated to 
create a scarce resource. The Qur'an can be seen as a discrete entity that contains God's revelations, even if all of God's revelations are not contained in 
the Qur'an (e.g., but also in the Hadith). Despite Madigan's protestations, we 
can still indeed demonstrate that the Qur'an, at least in the so-called Uthmanic version, is a privileged discrete entity compared to non-Muslim scriptures. Significant episodes of violence have resulted from maintaining the 
value of Muslim scriptures.
Among some of the earliest traditions about the nature of the Qur'an is 
the one about the authoritative version published by Uthman, the third 
caliph. From Al-Bukhari's version of this tradition, it becomes clear that at 
least some early Muslims thought of the Qur'an as inhabiting a discrete 
physical entity. Things were written on various media. But more important, 
Uthman felt the need to burn "all other Quranic materials."49 If, as Madigan 
argues, the concept and the content of the Qur'an was so flexible, then why 
burn all but one version?
The fact that some early Muslims did think of a closed canon or tightly 
bounded set of scriptures can be seen in the following Hadith found in AlBukhari: "By Allah, we have no book to read except Allah's book (the Qur'an) 
and whatever is (written) on this scroll."") Another Hadith says:
After the prophet, the Muslims used to consult the honest religious learned 
men in matters of law so that they might adopt the easiest of them, but if 
the Book (the Qur'an) or the Sunna (fa-'ida wadaha al-kitab 'awi as-sunna) 
gave a clear, definite statement about a certain matter, they would not seek 
any other verdict."


What book or scriptures were these jurists consulting, They must have 
formed a discrete and identifiable entity: a bounded entity. This Hadith tells 
us that the text did provide the boundaries for what was allowable and what 
was not.
Indeed, one need not read much farther in M. Muhammad Ali's discussions of the Qur'an to see that he privileges the Qur'an. In another work, 
Introduction to the Study of the Holy Qur'aan, M. Muhammad All says that "the 
transformation wrought by the I loly Qur'an is unparalleled in the history of 
the world, and thus its claim to being unique stands as unchallenged today as 
it did thirteen centuries ago. For M. Muhammad Ali, the uniqueness of 
the Qur'an resides, in part, on its transformative power.
The Qur'an is also believed to be unique because of its textual purity, 
and M. Muhammad Ali says that "no copy differing in even one diacritical 
point is met with in the possession of one among four hundred million Muslims."'; This supposed textual purity is compared with the Bible, which does 
indeed suffer from much textual variation. Textual purity constitutes, therefore, a sort of guarantee that Muslims have God's word exactly as revealed to 
Muhammad. Accordingly, M. Muhammad All can conclude that Islam is "the 
last" religion.'' It also shows that the Qur'an is thought of as a fixed entity, 
at least textually.
The idea of tan-if, the "corruption" or "distortion" of previous scriptures, also has a role in establishing the superiority of the Qur'an. Thus Muslims may admit that previous biblical figures received a genuine revelation, 
but the scriptures produced eventually were corrupted and distorted. Those 
scriptures, therefore, are not to be held as authoritative when they disagree 
with the Qur'an.5s The divine will is most perfectly embodied and contained 
in the Qur'an, as was argued by many Islamic apologists long before modern 
colonialism.'
Abu Ya `ala (ca. 1066 CE) and other Muslim writers speak of a hierarchy 
of non-Muslim peoples that placed religions that had scriptures above those 
that did not (la kitaha lahiim).57 This also caused some inequalities that determined the amount of violence to be used on "scriptural" versus "nonscriprural" religions. Moreover, the Qur'an would be in the Arabic language 
(Qur'an `arch!). The Arabic language, as the privileged language of revelation, is also mentioned in Sura 26:192-195.
Thus, it is better to describe the Qur'an as a document that was originally meant to be heard, simply because most people could not read. Alternatively, we could argue that it is not mutually exclusive to regard a written 
document as bounded and fixed, and yet oral insofar as its transmission to the 
masses. Again, both Judaism and Christianity have a large corpus of nonbiblical interpretations (e.g., the Talmud in Judaism) that no more show the lack 
of fixity of the biblical text than any non-Qur'anic traditions necessarily negate the belief, as logically inconsistent as it may be, in the fixity and 
boundedness of the Qur'an.


In summary, the most privileged communications in Islam are located 
within the personhood of one man, Muhammnmad. No other scripture is as 
privileged as one thought to derive from Muhammad. In this regard, the 
Qur'an and its associated scriptural traditions form a scarce resource relative 
to the claims of divine communication among non-Muslims. As is the case 
with many resources regarded as scarce, violence is often believed to be necessary to defend against any perceived attack on the value of Muslim scriptures.
THE QURAYZA MASSACRE AND INSCRIPTURATION
If we follow our general hypothesis that violence tends to result from competition for scarce resources, then the existence of two or more scriptures 
that claim to be sole depositories of God's revelation may lead to conflict. 
Some of the earliest traditions about the formation of the Qur'an indicate to 
us how intensive that competition was believed to be. As mentioned, some 
traditions hold that by the time of Uthman, there seemed to be the need to 
burn "all other Quranic materials."'' This led to the so-called Uthmanic 
recension as the one deemed authoritative by most Muslims today.
In any event, the fact that inscripturation is involved in violence is illustrated by the frequent conflicts between Muslims and the "People of the 
Book" mentioned in the Qur'an, Ibn Ilisham's biography of Muhammad, 
and the Hadith. The People of the Book usually refers to Jews and Christians, who had well-known sets of scriptures. In particular, inscripturation 
figures in the massacre of the Jewish tribe of Qurayza, one of the most disturbing episodes related in Ibn Hishams biography of Muhammad. The 
massacre of Qurayza still figures in many scholarly discussions, ranging from 
attempts to defend it as a justifiable act against treason to outright denial of 
its historicity.'`' \Vhat is often missed, even in some of the most perceptive 
treatments, is the role of debates about scripture in the massacre.
In order to understand the massacre and its background in scriptural 
debates between Jews and Muslims, it is useful to summarize the basic relationships that Muslim traditions say existed in Medina during the time of 
Muhammad's arrival in 622. At this time, Medina harbored both Jewish and 
Arab tribes, according to Muslim writers. The Jews of Medina were divided 
into three main tribes that had formed alliances with two principal Arab 
tribes, the Khazraj and Aws tribes. We may summarize these relationships as 
follows at the time that Muhammad arrives in Medina.


[image: ]
Upon his arrival in Medina, Muhammad established an agreement known as 
the Covenant of Medina. This covenant seemingly provided the Jewish 
tribes with certain rights, including the right to practice their religion. In 
actuality, one can also read it as an instrument whereby Muhammad transfers allegiances from tribal family structures to himself, and so it is an instrument of incipient imperialism.
Soon, however, it becomes apparent that Muhammad's revelations are in 
conflict with the Jewish scriptures. Sometimes Muhammad is portrayed as 
very cognizant of how disputes about the proper conduit for a revelation 
from God can arise. For example, in Ibn Hisham's biography of Muhammad 
is a scene in which Muhammad is discussing the difficulty of having people 
believe that one has received God's revelation."' An inquirer asks 
Muhammad how he expects people to believe him when during the time of 
Moses people listened directly to the word of God, then changed it. The 
inquirer presumably assumed that all the Hebrews had listened to God's 
instructions about idolatry, but yet still constructed a Golden Calf (Exodus 
32), completely disregarding what they had heard.
Muhammad quotes a scholar, who has explained that not all of the 
Hebrews actually listened to the word of God. Only a group (pariq nun-hum) 
that accompanied Moses heard God speak.''' The group could not accompany Moses the whole way up the mountain, so they stayed back a hit while 
a cloud enveloped Moses. That group, therefore, could only hear what God 
said. When Moses returned to the larger group, who had not heard God 
speak directly, Moses told them what God said. But this larger group "contradicted him and said that God had ordered something else."62
In another instance Muhammad reports that God is angry with the three 
main Jewish tribes of Medina: the Qaynuqa', Nadir, and Qurayza. 
Muhammad ridicules the Jewish tribes because they fought each other as 
allies of pagans. When the fighting was over, the Jews ransomed prisoners 
instead of killing them. Muhammad seems to think that this was contrary to 
the biblical injunctions to kill prisoners, especially in the story of the 
Amalekites related in 1 Samuel 15. Since the Jews do not seem to follow 
these injunctions, God then asks the Medinese Jews: "Will you believe in 
part of the scripture and disbelieve in another part?"'3
In 627 Muhammad became displeased with the Qurayza tribe because 
they seemed to have assisted too little when the Muslims of Medina were being besieged by the Meccans. The Qurayza tribe is accused of breaking an 
earlier alliance agreement. After successfully surviving the onslaught from 
the Meccans, Muhammad moved against the Qurayza tribe. The movement 
was commanded by the angel Gabriel, who said: "God commands you, 
Muhammad, to go to Banu Qurayza. I am about to shake their 
stronghold."64 Muhammad sent his trusty aide, Ali, to form an advance party.


Upon the approach to the strongholds of the Qurayza, Ali overheard the 
Qurayza insulting the Prophet. Ali returned to meet Muhammad and 
reported the insults. Thereupon, Muhammad exclaimed: "You brothers of 
monkeys, has God disgraced you and brought His vengeance upon 
you%"65 Muhammad's remarks allude to a written tradition regarding Exodus 32, in 
which the Israelites build a Golden Calf. According to this extrabiblical tradition, God punishes the Israelites by turning them into apes. Muhammad, 
moreover, seems to have used that scripture as part of his rationale to attack 
the Quraya, and he saw himself as an instrument of God's continuing 
vengeance on idolatrous Jews.66
Terrorism forms another explicitly stated instrument, as when Ibn 
Hisham relates that Muhammad besieged the Qurayza for twenty-five nights 
and that "God cast terror [ra`b] into their hearts" (wa-gadafa 'allahufi 
kulubihum al-ra`b).f7 The concept of God as terrorist is fully accepted and endorsed 
here, and harks back to biblical traditions found in, among other places, 
Genesis 3 5:5, where God's aid of the Hebrews is described as follows: "As 
they journeyed, a terror from God fell upon the cities all around them, so 
that no one pursued them."" Similarly, in Exodus 23:27 God says: "I will 
send my terror in front of you, and will throw into confusion all the people 
against whom you shall come, and I will make all your enemies turn their 
backs to you."
A negotiation follows with Ka'ab b. Asad, leader of the Qurayza who 
reviews three options available to his tribe. The first option is as follows: 
"Follow this man [Muhammad] and accept him as true, for by God it has 
become plain to you that he is a prophet who has been sent and that it is he 
that you find mentioned in your scripture; and then your lives, your property, 
your women and children will be saved.1169 This should mean that 
Muhammad did not see whatever disloyalty or treachery done to him as necessarily meriting death or a lesser punishment. The main criterion for 
Muhammad's decision to punish them at this point was whether they 
accepted that Muhammad is the Prophet mentioned in the Hebrew Scriptures.
The Qurayza responded, "[We will never abandon the laws of the 
Torah" (la nafarag hukma al-tawrat 'abadan).70 They added that they would 
not change their laws. A second suggestion was to have the Qurayza kill their 
own women and children, and then come out to take whatever fate Muhammad decided upon. The Jews rejected this as well, as they saw no 
point in living without their families.


The final option centers on the Sabbath. The Jews were said to be aware 
that the Muslims knew that the Sabbath law would prohibit Jews from 
fighting. However, the Muslims argued that as far as the Jews were concerned, "not a single man among you from the day of your birth has ever 
passed a night resolved to do what he knows ought to be done."' Thus, 
Muslims were presumably right to suspect that the Sabbath would be used as 
a ruse to surprise and kill Muslims.
After more tense negotiations, Muhammad agreed to let the fate of the 
Qurayza be decided by Sa'd b. Mu'adh of the Aws tribe, which had been 
friendly with the Quray?a tribe. It is evident, however, that Sa'd was bent on 
pronouncing a death sentence on the Qurayza. He thought he would die 
soon from a wound, and said that he now cared little for any man's censure 
concerning his decision. Upon hearing this, one of the Jews went back and 
announced the punishment that now seemed certain.
Sa`d's decision came soon enough: "I give judgment that men should be 
killed, the property divided, and the women and children taken as captives."'' This seems to follow a practice found in the Hebrew Bible; in 
Deuteronomy 20, we find laws of war that make a distinction between treatment of towns that are near (within territory allotted to Israel) and those 
towns that are far. The towns that are "near" are to be annihilated completely. However, for a town that is "far," Deuteronomy 20 prescribes the 
following:
When you draw near to a town to fight against it, offer it terms of peace.
If it accepts your terms of peace and surrenders to you, then all the people 
in it shall serve you at forced labor.
If it does not submit to you peacefully, but makes war against you, then you 
shall besiege it;
and when the LORD your God gives it into your hand, you shall put all its 
males to the sword.
You may, however, take as your booty the women, the children, livestock, 
and everything else in the town, all its spoil. You may enjoy the spoil of your 
enemies, which the LORD your God has given you.
Thus you shall treat all the towns that are very far from you, which are not 
towns of the nations here. (Deut. 20:10-15)


The Qurayza Jews surrendered, and the biography of Muhammad tells us 
what happened next:
Then he [Muhammad] sent for them and struck off their heads in those 
trenches as they were brought out to him in batches.'; Among them was the 
enemy of Allah Huyayy b. Akhtab and Ka'b b. Asad their chief. There were 
600 or 700 in all, though some put the figure as high as 800 or 900. As they 
were being taken out in batches to the apostle they asked Ka'b what he 
thought would be done with them. He replied: "Will you never understand? 
Don't you see that the summoner never stops and those who are taken away 
do not return? By Allah it is death!" This went on until the apostle 
[Muhammad] made an end of them.74
Huyayy accepted his fate by admitting that a person who forsakes God, as he 
has, will be forsaken. A final appeal to scripture is found in Huyayy's final 
exclamation: "A book and a decree and massacre have been written against 
the Sons of Israel."7'
There are many aspects of this story that impinge on violent conflicts 
over scripture. The entire story can be seen, in large part, as an argument for 
Islamic supersessionism and legitimization as the true interpreters of the 
Jewish "Iorah. First, the violence inflicted on the Jews follows the assertion 
that the Jews no longer have the sole interpretational control over their own 
scriptures. The Jews do not recognize that Muhammad is mentioned in those 
scriptures, and this has delegitimized them as interpreters.
Equally important, the story makes clear that the Jews are accused of not 
following their own scriptures even when they do understand them. This has 
at least two consequences, the first being that Muslims are free to presume 
that Jews will not deal fairly with Muslims. After all, if Jews do not follow 
God's covenant, what should make Muslims believe that Jews will follow any 
covenant with human beings? This presumed faithlessness to God then 
allows Muhammad to punish the Jews preemptively for a treachery they will 
certainly commit, if they have not already.
Muhammad also executes a pious reversal on the Jews by showing that 
he aims to follow scripture better than Jews do. Note that Muhammad first 
offered terms of peace, an option stated in Deuteronomy 20:10-15 for "far 
cities," when he could have called for their total annihilation without first 
offering such terms. On the other hand, here may be a case in which 
Muhammad is himself guilty of believing parts of scripture and not others. 
Muhammad also follows the pattern of Elijah, the Hebrew prophet who 
himself killed 450 prophets of Baal (1 Kings 18:40).
As we have argued at the outset, a scarce resource X created by religion 
may cause violence when at least one of two or more groups desire X and/or 
believe that they are uniquely entitled to X. Under such circumstances, vio lence may be used to acquire X and/or defend against loss of X. In this case, 
the scarce resource is the Hebrew Bible. Both Muslims and Jews were vying 
for control of this scriptural entity. Jews insisted that they would "never 
abandon the laws of the Torah," and were willing to commit violence or 
suffer violence to retain this resource. Muhammad, on the other hand, 
aspired for control over this resource insofar as he claimed to have the correct interpretation and saw himself as being inscribed in the Torah. This is 
indeed a case in which conflicts over scripture played a major role in violence.


ACADEMICS AND THE QURAYZA MASSACRE
It should be noted that the massacre at Qurayza is often sanitized by both 
Muslim writers and non-Muslim academics. In so doing, these scholars 
become complicit in endorsing religious violence or in not understanding 
the implications of their defense of Muhammad. For example, M. J. Kister, 
who does not seem to mention the tradition that Muhammad himself carried 
out the executions, emphasizes presumed treachery as the main motive. A 
sketch of the life of the prophet by Marmaduke Muhammed Pickthal omits 
any indication that Muhammad himself killed the men of Quray4a.76 As we 
shall argue, omitting or minimizing Muhammad's role becomes part of an 
apologetics for violence.
In the popular media, one particularly egregious example of academics 
minimizing the moral horror of Muhammad's actions at Qurayza is found in 
Mtuhammad: Legacy of a Prophet (2002), a documentary that aired on 
PBS.77 Celebrated writer and academic Karen Armstrong, for example, says in this 
documentary that:
Muhammad had nothing against the Jewish people per se, or the Jewish 
religion. The Quran continues to tell Muslims to honor the People of the 
Book. And to honor their religion as authentic. And the Jewish tribes who 
had not rebelled, who had not given help to the Meccans, continued to live 
in Medina completely unmolested. Muhammad was not trying to exterminate Jews. He was just trying to get rid of very dangerous internal enemies.''
A close reading of the episode in the Arabic sources does not bear out 
her assessment. Muhammad insisted that the Jews convert to his religion. 
The story indicates that Muhammad would have let these Jews live if they 
had accepted his religion. The fact that Muhammad was willing to overlook 
the treachery in return for converting to Islam means that religion was a 
main variable in his decision to kill these Jews.


Moreover, Armstrong does not explain why exiling these Jews would not 
have been better than killing them. The idea that violating an agreement 
should be valued above human life is itself a principle that should be questioned. Finally, Armstrong presumes that the Qurayra have done and are 
everything that the Muslim sources characterize them to be. But we have no 
accounts from the Qurayza themselves, and this seems to violate basic standards of fairness.
But more startling in this PBS documentary is the reaction of M. Cherif 
Bassiouni, president of the International Human Rights Institute at DePaul 
University and a 1999 nominee for the Nobel Peace Prize.: prolific author 
and renowned expert on human rights law, Bassiouni says, concerning 
Muhammad's rules of war: "He makes it very clear to his soldiers that if they 
have the right to use force against the Qureish, that does not mean that they 
will do the same thing that has been done in pre-Islamic wars, in which 
women and children could be killed, in which no prisoners could be taken, 
no quarter given. No, No. He said Islam is a religion of law and spirituality."`' Yet what law allows people to be beheaded for violating an agreement? What law allows women to be widowed and children to be made 
fatherless because they would not convert to another religion? Cherif 
Bassiouni, of course, is simply repeating a common apologetic that most 
empires employ. That is to say, most empires see themselves as helping put 
an end to disorder or to improve some lesser civilization.
And, of course, we have even starker reports about Muhammad',,,- treatment of the enemy. In one episode found in the Iladith, Muhammad captures some former Muslims who killed a camel driver. The report says that 
"[t]he Prophet ordered that their hands and legs should be cut off and their 
eyes should be branded with heated pieces of iron, and that their cut hands 
and legs should not be cauterized, till they died."" Executing a murderer is 
one thing in our society, but torturing him until he dies is held to be a crime.
So if, as Carl Ernst and others claim, Muhammad is the essential paradigm for Islamic behavior, then why don't Muhammad's actions qualify as 
"essential" parts of Islam? More important, it is clear that Muslim theologians cannot have it both ways. They cannot say that Muhammad forms a 
paradigm of behavior for modern times, and yet overlook the fact that in 
modern times he would qualify as a war criminal and terrorist. Under the 
Geneva conventions, for example, one cannot torture prisoners."' The idea 
that one had to accept Muhammad's religion or be killed, a choice he apparently was willing to accept from the Quray?a tribe, only shows how intolerant and criminal his behavior could be regarded today."'


SCRIPTURE AND INTRA-MUSLIM VIOLENCE
While many scholars focus on Muslim violence against nonMuslims, one 
must also observe the violence that is advocated scripturally against fellow 
Muslims. One illustrative example comes from discussions of the use of violence against what are regarded as criminal offenses in some Muslin societies. In October 1976 a symposium was held in Riyadh, Saudi Arabia, and 
proceedings were published under the title of The E/feets of Islamic Legislation 
on Crime Prevention in Saudi Arabia."; According to the organizers themselves, the symposium was meant to, among other things, "illustrate how the 
Islamic Shari'a can overcome the crime problems in the modern 
world.1114 The Shari'a, the collective name for Muslim law, of course, consists primarily of the Qur'an and other scriptural authorities.
Among the papers read was "Effect of Religion against Crime" by 
Sheikh Manna Khalil Al-Kattan. The author appeals to the Qur'an and the 
Hadith to provide the justification for specific punishments. For example, he 
quotes the Hadith in order to show that "[a]n unmarried adulteress shall be 
flogged with one hundred stripes and banished for one year and a married 
adulteress shall be flogged with one hundred stripes and stoned to 
death."8' The author tells us that "it is incumbent upon Muslims to abide by the teachings and commandments prescribed in the Qur'an, the Sunnah, and the 
Sharia in order to eradicate the roots of crime.""' This certainly meets our 
basic criterion for attributing a religious cause to an act of violence: Religious 
Belief X, therefore Act of Violence Y. The belief that the Hadith represents 
the divine guidance of Muhammad would result, for example, in the act of 
violence of stoning a woman to death.
In the same symposium, Mohammad Salam Madkour read a paper titled 
"Defining Crime Responsibility According to Islamic Legislation.", IIc tells 
us that Islamic legislation was "revealed in the interest of humanity. IIc adds 
that Islamic legislation is "broad and flexible ... worldly and unworldly, individual and collective," especially because Islam encompasses both the religious and secular in life." But "flexible" is a term that is relative, as demonstrated when Madkour says:
As regards highway robbery and mischief on earth the Qur'an says: "The 
punishment of those who wage war against God and His Apostle and strive 
with might and main for mischief through the land is: Execution, or crucifixion; Or the cutting off of hands and feet from opposite sides, Or exile 
from the land: That is their disgrace in this world, and a heavy punishment 
is theirs in the hereafter; Except for those who repent before they fall into 
your power.8


The citation is from the Sura 5:36-37, which shows again that the belief in 
this scripture is used to support violence. As in Christianity, the violence can 
be eternalized into the hereafter rather than just restricted to this lifetime.
More interestingly, Madkour adds that "if these crimes are proven and 
legally substantiated by evidence the punishments are fixed and cannot be 
changed or modified."`'0 Here Madkour speaks of the class of crimes known 
as Hudud, whose punishments are fixed as specified in the Qur'an. But if 
"flexible" is the opposite of "fixed," either we have a logical contradiction or 
there is much relativity about what will be treated flexibly and what will be 
treated as immutable. The decision is made on religious grounds, ultimately 
unverifiable.
This type of violence cannot be blamed simply on Saudi responses to 
modern secularism or colonialism because the appeal is to texts that predate 
modern secularism and colonialism. Early traditions and discussions exist 
that advocate this sort of violence, so those texts are not simply a modern 
retrojection by these Saudi officials and scholars. Accordingly, these modern 
Saudis can be seen as continuing a type of violence endorsed from what are 
believed to be the earliest scriptural traditions of Islam. They see colonialism, if anything, as posing a possible obstacle to that continuity. The 
symposium was organized as a sort of demonstration, to secularizing societies, of the superiority of continuing these early Muslim practices. They fear 
the world will coerce them into discontinuing these practices rather than 
installing such practices because of some reaction against modern secularism.
Likewise, it is difficult to argue that such violence simply denotes some 
arbitrary textual selectivity on the part of an Al-Khattan. All textual selections of the Qur'an or Hadith are based on religious grounds. Thus, a more 
peaceful Hadith is no more verifiable than a violent one. This, of course, 
raises the issue of how the term "crime" is in itself a value judgment caused 
by religion. Stoning to death an adulteress is not a "crime," but having sex 
outside of marriage is.
In many other ways, violence against human beings is premised on religious value judgments. A body is allowed to sustain injury if it will prevent 
injury to the larger collective body in some way. Such a view of Islamic law 
sees it as "good" to injure a persons body in order to save the person's soul. 
A body must sustain injury in order to deter the person from injuring other 
bodies. But unlike secular forms of punishment, the reasons are ultimately 
unverifiable.
Yet it is this type of "internal" religious violence-violence committed 
against members of one's own religion-that underscores the weakness of 
simply focusing on war or interstate disputes (e.g., the COW Project) in 
order to measure religious violence. Given the number of people who have 
been executed under these interpretations of Shari'a in the last millennium, for example, one might indeed reach a number that approximates those 
killed in a smaller-scale war listed in the COW Project.


SACRED SPACE
Sacred space is a basic theme of Islam. Hamm, a primary lexeme translated 
as "holy" and "sacred," is found some twenty-six times in the Qur'an." The 
related noun, Karam, is usually translated as "holy place," "sanctuary," or 
"asylum." Sacred spaces can come in various forms, and also differ by sect. 
For example, the towns of Karbela or Najaf are regarded as sacred spaces 
particularly by Shiites. Among some Sufi traditions, grave sites of Sufi masters may become sacred space. A holy space may be assigned or created by 
God, as indicated in Sura 5:100: "God made Ka'ba, the Sacred House, an 
asylum of security for men." Note the idea that the sacred space is or should 
be a place of protection.
As in the other Abrahamic religions, the idea of special value to the space 
is reflected in the amount and quality of access allowed to that space. 
Although one should not deny entrance to those eligible for admission (Sura 
22:25), those deemed "unclean" (mjis/'anjas), such as polytheists (mils/irikun), 
should not he allowed entrance into the Sacred Mosque (Sura 9:28). Sura 9:18 
states that, as a more general rule, "the mosques of God shall be visited and 
maintained by such that believe in God and the Last (lay, establish regular 
prayers, and practice regular charity, and fear none (at all) except God."
There are other rules found in the Hadith that pertain to behavior in a 
mosque or sacred spaces. For example, M. Muhammad Ali notes that "carrying on any kind of trade in the mosque is strictly prohibited, as is also the 
reciting of poems, and even sitting in circles and indulging in talk at the time 
of prayer.""' As in the case of the Jewish temple, a Muslim sacred space could 
also be a place for sanctioned violence in the form of animal sacrifice.
Within Islam, the most sacred of spaces is Mecca. The sacredness of 
Mecca is proclaimed by Muhammad, when he is quoted as saying, "I have 
been commanded only to serve the Lord of this City, Him who has sanctified it (ha77ama-ba)" (Sura 27:91). Indeed, one of the five pillars of Islam is a 
pilgrimage (Haj~) to Mecca. The proper direction (giblah) a Muslim faces 
when praying is toward Mecca.
According to Muslim tradition, Mecca was sacred and a site for pilgrimage long before the time of Muhammad. Much of Muslim tradition 
would probably agree with M. Muhammad Ali's assessment that the sacredness of Mecca rests on the supposed connection to events in the lives of 
Abraham and Ishmael."'


Within Mecca, the most sacred value is bestowed upon the Kaaba, 
called also the al-bayti al-ma`muri (House that is visited) in Sura 52:4. It is 
associated with the main mosque, called the Maid al-Haram (Sura 17:1). 
The term Kaaba derives from a root meaning "swelled" or "exalted." 
According to Muslim traditions, it is the oldest place where Allah was worshipped. Other traditions says that this is the place where Ishmael was abandoned to die, following a tradition that can be traced back to Genesis 16. The 
place fell into disrepair and idolatry, but it was rebuilt and cleansed by 
Abraham and Ishmael (Sura 2:127).
Inside the Kaaba rests a black stone (Hajar al-Aswad) whose significance 
is unclear. Many critical scholars see it as a remnant of pagan worship, while 
Muslims believe it to be of mysterious origin. M. Muhammad Ali, for 
example, says, "There is not the least indication to show where the stone 
came from and when it was placed there."94
Medina, the first town to come under Muslim rule, is also an important 
sacred space. Al-Bukhari reports that "Al-Madina is a sanctuary (haramun). 
... Its trees should not be cut and no heresy should be innovated nor any sin 
should be committed in it."95 Again, sacrality correlates with behaviors 
deemed correct by the Muslim masters of the sacred space. Freedom of religion does not seem to be allowed in Muslim sacred spaces.
Jerusalem is also sacred space for Muslims. In fact, Patricia Crone and 
Michael Cook have concluded that the Hijazi origins of Islam are a later invention meant to displace the preeminence of Jerusalem in the initial phases of 
Islam.96 Many early Muslim sources acknowledge that earliest direction for 
proper prayer was Jerusalem or somewhere other than Mecca.`' In any case, 
evidence for the value of Jerusalem for Muslims can be found from at least the 
time of the Crusades. For example, Ibn-Al Athir, a reputed witness of the 
Third Crusade, noted that after Saladin's conquest, "The Sultan ordered that 
the Dome of the Rock should be cleansed of all pollution, and this was done."9R
The most sacred portion of Jerusalem for Muslims is enclosed within a 
compound called the Al-Haram Al-Sharif, which encompasses some thirtyfive acres. Within this compound is the Dome of the Rock, which may be the 
earliest preserved example of Islamic architecture." The building is attributed to Abd Al-Malik (685-705), and bears inscriptions that may reflect a 
variant text of the Qur'an. The Miraj, Muhammad's mystical ascent into 
heaven, is said to have occurred here. Also in this compound is "the farthest 
mosque" (al-masjidi al-Agsa in Sura 17:1), which is dated to around 711-713.
We can also demonstrate empirically that the importance of Jerusalem is 
related to one's religiosity even today. A survey of Palestinians conducted by 
Nadir Izzat Said finds that among those described as "very religious" the 
importance of Jerusalem from an Islamic religious perspective is 98 percent, 
but that drops to 58 percent among those described as "not religious.""' The Haram al-Sharif was "very important" to 99 percent of those Palestinians 
described as "very religious," but only to 78 percent of those described as 
"not religious." Likewise, the Al-aqsa mosque and Dome of the Rock were 
described as "very important" to 98 percent of the "very religious," but only 
to 79 percent of those who were "not religious."101


VIOLENCE DUE TO SACRED SPACE
Sacred space is inherently a scarce resource when more than one group 
desires it or when an underprivileged group does not have the same privileges and access to that space. The value of Jerusalem is almost entirely the 
creation of religion, and we have seen a repeated recorded conflict over that 
space since at least the Assyrian siege in the eighth century BCE. Like Christians, Muslims have engaged in violence in order to maintain or regain space 
considered sacred.
This violence is quite evident in the Crusades, of course. We have a 
Muslim perspective in the work of `Imad ad-Din, who says:
Islam wooed Jerusalem, ready to lay down lives for her as a bride-price, 
bringing her a blessing that would remove the tragedy of her state, giving 
her a joyful face to replace an expression of torment, making heard, above 
the cry of grief from the Rock, calling for help against its enemies, the reply 
to this appeal, the prompt echo of the summons, an echo that would make 
the gleaming lamps rise in her sky, bring the exiled Faith back to her own 
country and dwelling-place and drive away from al-Aqsa those whom God 
drove away with his curse.... Saladin marched forth ... to remove the 
heavy hand of unbelief with the right hands of Faith, to purify Jerusalem of 
the pollution of those races, of the filth of the dregs of humanity."
This passage shows that Muslims were simply using the mirror image of 
arguments we know well from the preserved Christian sources. Jerusalem 
was sacred space not because of its riches or economic resources, but because 
Muslim scriptural traditions associate crucial supernatural activities of 
Muhammad with that site. All such events associated with Muhammad at 
Jerusalem, however, are not verifiable.
In more recent times, sacred spaces in Iraq have been attacked in intraMuslim wars between Wahhabis and Shiites. The W;hhabis, now represented by the ruling family of Saudi Arabia, believe that the veneration of 
Shiite martyrs and saints is nothing more than a form of idolatry." The 
Wahhabis regard themselves as Muslims, and Shiites as non-Muslim or as 
practicing a perverted form of Islam.


In 1801 the Wahhabis laid siege to Najaf, a Shiite holy city in Iraq. In 
that same year, the Wahhabis sacked Karbala, where the Shiite martyr AlHusavn lost his life in the aftermath of a war for the succession to 
h'Iuhammad's leadership. Part of a report from the Wahhabi perspective on 
this violence in Karbala is as follows:
Saud set out with his divinely supported army and cavalry.... He made for 
Karbala and began hostilities against the people of the city of Al-Husayn. 
The Muslims [=Wahhabis] scaled the walls, entered the city by force, 
and killed the majority of its people in the markets and in their homes. Then 
they destroyed the dome placed over the grave of Al-1lusayn by those who 
believe in such things."u
By 1803 the Wahhabis began to conquer the Hijaz region of Saudi Arabia, 
and the burning of Shiite scriptures was among their activities. In 1925 the 
Wahhabis took Mecca and Medina and destroyed Shiite tombs.
In these cases, the Wahhabis were motivated by an attempt to clean out 
what they considered to be Shiite desecration of sacred space, or to expand 
the sacred space of Islam. On the other side, Shiites were willing to commit 
violence to defend their sacred spaces.")' These examples also show that 
sacred space can be destroyed not so much because one group desires it, but 
because a group knows the space is valuable to its enemy. Nonetheless, it is 
the value of the space, a value created by religion, that renders it a target.
OSAMA BIN LADEN AND SACRED SPACE
The fight over sacred space is part of the stated grievance voiced by Osama 
bin Laden, regarded as the foremost enemy of the United States today."" In 
a declaration dated February 23, 1998, bin Laden and four of his cohorts 
issued a fatwa, an edict obligatory to all Muslims. The fatwa bears the title 
"Jihad against Jews and Crusaders," terms to which we will return below.]07
The fatwa begins with a standard praise to Allah and a reference to the 
Qur'an. Specifically, it quotes Sura 9:5: "But when the forbidden months are 
past, then fight and slay the pagans wherever ye find them, seize them, beleaguer them, and lie in wait for them in every stratagem (of war)." This verse 
is one of the most prominent of the jihad verses, as we will see in our detailed 
discussion of jihad below.
Bin Laden's fatwa then goes on to list three facts that are used as the 
cause for war against the United States. The first fact is given as follows:


First, for over seven years the United States has been occupying the lands 
of Islam in the holiest of places, the Arabian Peninsula, plundering its 
riches, dictating to its rulers, humiliating its people, terrorizing its neighbors, and turning its bases in the Peninsula into a spearhead through which 
to fight the neighboring Muslim peoples.""
The fatwa complains about the humiliation being inflicted by the United 
States on Muslim countries, and then provides the third fact as follows:
Third, if the Americans' aims behind these wars are religious and economic, 
the aim is also to serve the Jews' petty state and divert attention from its 
Occupation of Jerusalem and murder of Muslims there. The best proof of 
this is their eagerness to destroy Iraq, the strongest neighboring Arab state, 
and their endeavor to fragment all the states of the region such as Iraq, 
Saudi Arabia, Egypt, and Sudan into paper statelets and through their disunion and weakness to guarantee Israel's survival and the continuation of 
the brutal crusade occupation of the Peninsula.109
Of course, there are political reasons given for opposing the United States. 
Ilowever, bin Laden perceives the political to be an instrument of the religious. The United States is using political and military power in order to 
carry out what is essentially a religious or anti-Islamic agenda that is aligned 
with Zionism, which is all about sacred space for bin Laden.'10
The fatwa goes on to state that the proper response to these actions by 
the United States is a jihad. In addition to the Sura cited at the opening of 
his fatwa, bin Laden's authority for declaring a jihad is that "the ulenia 
through Islamic history have agreed that jihad is an individual duty if an 
enemy destroys the Muslim countries.""' He cites Imaan Bin-Oadamah and 
Imam al-Kisai, among others. Bin Laden goes on to describe more specifically that the fatwa includes Americans and their allies.
Ib our knowledge no commentator has noted that bin Laden's fatwa is 
very similar to the sermon attributed to Urban II at the start of the First Crusade. This may be significant, as bin Laden has specifically called the United 
States "crusaders" (al-salihiyyun). As in the case of Urban II's speech, bin 
Laden begins by noting that enemy forces are occupying the holy sites. Like 
Urban 11, he cites holy texts. And both Urban II and bin Laden quote scripture to support the contention that dying for the recovery of holy space will 
be rewarded in heaven. Of course, it is difficult to prove that bin Laden patterned his speech specifically in light of knowledge of Urban II's speech. Perhaps more likely is that both followed a similar logic of violence.


GROUP PRIVILEGING
At the broadest level, most Muslims feel that they are privileged relative to 
non-Muslims. Such privileging is the result of a number of factors, but it 
involves the belief that one is in the possession of Gods most perfect revelation and way to salvation. We can find examples easily in the Qur'an, as in 
Sura 3:85-87: "If anyone desires a religion other than Islam (submission to 
god), never will it be accepted of him; and in the Hereafter he will be in the 
ranks of those that have lost (all spiritual good)."
In Ihn Hisham's biography of Muhammad, we also find numerous indications of the types of privileging favored by the prophet. In contrast to the 
notion of some brotherhood of all human beings, Muhammad is sometimes 
portrayed as making agreements that are explicitly meant to create kinship 
bonds that center on insiders and outsiders. Thus, in the famous Covenant 
of Medina, between Muslims and Medinans made upon his arrival at 
Medina, Muhammad extols the idea that "believers are friends one to 
another to the exclusion of outsiders.""'
Likewise, the Hadith are permeated by the feeling of superiority among 
Muslims. Thus, AI-Bukhari records one tradition in which the religious 
status of a boy is at issue. The boy has a non-Muslim mother and a Muslim 
father. A group of Muslims state that custody must be given to the Muslim 
parent. The episode concludes with the statement that "Islam is always superior and never inferior" (al-Islam ya`lu wa la yu'la).113
But although the claim that Muslims see themselves as bearing a superior religion seems beyond debate, recent works have focused on the extent 
to which Muslims actually are intolerant of, and violent toward, non-Muslim 
people who live within Muslim domains. One of the most wide-ranging 
recent studies of Muslim privileging was conducted by Yohanan Friedmann 
in his Tolerance and Coercion in Islam.'14 Friedmann focuses on the legal traditions of Islam that have a strong interest in delineating the rights and responsibilities toward people who live in areas controlled by Muslim rulers. In 
general, those non-Muslim inhabitants are called dhinimis.
Perhaps the most detailed treatise of Muslim policy toward dhimmis is 
found in Ahkam ahl-al dhimma by Ibn Qayyim al-Jawziyya (1292-1350). As 
Friedmann notes, Ibn Qayyim's hierarchy has Islam at the top, followed by 
Christianity, Judaism, Zoroastrianism, and "polytheists."is The latter is usually designated by the term mushs-ikun. The Hanafi legal tradition dictates 
that Muslims should be punished equally as dhimmis in cases of murder. In 
part, this is based on Sura 5:45 ("judge in equity between them"), which 
refers to a case where Jewish litigants come to a Muslim court for justice.
However, the Al-Shaft school could argue the opposite point by 
appealing to the same texts or to alternative traditions. Indeed, Al-Shafi could argue that one should never kill a Muslim for killing a non-Muslin 
regardless of the motive (e.g., robbery). The injunction, "judge in equity 
between them" in Sura 5:45, for example, could be interpreted to apply only 
to judgments between Jewish litigants and not between Muslims and nonMuslims. The law of "equality," then, really means the application of retaliation, as required by Jewish law, as indicated by Sura 5:48 ("We ordained 
therein for them [Jews]: `Life for life..."').


The payment of jizya, which has been variously interpreted as a tribute 
or tax, also underscores differences between Muslims and non-Muslims. 
Payment of jizya is mentoned only once in the Qur'an, in Sura 9:29: "Fight 
those who believe not ... until they pay the jizya with willing submission 
and feel themselves subdued." However, much scholarly discussion has 
resulted on the meaning of the Arabic expression (hatta yu'ta 1jizyata `mr 
yadin wa-btrn, saginii) translated in A. Yusuf All's version as "Until they pay 
the jizya with willing submission, while feeling themselves subdued." In addition, the term jizya, usually derived from the verb jaza ("to give satisfaction"), itself has been the subject of voluminous study.'16
The benign explanation is usually that jizya is a contribution that helps 
provide for the common defense or some other benefit. Thus, M. 
Muhammad All chastises Western scholars who describe the jizya as some 
sort of "religious tax whose payment entitled certain non-Muslims to security of life under Muslim rule."'17 M. Muhammad All notes that such taxes 
were levied before Islam and are a normal part of all states. In fact, M. 
Muhammad Ali adds, "[I]t was an act of great magnanimity on the part of the 
Prophet to confer complete autonomy on a people after conquering them 
and a paltry suns of tribute (jiyah) in such conditions was not a hardship but 
a boon."'"'
Friedmann shows, however, that jizya could be viewed as a sign of humiliation and dominance, as was apparently the case with the tribe called the 
Taghlib.'"' This was a Christian Arab tribe, and discussions ensued over 
whether their status was to be centered on their ethnicity more than on their 
religion. In any event, the Taghlib argued that they should not be required 
to pay jizya because they were fellow Arabs, and so not subject to such mistreatment. At the extreme end of the spectrum was Urnar b. al-Khattab, who 
argued that the "Iaghlib were not to be considered People of the Book, so 
killing them was permissible in case they did not convert to Islam.120
Similar issues of group privileging are raised by the phenomenon of 
slavery in Muslim cultures. Aside from the inherent nature of slavery as one 
that privileges masters over slaves, there is also the issue of whether slaves 
could be converted by force. The reason some interpreters (e.g., Tabari) 
thought slaves could be converted by force is because slaves and black people 
in particular, were not thought to have a religion (lu dina lahum, Ia yu'la7nu ma dinuhum).12' Thus, some of the coercive practices that may have been 
prohibited against People of the Book were not prohibited against people 
that did not possessed sacred texts.


Within the legal traditions, one manifestation of the relationship 
between group privileging and violence was the nature of punishment for 
physical injuries inflicted on Muslims by non-Muslims, and vice versa. One 
tradition certainly held that the killing of a non-Muslim by a Muslim should 
not be punished in the same way as the killing of a Muslim by another 
Muslim. This tradition is found in Ibn Hisham's biography of Muhammad in 
the section on the Covenant of Medina. Briefly, Muhammad's agreement 
reads as follows: "A believer shall not kill a believer because of [his killing] an 
unbeliever."'"
Some Islamic traditions allowed blood money to be paid on behalf of the 
killer, by which the killer could avoid being killed himself. Here, too, there 
was discussion about equality. Some traditions held that a dhimnu paid the 
same amount in blood money as a Muslim until the days of `Umar b. `Abd 
al-Aziz, who valued at half the blood money of a dhimmi.123
There are many other categories of group privileges that one could discuss as well. For example, apostates formed another group against whom violence could be perpretrated. Abu Hanifa, in particular, thought that apostates 
should be killed, and considered even asking them to repent prior to execution to be discretionary. 124 Overall, therefore, the fundamental texts of Islam 
support a variety of group privileges. Now that we have established that 
group privileging does exist in Muslims cultures, we can show how group 
privileging has resulted and continues to result in violence.
SAUDI ANTI JUDAISM AND VIOLENCE
Group privileging, following our theory, leads to violence when those who 
possess the privilege attempt to guard against loss, and/or when those who 
do not have the privilege attempt to acquire it. Violence may also be a 
response to any perceived or real scarcities of justice caused by group privileging. As we have seen above, a privileged religious group may believe that 
God has sanctioned or even obligated it to commit violence on a nonprivileged group. The nonprivileged group may be seen as threatening the power 
of the privileged group in some manner.
In the case of Muslims, one of the nonprivileged groups on which violence is permitted is the Jews. These cases of anti Judaism also help us to 
understand why, in particular, Lawrence's view of an essentially peaceful 
Islam is defective. In order to understand why Lawrence's thesis is defective, we will summarize one of his examples, that of Saudi Arabia, a bit more carefully. He begins his analysis of Saudi Arabian fundamentalism with a summary of the key historical events, which we adapt here as well from 
Lawrence:


[image: ]
Lawrence then argues specifically that Saudi Arabia's espousal of fundamentalism does not go as far back as the country's birth in 1932. He says that 
an opposite conclusion is at least equally valid, namely, that "Saudi Arabia has 
become a viable nation-state not by implementing Muslim norms but by 
using religion as a mask. In the name of Islam, the state introduced changes 
that would otherwise be unacceptable to a population little prepared and 
even less inclined to engage the modern world."''''
The Saudi government was perceived as so un-Islamic, argues Lawrence, 
that a little-known upstart named Juhayman ibn Sayf al-`Utayba, almost succeeded in overthrowing the regime in the 1970s. Juhayman promoted his 
brother-in-law as a the mahdi, a sort of Messiah figure. Juhayman managed 
to capture the grand mosque of Mecca in 1979, and held it for two weeks 
before the government captured and executed him. For Lawrence, the Saudi 
royal family simply "played the fundamentalist game without being funda
»'27mentalists.
Lawrence's thesis has many defects that need more scrutiny. IItsview of 
fundamentalism obscures how often the Saudi royal family appealed to religious arguments and Muslim scripture to further policies that certainly meet the rationale Religious Belief X, therefore Act of Violence Y. And one of the 
best types of sources for discovering true religious motives are communications not meant to be widely disseminated. Such communications disclose 
religious rationales that would be dangerous or even embarrassing if widely 
known. On the other hand, historians also need to be cautious in authenticating materials said to come from private communications.


One particularly excellent case of a private communication that seems 
authentic conies from `Abd al-`Aziz ibn Saud, king of Saudi Arabia. It is 
important to understand the background of these statements in order to 
appreciate confidence in their authenticity. According to Elie Kedouri, the 
respected historian of the Middle East, the statements were made in 1937 to 
Col. H. R. P. Dickson, who had retired from his post as British political agent 
in Kuwait the previous year.''-" Dickson paid a visit to the king in Riyadh and 
made a report of three private conversations. The report of these conversations was sent to the government of India and is now catalogued as part of 
the Foreign Office File.'29
In one of these conversations, Saud expresses his dismay that the British 
would think of supporting the Zionist cause in Palestine. Saud's statements 
bear repeating in some length:
"Ibday we and our subjects are deeply troubled over this Palestine question. 
... God's Iloly Book (the Qur'an) contains God's own word and divine 
ordinance, and we commend to His Majesty's Government to read and 
carefully peruse that portion which deals with the Jews and especially what 
is to be their fate in the end. For God's words are unalterable and must be. 
... Our hatred for the Jews dates from God's condemnation of then for 
their persecution and rejection of Isa (Jesus Christ), and their subsequent 
rejection later of his chosen Prophet.... Verily the word of God teaches us, 
and we implicitly believe this 0 Dickson, that for a Muslim to kill a Jew, or 
fir him to be killed by a Jew ensures him immediate entry into Ileaven and 
into the august presence of God almighty.''"
Saud goes on to say that he is an "Imam" and "Spiritual Leader" of Arabia, 
and so his interpretation of the Qur'an is authoritative for his subjects.
So what is the fate of the Jews in the Qur'an to which the Saudi official 
alludes', The Qur'an specifies a violent end for Jews, and there are at least 
two references to this. The Qur'an (Sura 2:80) taunts unfaithful Jews who 
say, "The fire shall not touch us." This statement is echoed in Ibn Hishain's 
biography of the Prophet, in an episode in which the Jews believe that they 
will not be in hell more than a week."' However, Muhammad assures them 
that this is not the case. Jews will burn in hell forever. How does this create 
violence? As the Saudi official indicates, violence againstJews in this life will 
have no effect on their afterlife. They are all doomed to hell anyway.


Saud engages in political reasoning during this conversation. He denies 
that he has any designs on ruling Palestine. He adds that this would "be a 
solution, but God forbid that this should happen, for I have enough to spare 
as it is." He sees Italy, Germany, and Turkey as "ravening wolves today 
seeking whom they may devour" and adds that "political interest demands 
that I keep with the best of them, that is England."'12
Recall that Lawrence has argued that Saudi Arabia's rulers were not fundamentalist as far back as the inception of the country. Rather, Saudi rulers 
are supposed to be using Islam as a mask. The private conversations recorded 
here indicate that at least by 1939 Saudi rulers were using rhetoric that harks 
back to the Qur'an. Seeing fundamentalism as a recent reaction against colonialism does not explain why Saud repeats a charge against Jews that is 
found in the Qur'an. In other words, the same violent rhetoric and mentality 
against Jews existed in the earliest available Islamic records and so cannot be 
attributed solely to modern reactions to colonialism.
In sum, politics does not explain Sa'ud's hatred of the Jews. Religion 
does. Of course, one can argue that Saud was simply using anti-Jewish rhetoric that he knew would be effective with a Christian. For example, Saud 
may have known that Christians have historically retaliated against Jews for 
the killing of Christ. However, Sa'ud's rhetoric has been echoed in many 
early Islamic sources as well. There is no reason to believe that Saud did not 
believe what he said. In any case, his arguments for hatred against Jews are 
all religious. He cites the Qur'an as his main authority, and his specific reasons are the Jews' rejection of Muhammad, not to mention Jesus. These are 
Muhatnmad'.s reasons as well.
SALVATION
We have emphasized that a resource may be judged to be scarce when it 
meets one or more of the following requirements: (1) it is not immediately 
available; and (2) accessing it, maintaining it, or acquiring it requires the 
expense of a significant amount of social or physical capital and labor. Indeed, 
this is the case with the Islamic view of salvation. Unlike Christianity, salvation in Islam does not necessarily involve being "saved" from sin in the sense 
of removing some metaphysical substance by accepting Jesus.
However, as in Judaism and Christianity, salvation in Islam does involve 
the element of protection from God's wrath and punishment. In this regard, 
Islamic salvation has an eschatological element in the sense that the punishment will take place in the afterlife. This aspect of salvation becomes a scarce 
resource insofar as it is not available through all means, and it is of sufficient 
value that any obstacles toward salvation may become cause for violence.


In fact, the whole of the Qur'an is premised on the idea that unbelief 
should he and will be punished violently. On a more transcendent level, this 
idea is embodied in the concept of hell. The main word translated "hell" in 
the Qur'an is jahan;iam, which is clearly derived from the New Testament 
"Gehenna" (e.g., Matt. 5:22), which in turn refers to the Valley of Hinnom 
at Jerusalem. That valley was a place where refuse was constantly burning."'
The description of hell is that of fiery abode in which sinners suffer violence, as is explicit in Sura 3:55-56:
Behold! God said: "0 Jesus! I will take thee and raise thee to myself and 
clear thee (of the falsehoods) of those who blaspheme; I will make those 
who follow thee superior to those who reject faith, to the Day of Resurrection: Then shall ye all return to me, and I will judge between you of the 
matters wherein ye dispute. As to those who reject faith, I will punish them 
with terrible agony [`addibuhum `adaban] in this world and in the hereafter. 
Nor will they have anyone to help.
The cognate repetition of the Arabic lexeme `aduba (Form 2: to afflict, to torture, to pain), "I will tortorously torture them," shows the intensity of this 
violence.
Equally important, it should be noted that this violence cannot be 
strictly for defensive purposes, as may be argued in some interpretations of 
jihad. The verse clearly says that the reason for the torture is that the ones to 
be tortured have rejected faith. A similar concept of punishment for unbelief 
is found in Sura 7:94, and even M. Muhammad All, who otherwise advocates 
a peaceful view of Islam, has to admit that "[]It is clear from this that God 
brings down his punishment upon a sinning people in order that they might 
turn to Him, in other words, that they may be awakened to a higher life."134
A standard explanation for such torture is that it is remedial and meant 
to bring about a greater good. Yet this explanation means that the devotees 
of Islam who believe this also accept the premise that violence is essential or 
necessary for unbelievers to achieve a higher life. Violence, therefore, 
appears to be not only an instrument of good; it is also portrayed as an essential part of Islam here.
Just as Islam endorses the idea that divine violence is a legitimate instrument against unbelievers because of their unbelief, the Qur'an can be read as 
endorsing the idea that unbelief is in itself an offense against which violence 
is a permissible defensive action. One clear case is found in Sura 3:149-52:
O ye who believe. If ye obey the Unbelievers they will drive you back on 
your heels, and ye will turn back (from faith) to your own loss. Nay, God is 
your protector, and He is the best of helpers. Soon shall We cast terror into 
the hearts of the Unbelievers, for that they joined companions with God, for which Ile had sent no authority; their abode will be the Fire and evil is 
the home of wrong-doers!


Again, the passage shows that the basis of violence against these unbelievers 
rests on religious reasons rather than on fear of physical harm from the unbelievers. The reason given for casting "terror" (ru`b) is that the offenders 
joined companions with God, a reference to polytheism. It is not stated that 
the reason for casting terror upon unbelievers is because Muslims fear being 
killed by unbelievers.
Yet Sura 3:149-52 also indicates the flaw of overlooking how salvation 
here constitutes a scarce resource that Muslims fear losing. Muslims might 
lose their salvation or enjoyment of paradise if they obey or fall prey to unbelievers. By becoming an unbeliever, one risks hellfire. Therefore, in the face 
of such potential loss of salvation, violence is deemed a proper defensive 
means against unbelievers.
It is in this context that the work of Ayatollah Morteza Motahari, one of 
the most prominent modern theoreticians of jihad, becomes relevant."' 
According to one biography, Motahari was born in 1920 in the Khorasan 
province of Iran.'' He undertook theological studies in Qom under, among 
other luminaries, Ayatollah Khomeini. A fierce anticommunist who feared 
that atheism would destroy Islam, Motahari served as the head of the 
Department of Theology at the University of'lehran. On May 1, 1979, he 
was assassinated, reportedly at the instigation of Foryan, a rival Muslim faction. Motahari actually became known in the West because many of his 
works were translated into English.
One of those works is Jihad: The Holy War of Islam and Its Legitimacy hi 
the Qur'an.137 Motahari begins his treatise on jihad by citing Sura 9:29:
And Fight those who have not faith in God, nor in the Hereafter, and (who) 
forbid not what God and his prophet have forbidden and (who) are not 
committed to the religion of truth, of those who have been brought [sic] the 
book, until they pay tribute, and they are the low.""
Motahari uses this passage to illustrate the principle that whenever one finds 
two passages in which one seems conditional and the other unconditional the 
conditional interpretation ought to be applied to both passages. This leads to 
the conclusion that jihad is not to be applied unconditionally to any nonMuslim at any time.
Among the conditions under which fighting is permitted is included 
fighting Christians and Jews who do not believe in God, which means belief 
in the tawhid, the unity of God as defined by Motahari's view of Islam. Christianity, says Motahari, has "no Christian structure of society, no Christian legal system, and no Christian rules as to how society is to be formed.""' 
This is why Christianity does not have laws equivalent to jihad. Motahari 
also rejects what he interprets as Christian pacifism on the charge that it is 
"weak and limpid, with no ground to stand on.11141) Ilis objection is that such 
pacificism seems to invite oppression and surrender. Any society in which 
Muslims perceive themselves to be humiliated is not a society in a state of 
peace. Islam is different in that its "mandate is to reform the whole world."t31


The theory of jihad advocated by Motahari holds that "defense" is not to 
be interpreted merely as a response to an attack on the borders of a Muslim 
country. Rather, it is the obligation of Muslims to liberate Muslims who find 
themselves in a state of subjugation and humiliation outside of the borders of 
one's country. He provides the following example from the Palestinians:
If we do not save them, what we are doing in effect is helping that 
oppressor's oppression against the oppressed.
We may be in a situation whereby a party has not transgressed against 
us but has committed some type of injustice against a group from another 
people, who may be Muslims, or who may be non-Muslims. If they are 
Muslims-like today's plight of the Palestinians who have been exiled from 
their homes ... is it permissible for us in such circumstances to hurry to the 
help of those oppressed Muslims and deliver them, or is this not permissible? Certainly this too is permissible. In fact it is obligatory. It would not 
be a case of commencing hostilities, it would be rushing to the defense of 
the oppressed especially if they are Muslims.'2
Motahari's notion of jihad shows at once the aspect of group privileging, 
wherein oppressed Muslims receive special cosideration over non-Muslims. 
But moreover, salvation is intepreted in real-world terms as deliverance from 
oppression. Aiolence can be used in the defense of Muslims anywhere in the 
world who may be oppressed. Under this theory, any attacks against Israel or 
those who help Israel oppress the Palestinians are not seen as aggressive 
attacks, but rather as defensive actions.
Another category of aggression that would legitimize an Islamic jihad 
concerns cases in which governments pose some obstacle to Islamic notions 
of salvation. Motahari undergirds this argument by citing the case of Rustam, 
a pre-Islamic tyrant of ancient Iran who asked Muslims what their goal was. 
Muslims replied that their goal was "to change the worship of worshippers 
from the worship of those who worship to the worship of God ... Our aim 
is to free these creatures of God."43
In fact, Motahari has a hierarchy of holiness when classifying jihads. 
Defense of one's person is holy, but defense of a nation is "more holy." The 
holiest grade is given to a supranational "humanitarian cause." This can 
mean that if a nation adopts an officially polytheistic stance that poses a threat to the practice of Islam, then "if a people fight for tawhid to combat 
shirk (polytheism), their fight is motivated by defense."144 Similarly, Motahari argues that jihad in "defense of chastity" is permissible because losing 
one's chastity could mean losing the opportunity to enjoy paradise.145


According to Motahari, one must not use jihad to force polytheists to convert. However, it is legitimate to "fight polytheists in order to uproot evil from 
that society. Ridding society of evil polytheistic beliefs is one thing, while 
imposing the belief in towhid is another."141 It is, of course, unclear how ridding a society of polytheistic beliefs is not equivalent to imposing monotheism.
Preemptive jihad is also allowable. Motahari deduces this from the Sura 
al-Tawba (Sura 9), which speaks of fighting polytheists who do not keep 
promises. Motahari reasons that a predictable characteristic of polytheists is 
that "they do not observe one of the essential principles of humanitykeeping one's promises."14' Given such a characteristic, it is only reasonable 
to be vigilant for the violation of agreements with polytheistic nations. And 
if a Muslim senses that a nation intends to destroy Muslims, then a defensive 
war is necessary because "if we wait, they will destroy us."148
It is interesting that Motahari sees jihad as a form of therapy, and uses 
medical rhetoric not unlike what we have seen in the Hebrew Bible and in 
Christianity when characterizing what are classified as defensive violent 
responses. Motahari outlines a hypothetical case in which a medical institution may destroy a new medicine that would cure a disease simply because 
the existence of that cure would cause the medical institution to go out of 
business. In such a case, it would be right to defend against the loss of that 
new medicine. Likewise, a fight against those who aggress against spiritual 
values "is necessary for mankind's prosperity and happiness."149
THE SEPTEMBER 11 HIJACKERS
Motahari's theory of salvation and jihad and that of Osama bin Laden are not 
simply musings voiced in Islamic ivory towers. They are put into practice, as 
in the attacks of September 11, 2001. In order to understand how the 9/11 
attacks relate to ideas of Islamic salvation and jihad, we only need to review 
briefly some of the statements and actions of the hijackers themselves.
Perhaps the best known of the 9/11 hijackers is Mohamed Atta. A graduate of the Technical University in Hamburg, Atta spent considerable time 
traveling around the United States. Official reports hold that he was on 
board Atnerican Airlines Flight 11, which roared into the north tower of the 
World Trade Center.1i0 Dated 1996, the Last Will and Testament of 
Mohamed Atta gives a glimpse into his mindset.


In the name of God all mighty
Death Certificate
This is what I want to happen after my death, I ani Mohamed the son of 
Mohanied Elamir awad Elsayed: I believe that prophet Mohamed is God's 
messenger and time will come no doubt about that and God will resurrect 
people who are in their graves. I wanted my family and everyone who reads 
this will to fear the Almighty God and don't get deceived by what is in life 
and to fear God and to follow God and his prophets if they are real 
believers. In ny memory, I want them to do what Ibrahim (a prophet) told 
his son to do, to die as a good Muslim.'."
As near as we can tell from such statements, Atta crashed into the World Trade 
Center because he believed in Islam. He adds toward the end of his testament:
I wanted the people who look at my will to be one of the heads of the Sunna 
religion. Whoever it is, I want that person to be from where I grew up or 
any person I used to follow in prayer. People will be held responsible for not 
following the Muslim religion. I' 
wanted the people who I left behind to 
hear God and not to he deceived by what life has to offer and to pray more 
to God and to be good believers. Whoever neglects this will or does not 
follow the religion, that person will be held responsible in the end.'''
"There can be few statements as conclusive as this when determining whether 
Islamic beliefs can cause violence. Atta simply recorded reasons for violence 
that have been voiced from the earliest recorded history of Islam.
SUMMARY
Islam is many things, and violence has been part of its theology from the 
beginning. As is the case with Christianity and Judaism, Islam has created 
scarce resources that always have the potential for violence. Muslim scriptural traditions have been held to be sufficiently valuable to kill others who 
may challenge their authority as indicated by the Qurayza massacre. Sacred 
spaces have been created, and many Muslims feel that death is part of the 
price of defending them. Group privilege has resulted in oppression and violence toward non-Muslims. Salvation is premised on the existence of a torturous and eternalized violence called hellfire. Above all, Muhammad, who is 
held to be the paradigm of Muslim behavior, committed acts of unspeakable 
violence that are still imitated today.
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[image: ]s we have noted, there is no shortage of scholars-Muslim and nonMuslim-who promote the idea that Islam is essentially peaceful. 
The peaceful interpretation is represented by, among others, Mahmud 
Shaltut, author of The lIuhammedan Duty and Fighting in Islam (al-da`zrah a1nnuhamniadiyah uwa-al-gital f al-Islam), which was published in 19-8.) Likewise, M. Muhammad Mi also devotes a large section of his The Religion of 
Islam to promoting a defensive interpretation of jihad. Among Western academics, Bruce Lawrence and Carl Frnst have been recent vocal representatives of an "essentially" peaceful Islam.2
As we shall argue, many of the "peaceful" advocacy arguments are constructed in the same manner they would say Muslim fundamentalists construct their arguments. What remains at issue is that unverifiability rules 
both sides. In this chapter, we will argue that (1) speaking of an "essentially" 
peaceful Islam is philosophically unwarranted; (2) a purely defensive view of 
jihad is unwarranted; (3) "peace" can be deconstructed to mean a set of conditions that are favorable to Islam; and (4) colonialist explanations for Islamic 
violence are overly simplistic.
ESSENTIALISM AND THE "PEACEFUL" ISLAM
Many modern philosophers have rightly cautioned against committing acts 
of "essentialism."' The essentialist fallacy, usually traced at least as far back 
as Plato, claims that entities have unchanging characteristics that identify 
them as what they are. This has been at the root of racism, Orientalism, and 
myriad other "sins" in academia, not to mention in almost every other sector of society. Ilowever, it is precisely essentialism that is at the root of characterizations of Osama bin Laden as "hijacking" or "perverting" Islam. Such 
notions of "perversion," of course, are meaningless unless one has already 
decided what constitutes the "true" or "essential" Islam.4


As mentioned previously, Charles Kimball reflects this essentialism in his 
When Religion Becomes Evil.' Recall that Kimball criticizes American Christian fundamentalists for insisting that "Allah is not the same God."' Of 
course, Kimball presumes that a particular definition of God, in this case his 
homogenizing one, is the "truest" definition, thus continuing the legitimization of the same scarce resource ("the true understanding of God") that leads 
people to commit violence in the first place.
The contradiction of essentialism can be seen quite blatantly in Ernst's 
book Following Muhammad, which is premised on the idea that non-Muslims 
have imposed violent intepretations on Islam. At the conclusion of his book, 
Ernst says that "[flollowing Muhammad ... is the responsibility of those 
who consider themselves Muslims. It is the responsibility of non Muslims to 
acknowledge the legitimacy of that enterprise."'
Ernst would seem to invalidate the cries of oppression from former Muslinms or Muslims who say that Islam is oppressing them. For example, many 
Muslim and former Muslim women argue that Islam has oppresssed them 
and they can provide an "insider's" perspective. Many critics of Islam also 
recognize the arbitrary nature of "peace" and "rights" in Islam. As Eleanor 
Abdella Doumato observes, "Islamic rhetoric can be manipulated to obfuscate what people actually mean when they talk about `rights."" So how does 
letting Muslims speak for themselves about Islam validate these viewpoints-
More important, according to Ernst, the self-described Muslim known 
as Osama bin Laden is not following a legimate brand of Islam. Commenting 
on bin Laden, Ernst tells us that "[t]hose of us who have studied the text of 
the Qur'an, the writings of the great poets, and the history of Islamic civilizations, feel very keenly the distortion and perversion of Islamic symbols 
and authority perpetrated by these modern extremists."`' But how is Ernst, 
himself a non-Muslim, ackowledging the legitimacy of bin Laden, a selfdescribed Muslim, to define what following Muhammad means for him, 
Clearly, Ernst himself is working from an essentialist vision of what the true 
and unperverted Islam is.
It is likewise fatuous to argue that "consensus" determines what is essential in a religion. By this standard, a bin Laden may indeed not represent the 
true Islam. However, were we to apply this standard consistently, then 
anyone could be classified as "deviant" at the inception of any new religion. 
This would mean, for example, that Jesus' teachings would be deemed illegitimate since at the time these were introduced, they did not represent the 
consensus of Judaism. Likewise, Muhammad would have to be deemed ille gitimate if we measured consensus by the number of adherents to the polytheism portrayed as existing at the time of Muhammad's arrival. By the same 
token, bin Laden could argue that his deviation is no less legitimate, and he 
would be on no less verifiable grounds than any other understanding of 
Islam.


Indeed, we acknowledge that peaceful interpretations are possible in 
many Muslim texts. However, until non-Muslim and Muslim scholars allow 
that violent and offensive interpretations of Islamic texts are no less theological and verifiable than peaceful ones, the whole subject of violence in Islam 
still centers on essentialism. Scholars must either agree that they will apply 
empirico-rationalist criteria consistently or admit that they are as arbitrary 
and as theological as anyone deemed "deviant."
THE MYTH OF THE "DEFENSIVE" JIHAD
Much of the controversy about Islamic violence centers on the meaning of a 
single word, "jihad." It is important, therefore, to know some of the most 
basic linguistic issues in interpreting and translating this word. The root isj- 
h-d, which in the Arabic first form, jahada, means, according to Lane's standard lexicon, "He strove, laboured, or tolled."") Thus, Muslim writers say 
that it could just as well be used to describe a Muslim's struggle to live a 
righteous life. It is the third grammatical form of the Arabic verb that is used 
for a more violent physical fighting, but that in itself does not mean fighting 
is unjustified or not defensive.
Some Muslim thinkers urge a distinction between a "lesser jihad (aljihad al-asghar), which refers to spiritual self-discpline, and the "greater 
jihad" (aljihadal-akbar), which, depending on the intepreter, refers to war 
on behalf of Islam fought under strict regulations. In the case of the war on 
behalf of Islam, one sees the expressions "Jihad of the Sword" (jihad al-sayf) 
and "Jihad in the Path of God" (jihadtisabilAllah). In any case, most traditionalist Muslim interpreters admit that jihad can be violent, even if justified.
Both Muslim and non-Muslim scholars who support a pacificistic or 
defensive notion of jihad focus on one or more of the following issues: (1) misunderstanding the meaning of the root j-h-d; (2) inattention to the chronology 
and abrogation of Qur'anic passages; (3) not understanding that when jihad 
does refer to fighting, it is defensive fighting; (4) generalizing what the Qur'an 
restricts; and (5) the forbidding in the Qur'an of coercion in religion.
In regard to the word "jihad," these authors would rightly note that the 
root j-h-d does not necessarily involve the infliction of physical injury to another 
person. The root meaning is "struggle," and this need not involve violence. Ilowever, the fact that jihad does not always involve violence does not mean 
that jihad never involves violence. Indeed, even some of the defensive intepretations of jihad concede that violence is at least sometimes what jihad means.


Debatable readings of texts are sometimes elicited in support of the 
peaceful jihad. For example, M. Muhammad All quotes a Iladith in which 
Muhammad states that "the ha" [pilgrimage] is the most excellent of all 
jihads."" Ilowever, it is not clear that as found in AI-Bukhari, this is a general statement that applies to both men and women.12 The context is a question asked by Muhammad's wife Aisha. Prior to her question Al-Bukhari 
relates that the Prophet was asked which Muslim deed was the most important, and he answered that it was the shahadah (believing in Allah and his 
messenger).
When asked what deed was next in importance, Muhammad answered 
that it was "Jihad in Allah's cause" jihad f sabil 'Allahi), which is certainly 
believed to be violent by most interpreters. However, Aisha remarked that 
"[w]e consider jihad as the best deed. Should we not participate in jihad?" It 
is only then that the Prophet said that the best jihad was the "Hajj-Mabrur" 
(la-kunua 'afdalu aljihadi hujj mabrur). Thus, Muhammad's answer could be 
understood as saying that the best jihad for women is the Hajj-Mabrur. Otherwise, one must accept that Muhammad was wrong when he said that the 
second best deed was fighting for Allah.
A second argument for a defensive jihad is premised on the notion that 
the Qur'an was not written in strict chronological order, something critical 
scholars of the Qur'an would also admit. Thus, one must take into account 
the circumstances and relative dates when a particular Qur'anic passage was 
revealed. One also must make a distinction between the portions of the 
Qur'an written at Mecca, when the Prophet urged caution, and those portions written at Medina, where fighting became a defensive necessity. A 
whole corpus of literature called ashah al-maul was devoted to determining 
the relative chronology and circumstances that would aid in providing the 
proper interpretation to a passage."
In his detailed linguistic study of jihad, Reuven Firestone opines that 
"the classic evolutionary theory" of war can be summarized as follows:''
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The chronological argument is usually coupled with the hermeneutical procedure called naskh, or abrogation. The idea is that one passage, usually a 
later one, cancels a contradictory instruction or revelation given in an earlier 
passage. The justification for this procedure is often based on a passage such 
as Sura 2:106: "Whatever message we abrogate or cause to be forgotten, we 
bring one better than it or one like it.""
However, some Muslim commentators deny that naskh means contradicting a previous revelation or instruction. For example, M. Muhammad Ali 
says that in Sura 2:106, "cause to be forgotten" means that "the world was 
made to forget.1"6 But such a translation is ad hoc and grammatically unwarranted because the Arabic pronominal suffix-ha ("it"), attached to the verb 
"abrogate," refers back to "one of the messages [ayat]." Therefore "the 
world," a word nowhere mentioned in the text, cannot be the grammatical 
referent at all.'''
Likewise, Sura 16:101 says, "When we substitute one revelation for 
another-and Allah knows best what He reveals (in stages)-they say: `Thou 
art but only a forger."' Since this Sura, argues M. Muhammad Ali, was 
revealed at Mecca, it cannot refer to previous Qur'anic revelations, as the 
Mecca revelations were the first. Thus, the abrogation most likely refers to 
the fact that the Qur'an "had taken the place of previous revelations," such 
as those found in the Bible.'s But this abrogation also involves circular reasoning, as the only criterion for locating the Sura at Mecca is premised on 
the idea that abrogation cannot occur.
Sometimes M. Muhammad Ali admits that "it is an abrogation, but not 
an abrogation of words of the Qur'an; rather an abrogation of a misconception of their meaning."" A further argument against abrogation is that the 
Qur'an cannot contradict itself, and therefore there can be no such thing as 
a true abrogation. Again, both of these claims are based on circular reasoning 
or on dubious evidence.
The third argument for a defensive jihad does not deny that sometimes 
jihad refers to fighting non-Muslims. Rather, the argument is that jihad is 
permitted only for defense. Never is a jihad to be used to convert people to 
Islam. Such a notion is supported with texts such as Sura 10:99: "If it had 
been thy Lord's Will, They all would have believed,-All who are on earth! 
Wilt thou then compel mankind, against their will to believe?"
An offensive interpretation of jihad, on the other hand, can be readily 
sustained on the basis of very clear passages in the Hadith literature. One 
case in point is recorded in A]-Bukhari's Book ofAlJizya. The report speaks 
of a convert named Al-Hurmuzan who is approached by Umar, the caliph. 
Umar says to Al-Humurzan, "I would like to consult you regarding these 
countries which I intend to invade."20 One of these lands is Khosrau, and 
soon an expedition, led by An-Nu'man bin Murraqin, is on its way. However, upon arrival it becomes clear that the representatives of Khosrau do not 
know who these Muslims are; one of those unfortunate foreigners asks, 
"Who are you?" (ma antu7n). The Muslim answer is, "Our Prophet ... has 
ordered us to fight you till you worship Allah alone or give jizya," a sure reference to Sura 9:29.2' The Muslim envoy adds that any Muslim killed will 
enter paradise.


This story illustrates a number of points that refute any essentially 
peaceful view of Islam. First, the report itself makes clear that the expedition 
was not mounted because of any attack from the people of Khosrau. Indeed, 
the people of Khosrau are depicted as not even knowing who the invading 
Muslims are. Second, the story illustrates that the sole purpose expressed for 
this conquest is obedience to the command found in Sura 9:29. Third, this 
means that explanations such as that of M. Muhammad Ali, which restrict the 
command only to the time and place specifically mentioned in Sura 9:29, 
were not understood the same way by many early Muslims. Fourth, the idea 
that such expeditions are reactions to colonialism is not to be found here, as 
colonialism is portrayed here as a Muslim religious obligation.
A fourth argument for a defensive view of jihad is that the Qur'an explicitly forbids Muslims to convert non-Muslims by force. Ernst, M. 
Muhammad All, and others, usually cite as proof Sura 2:256:"
Let there be no compulsion in religion; Truth stands out clear from error; 
whoever rejects Evil and believes in God bath grasped the most trustworthy 
Iland-hold, that never breaks. And God heareth and knoweth all things.
Surprisingly, Ernst and other defenders of the peaceful interpretation simply 
quote this text without much comment, as though it were self-explanatory or 
not open to any other interpretation."
Ilowever, the expression "let there be no compulsion in religion (Id 
ikraha fi al-din) is open to interpretations that are no less verifiable than the 
ones for an offensive jihad. Linguistically, the verse can also be understood 
as a simple description of a current state of affairs (e.g., "it is not feasible to 
enforce conversion at the moment") rather than as a command that prohibits 
coercion at any time (see also Sura 10:99). Rudi Paret, though acknowledging that it is possible to translate it as an expression of tolerance, regards 
as more likely the understanding that the Qur'an is not proclaiming tolerance, but rather expressing resignation.24
As Friedmann notes, the asbab al-nuzal literature, which attempts to provide the events corresponding to this passage, associates it with the expulsion 
of the Jewish tribe Banu Nadir, from Medina around 625 CE.'' This expulsion hardly constitutes an example of tolerance. Moreover, the passage itself 
could be interpreted to be addressing only other Muslims. In fact, many early Muslim interpreters argued that this verse has been abrograted by the more 
violent Sura 9:29, among others.'-"


A fifth argument for a defensive jihad centers on exegesis of the actual 
jihad passages themselves. M. Muhammad Ali, in particular, focuses on Sura 
9:5, which was quoted by bin Laden for his fatwa against the United States. 
Thus, Al. Muhammad Ali would disagree with bin Laden's interpretation of 
Sura 9:5 because bin Laden is applying to the United States what only applies 
to the specific historical actors mentioned in the text. M. Muhammad Ali 
explicitly states that it would he "a mistake to regard the order as including 
all idolatrous people living anywhere in the world or even in Arabia.
For Al. Muhammad Ali, any fighting mentioned in 9:5 is to be directed 
at the specific tribes that had violated an agreement with Muhammad. Al. 
Muhammad Ali urges us to read 9:5 in light of the preceding verse, and so 
we present Sura 9:4-6 for the sake of providing context for the reader:
(But the treaties are) not dissolved with those Pagans with whom ye have 
entered into alliance and who have not subsequently failed you in aught, nor 
aided any one against you. So fulfill your engagments with them to the end 
of their term. For God loves the righteous.
But when the forbidden months are past, then fight and slay the pagans 
wherever you find them, and seize them, beleaguer them, and lie in wait for 
them, In every stratcgem (of war); But if they repent and establish regular 
prayers and practice regular charity, then open the way for them; For God 
is Oft-forgiving, ,Most Merciful.
If one amongst the pagans ask thee for asylum Grant it to hint, so that he 
may hear the \W'ord of God; and then escort him to where he can he secure. 
That is because they are Men without Knowledge.
The pagans being discussed here, M. Muhammad Ali contends, are the 
ones mentioned in 8:55-56: "For the worst of beasts in the sight of God are 
those who reject Him; They will not believe. They are those with whom you 
made a covenant. But they break the covenant every tithe, and they have not the 
fear (of God)." In sum, for M. Muhammad All, this Qur'anic passage cannot be 
used to justify any sort of violent treatment of unbelievers in modern times.
But one can see the inconsistency of arguing, as M. Muhammad Ali does, 
that because Sura 9:5 was supposedly speaking only about specific enemies 
on a particular historical occasion, it cannot be used to authorize violence 
today. Apparently, the premise is that one is not authorized to follow examples that took place in historical time. We can schematize this apparent 
rationale is as follows: Any command to or about historical person X applies only 
to historical person X.


However, M. Muhammad Ali and all other Qur'anic interpretation is 
premised, at one time or another, on the opposite hermeneutics. That is to 
say, all modern Muslim rules drawn from the Qur'an took place in a discrete 
or presumed historically hounded space and time in Muslim scriptural traditions. This does not prevent modern Muslims from taking those actions to 
serve as models for behavior today.
M. Muhammad All, for example, does not argue that because 
Muhammad was speaking to actual historical people when he recommended 
that they not practice polytheism, the prohibiton of polytheism only applies 
to those particular people. M. Muhammad Ali does not argue that because 
God was threatening specific unbelievers with hellfire in the seventh century, 
unbelievers should not feel similarly at peril today. M. Muhammad All's 
argument also contradicts the principle that the Qur'an teaches timeless 
moral truths. But if killing unbelievers in the seventh century was deemed 
just and good, then why is it not considered the same today? For example, 
unbelief alone was cited as the reason for punishment in authoritative texts 
we have cited (e.g., Sura 3:56-57, 149-52), not unbelief under conditions X, 
Y, or Z.
In sum, any view that jihad is essentially peaceful is based on premises 
and exegetical maneuvers that are no more consistent or verifiable than those 
that use the Qur'an to justify practices we would deem to be aggressive. If a 
violent jihad cannot be described as essentially part of Islam, a "peaceful" 
jihad cannot be described as essentially part of Islam either. The type of jihad 
selected is ultimately a theological and a value judgement that is not verifiable on empirico-rationalist grounds.
DECONSTRUCTING PEACE IN ISLAM
Our treatment of "love" in Christianity emphasized the flexibility of the concept, not to mention the fact that many Christian theologians conceive of 
violence as an expression of love. Likewise, some Islamic thinkers can conceive of "mercy" and "peace" as endorsing violence. Thus, just as the Christian R. A. Torrey could say that infanticide could be an act of love, Sayyid 
Qutb, sometimes called as the modern father of fundamantalist Islam, can 
say that "even the torment endured by the transgressors originates from 
Allah's mercy."21
Given our survey of Islamic exegesis, it also becomes clear that "peace" 
is a value-laden word. "Peace" means the state of affairs that best serves the 
interests of Islam. Thus, when the Qurayza tribe did not wish to surrender, 
Muhammad had no problem slaughtering them in batches. This could not have been a peaceful action from the viewpoint of the Qurayza. In fact, few 
actions reported in the Qur'an and Ibn Hisham's biography cannot be 
explained as instances of Islamic aggression and imperialism rather than selfless quests for peace.


In fact, from the viewpoint of many Christians of the early centuries of 
Islam, the latter was a fundamentally violent religion. For example, Hnanisho', the East Syrian exegete (ca. 700), is quoted in the thirteenth century as 
saying that Islam "is a religion established by the sword and not a faith confirmed by miracles.""' Even if this is not a historically accurate report of what 
Hnanisho' said, the perception of Islam as violent was sufficiently strong to 
use it as an argument by the thirteenth century, long before modern Western 
colonialism could be blamed.
When dicussing the meaning of the root s-l-m, which generates many of 
the words rendered as "peace" and its variants, Fazlur Rahman seems to gloss 
over the hegemonic and hierarchical nature of derivative forms. He tells us 
that the roots-/-w means "`to be safe,' `whole' and `integral,"' but he notes 
that the first form of the verb of that root is not found in the Qur'an.30 Far 
more frequent is the fourth form of the verb, aslani, which means "he surrendered himself" or "gave himself up." Of course, the basic concept of the term 
"Islam" is submission, and "surrender to God's law" in particular, according 
to Rahman.31 As we shall show later, all the Abrahamic religions originated 
as part of slave societies, which see "God" as a slavemaster who demands 
total obedience and submission.
It is in the context of this fundamental unverifiability of the entire system 
of Muslim hermeneutics that violence becomes not only possible but likely 
under certain definitions of "defense." If unbelievers are thought to pose a 
threat to the eternal well-being of a person, then it may be defensive to kill 
the threat. If unbelievers do not wish to pay the poll tax, that may threaten 
the security of an entire community, and so violence becomes defensive. If 
Islam cannot be described as essentially violent, it certainly cannot be 
described as essentially peaceful, either.
DISMANTLING COLONIAL EXPLANATIONS
The notion that modern colonialism is the key to Muslim violence is 
premised on the false notion that colonialism is a modern phenomenon. At 
the very least, this depends on how one defines "colonialism." In another 
study, we have defined colonialism as any form of social, political, or economic subjugation undertaken by a state and its allied institutions.12 Colonialism is as old as recorded history if it is taken to mean the exploitation and subjugation of outsiders by organized states. The recognition that imperialism and colonialism extends long before the pre-Christian era is reflected 
in the work of Jon Berquist, among other biblical scholars, anthropologists, 
and historians.;'


The Assyrian and Persian empires, for example, were not doing much 
that is different from the British or Americans, with the exception of 
improved technology and larger territories for the modern versions of 
empire. Nonetheless, the idea of exploiting the resources of conquered 
people, using them for cheap labor; the existence of a periphery and a core; 
and the imposition of cultural norms were all present then. Likewise, subjugated people reacted in ways that were similar to many modern peoples. 
"They asserted their identities.14 They fought back. They used subversive literature. They called on their gods to save them from the imperalist enemy.
Bruce Lawrence, whose views we introduced in chapter 10, misses the 
fundamentally imperialistic nature of Islam as depicted in the Qur'an, the 
Sira (Islamic biographies of Muhammad), and the Hadith. Lawrence quotes 
`Abd al-'Aziz Khayyat to show that at least some Muslims think Shari'a, prohibits "the elevation of country above God (nationalism)."" Of course, the 
other side is that many textual traditions can also be interpreted to assume 
that the goal of Islam is to bring the entire earth under Muslim rule. Thus, 
Muhammad is once reported to have preached to the Jews that "the earth 
belongs to Allah and His messenger" (al-'v-(la ll«hi a-rasulihi).'6 This belief 
was then used to authorize the expulsions and dispossession the Jews of Beitul-Midras.
In fact, all three major Abrahamic religions have imperialism, control of 
the entire earth, as a fundamental goal if one judges by their basic sacred 
scriptures. The Hebrew Bible speaks of God's (Elohim) possession of all the 
earth (Psalm 82).; Jesus commands the spreading of Christianity over the 
entire world (Matt. 28:18-19), thus following the model of the Roman 
Empire long before the rise of Constantine. Islam, likewise, envisions the 
whole world under the command of Allah. If there is anything "essential" or 
"fundamental" in all of the Abrahamic religions it is the idea that the particular god each worships has or should have universal dominion.
It is difficult to maintain the argument that a bin Laden is simply part of 
a modern reaction against an imperialistic America when one considers a 
previous war between the United States and Muslim powers. Few Americans 
know that America fought against Islarnic nations from 1801 to 1805 under 
Thomas Jefferson." At that time, Tripoli, Algiers, Tunisia, and Morocco 
formed the so-called Barbary States, which had been harrassing American 
and European ships for years. Prisoners and ships were often taken, and 
ransom was routinely paid. In 1797 President John Adams ratified the Treaty 
of Tripoli, famous for having a clause explicitly stating that the government of the United States "is not in any sense founded on the Christian Religion." 
The treaty was supposed to bring hostilities to an end, but treaties soon were 
forgotten when Barbary leaders wanted more money.


Before becoming president, Jefferson had met with Abdrahman, the 
ambassador from Tripoli. Jefferson wanted to know why the ambassador 
regarded the United States as being at war with Tripoli, especially since the 
United States had neither declared nor threatened war. Jefferson, writing to 
John Jay, reports what Abdrahman responded, as follows:
The Ambassador answered us that it was founded on the Laws of their 
prophet, that it was written in their Koran, that all nations who should not 
acknowledge their authority were sinners, that it was their right and duty to 
make war upon them wherever they could be found, and to make slaves of 
all they could take as Prisoner, and that every Musselman who should be 
slain in battle was sure to go to Paradise.`''
In short, Abdrahman did not say anything we cannot find in the Qur'an, 
Muhammad's biography, or the Hadith. The United States was hardly a 
colonial power at this point, and it barely had anything that could be called 
a navy.40 So, again, Lawrence seems selective in how he views colonialism 
and imperialism.
On another front, it is naive to think that imperialists do not see themselves as acting in self-defense. Most empires-whether the Assyrians, 
medieval Muslims, or Nazi Germany-see themselves as struggling to survive in the face of hostile neighbors. This is one reason that flaps Morgenthau, the famed advocate of political realism, postulated that any nation that 
seeks a favorable change in power status is, in fact, pursuing an imperialist 
policy, defensive or not.4'
If one reads .1Iei7Kampf; one will see that Adolf Hitler thought he was 
acting against colonialism of two types. One was a sort of internal colonialism that he attributed to Jews living in Germany who were working for 
the financial destruction of the nation. A second type, closer to classic colonialism, was also attributed to a global Jewish conspiracy, but involved an 
alliance of nations bent on destroying Germany. Thus, Ilitler writes that 
"[t]oday we are not fighting for a position as a world power; today we must 
struggle for the existence of our fatherland,"42 adding "[t]he Jew today is the 
great agitator for the complete destruction of Germany.114,
Hitler thought only the possession of large tracts of territory could 
ensure a sufficient buffer to protect Germany. Like some Muslims who 
believe that they are a privileged people, Hitler thought Germans were a 
privileged people who were destined to subjugate non-Germans. Hitler 
characterized Jews and other non-Germans as "apes" (zlffe),' and many tra ditions about Muhammad show that he, too, portrayed Jews as apes 
(girada).45 Such dehumanization was part of the reason that violence was permissible against Jews in both Nazi Germany and in some Islamic scriptural 
traditions.


It does not help the pacifist Islamic argument to say that Nazi Germany 
acted on false information about Jews. The sense of self-defense borne by 
Hitler's Mein Kampf is no less verifiable than the sort of reasons for defense 
given by a bin Laden or by Muhammad in Ibn Hisham's biography. Ultimately, therefore, the colonialist explanation for Muslim violence neither 
provides an excuse nor sheds much light on why Muslims can believe that 
almost anything that aims to stop the spread of Islam is cause for violent 
jihad.
Historically, Lawrence's thesis downplays the fact that Muslim imperialism and colonialism was well under way long before Europe invaded the 
Middle East.46 By 732/3, Charles Martel was beating back Muslim encroachments into France. Muslims ruled much of Spain until their expulsion in 
1492.E Islamic armies were fighting in the fields of Germany in the tenth 
century. So we could easily reverse the argument and say that Western colonialism was nothing more than a reaction against Islamic imperialism. In any 
case, modern European colonialism helps very little in explaining violent 
beliefs that go back to the birth of Islam.
Certainly, one reason Lawrence's theory is not viable is that he defines 
"fundamentalism" in an unclear manner that obscures much of the violence 
in Islam. It is as if the violence that matters is connected with fundamentalism. Once we see that any violence based on a religious belief should count 
as "religious violence," then fundamentalism, as defined by Lawrence, is of 
little help in explaining that violence.41 For example, how does the idea that 
one should stone an adulterous woman change because "fundamentalism" is 
defined by Lawrence as a stage after revivalism or reform? Did this idea of 
stoning a woman to death not exist before colonialism or before revivalism? 
Of course it did. The important variable is the existence of a text or a divine 
revelation that has authorized this, regardless of one's colonial condition.
The Saudi scholars and government ministers of the 1976 Riyadh symposium (discussed in chapter 10) were not advocating the amputation of a 
hand on the basis of imitating a secular Western government. The Saudi 
scholars and officials were not advocating the killing of women on the basis 
that revivalism and reform had not worked. The Saudi officials and scholars 
in our example were quoting scriptures and religious beliefs in order to justify these violent actions. Those beliefs existed long before colonialism, they 
existed during colonialism, and they continue to exist after colonialismsimply because those principles are embedded in at least part of Islam itself.
The case of Osama bin Laden also refutes much of Lawrence's thesis. Bin Laden, after all, tells us that he is fighting the United States because 
Americans have encroached on space that the Qur'an deems sacred. This 
space was deemed sacred before the United States existed. It was sacred 
during colonialism. And it is still sacred. We could surmise that bin Laden is 
lying or does not mean what he says. But we cannot deny that he is appealing 
to a tradition that exists in the most essential documents of Islam. In any 
case, bin Laden is using the same theological arguments used by Muslims 
from the beginning of their recorded traditions.


Empirically, Lawrences thesis that bin Laden represents some deviant 
form of Islam also does not seem statistically warranted. For example, a 
recent poll published by CNN reports that "[a]lmost half of all Saudis said in 
a poll conducted last year that they have a favorable view of Osama bin 
Laden's sermons and rhetoric."+`' If a'near majority of Saudis have a favorable 
view of bin Laden's violent rhetoric, then why can we not claim that a near 
majority of Saudis support a violent form of Islam, or at least a violent rhetoric? If what the majority of Muslims believe or practice is what counts as 
"essential" or "predominant," then certainly such empirical findings contradict an "essentially" peaceful Islam in Saudi Arabia.
SUMMARY
Islamic violence is neither solely a modern reaction against colonialism nor 
some aberrant feature of the religion. Rather, violence forms the initial 
premises of Islam, be it in the Qur'an or in the life of \'iuhammad, who continues to be a model for Muslim behavior. At the very least, violence was permitted to carry out the agenda of Muhammad, it is an allowable interpretation of certain passages in the Qur'an and the Iladith, and it is believed to be 
so by those who carry out violent acts today.
We have focussed on the views of Carl Ernst and Bruce Lawrence 
because they represent much of the way academics who defend a peaceful 
Islam do so on the basis of faulty historical premises, unclear definitions, and 
a lack of detailed attention to the perpetrators of violence. More importantly, 
they themselves promote "essentialist" versions of Islam while aiming to 
combat essentialism.
Ultimately, the fallacy of the peaceful essentialists is the result of a crisis 
of epistemology in the study of religion. On the one hand, it has become 
unfashionable to acknowledge that one is using empirico-rationalism to evaluate Islam, and so comes the idea that we should let Muslims speak for themselves. On the other hand, some of these same scholars do not hesitate to use 
empirico-rationalist approaches to declare that bin Laden is "deviating" from the true Islam. Ultimately, what is really happening is that these scholars are 
using empirico-rationalist epistemology to dismiss the portion of Islam that 
they do not favor.


Were these scholars epistemologically consistent, then they would need 
to conclude that no Islamic religious claim, peaceful or violent, is justified 
when evaluated on empirico-rationalist grounds. Only actions and conduct 
based on verifiable entities and phenomena are justified, and anything else is 
an appeal to vacuity. Alternatively phrased, no Islamic religious claim, 
peaceful or violent, can be deemed justified unless evaluated on empiricorationalist grounds. And it is that lack of verifiability for any Islamic religious 
claim that ultimately allows the violent side to exert itself repeatedly and gain 
legitimacy within Muslim communities.
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[image: ]ur thesis does not argue that secularism is completely peaceful or 
that only religion is violent. Since the root of violence is scarcity, violence will never disappear as long as something is perceived to be-or actually is-scarce. Our argument has been that scarcities caused by unverifiable 
propositions form a more tragic and preventable violence. One may not be 
able to (10 much about the scarcity of land, but one need not create a new 
scarcity of land by calling it "holy" on the basis of unverifiable claims.
Nonetheless, it behooves secular humanists to explain some of the main 
instances of violence that have been attributed to atheism or secularism. Our 
aim is not so much to deny that the violence is performed by secular institutions and individuals, but rather to show that secular philosophies are not as 
clear a motive for violence as is often supposed. Our discussion considers 
Nazism and Stalinism, two of the main supposed culprits of atheistic violence.' In addition, we address the issue of statism or nationalism, as that has 
been credited as one of the most violent phenomena attributed to secularization in recent history.
NOTE
1. For a treatment of Stalin and Hitler as a pair, see Alan Bullock, Hitler and 
Stalin: Parallel Lives (New York: HarperCollins, 1991).
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[image: ]he Nazi Holocaust is often paraded as an example of atheistic human 
values and/or the consequences of evolutionary theory. This charge 
is particularly prevalent among Christian apologists, as exemplified by John 
P. Koster's comment in a chapter titled "Adolf Hitler: Neo-Darwinism and 
Genocide," from his jeremiad against atheism:
Two aspects of Hitler's life really have to be considered at this point. The 
first aspect is the way in which something resembling the atheist syndrome 
shaped Hitler's own savagely distorted personality. The second is the way in 
which Darwin and Huxley',,, picture of man's place in the universe prepared 
the way for the Holocaust.'
Koster portrays Hitler as anti-Christian, adding, "Having rejected Christianity for themselves, Hitler and the Nazis began efforts to undermine 
whatever elements of Christian culture were left in Germany.
Two practical consequences of Nazi ideology are noted by Koster. One 
is the passage of the Nuremberg Laws, which prohibited marriage between 
Jews and Aryan Germans. Another, outlined in the famous Wannsee Conference of 1942, began the large-scale movement of Jews to labor camps, where 
only the hardiest were to survive. The labor camps were seen as living laboratories for Charles Darwin's concept of the survival of the fittest.
Koster's views are, of course, not unique. Views like his are disseminated 
repeatedly in the popular media. Thus, Rush Limbaugh tells us that if we 
destroy faith in God, something nefarious will take its place. He proclaims 
that "throughout history that substitute for faith has been a belief in a manmade god called the state. Untold crimes have been committed in its name, 
Hitler and Stalin being the most bloody recent examples."3 Commenting on the seeming attack on moral absolutes in the movie Saved (2004), William 
Donohue, president of the Catholic League, commented on the Today Show 
that "if there are no moral absolutes, then we're back to different strokes for 
different folks. We put pizza in the oven in this country. They put Jews into 
ovens in Nazi Germanic"4


In short, Koster, Limbaugh, and Donohue represent on a popular level 
the view of many Christian apologists that Christianity was not involved in 
Nazism, and that Nazism was an atheistic or non-Christian phenomenon. It 
would be easy to dismiss these remarks as the work of amateurish Christian 
apologists, except that they do reflect some or all of the work of some 
respected academic historians, John Conway being one example.'
Contrary to these views, we will argue that the Holocaust neither was 
primarily grounded in atheism nor used atheism for its justification. In fact, 
we shall argue that the Holocaust has its roots in biblical traditions that advocate genocide. Those roots continue in Christian and Muslim traditions. 
The main factor contributed by modern science was the technology to 
implement efficiently what some biblical authors had in mind for groups of 
people deemed inferior.
In order to construct our argument, we have to understand some basic 
issues in Holocaust studies. As is the case with most significant world events, 
the study of the Holocaust is immensely complex. We certainly cannot do 
justice to it here. But there are some basic positions about its causes and roots 
that can be identified in the scholarly literature." For our purposes, we can 
divide Holocaust studies into those that see (1) primary responsibility in religious factors, and particularly in Christianity; and (2) religion as a peripheral 
or negligible factor.
RELIGIOUS OR SOCIAL CAUSES?
Among scholars who do not see religion as a primary factor is Ernst Nolte, 
who represents the view that Nazism was mainly an anti-Bolshevik 
reaction. Another position, represented by Francois Furet, sees both Communism and 
Nazism as a rejection of liberalism, meaning primarily capitalistic individualisms Within this tradition, there are studies that focus on whether the 
Holocaust is rooted in factors that are distinctly German or fall within a 
wider scope we call "Western civilization." In particular, Daniel J. Goldhagen recently argued that the German people were willing participants in 
Hitler's genocidal program." For Goldhagen, the fault lies mainly within 
Germany.
Enzo Traverso, on the contrary, argues that the Nazi Holocaust cannot be seen as particularly Germanic, but rather represents a complex synthesis 
drawn from elements of Western civilization on a broader scale. These elements include colonialism, the industrialization of death, social Darwinism, 
and the anxieties and displacements produced by the dissolution of the Hapsburg Empire. He places little, if any, responsibility on religious factors. In 
fact, "Iraverso is emphatic in claiming that "the `regenerative' anti-Semitism 
of Nazism cannot be reduced to fulfillment of Christian ludeophobia, in a 
predetermined drama in which Nazism undertakes the final assault against 
the Antichrist."") For Traverso, "[a] historically unique aspect of the Jewish 
genocide is that it was perpetrated for the specific purpose of a biological 
remodeling of the human race."'


A slightly different angle revolves around the uniqueness of the Holocaust. Its main representative is Stephen T. Katz, author of the massive The 
Holocaust in Historical Context, a projected trilogy, the first volume of which 
was published in 199-}.12 Katz has a very singleminded thesis: "The Holocaust is phenomenologically unique by virtue of the fact that never before has 
a state set out, as a matter of intentional principle and actualized policy, to 
annihilate physically every man, woman, and child belonging to a specific 
people."' Katz criticizes Hyam Maccoby and other scholars who see a continuity between Christian anti-Semitism and Nazi ideology.''
And, indeed, there are those who see Nazi ideology as a sort of natural 
consequence of Darwinism. One example is an anthology edited by Gotz Aly, 
Peter Chroust, and Christian Pross, titled Cleansing the Fatherland: Nazi 
Medicine and Racial Hygiene (1994).x' Such scholars emphasize the ways in 
which racist biological theories were often expressed as medical problems. 
Thus, the Aryan body was being sickened by a sort of Jewish cancer that had 
to be expunged.
Another group of researchers sees religion as a major factor in Nazi policies. Ilere we can identify at least two positions. One position sees Nazi religion as pagan rather than as a form of Christianity. As such, this link to 
paganism has served to shift responsibility away from Christianity and 
toward non-Christian origins. In this regard, the work of Nicholas 
Goodrick-Clarke has been seminal. In at least two tomes, he has tried to 
uncover the pagan roots of Nazi ideology in the works of Guido von List and 
Jorg Lanz von Liebenfels, and in organizations such as the Order of the New 
Templars and the "Thule Society." Yet even he concedes, "The Nazi crusade 
was indeed essentially religious in its adoption of apocalyptic beliefs and fantasies including a New Jerusalem."''
A second position lays responsibility much more squarely in the lap of 
Christianity. This position can be traced as far back as the works of Guenter 
Lewy and Gordon Zahn." A principal current representative of this position 
is Richard Steigmann-Gall.'`' Stcigmann-Gall notes that many of Hitler's anti-Christian sentiments were based on supposed private conversations 
recorded in, among other sources, Herman Rausching's Hitler Speaks, a book 
that has been widely discredited as fraudulent.20 After surveying a mass of 
documents, Steigmann-Gall concludes, "Christianity, in the final analysis, 
did not constitute a barrier to Nazism. Quite the opposite: For many of the 
subjects of this study, the battles waged against Germany's enemies constituted a war in the name of Christianity.... They were convinced that their 
movement did not mean the death of God, but the preservation of God.21


Within this set of writers who see Christianity as bearing major responsibility for the Holocaust are those who have laid responsibility on the 
Catholic Church in particular. John Cornwell began a new, furious round of 
debate in this regard with the publication of Hitler's Pope: The Secret History 
of Pius XII (1999)." Since then, a flurry of arguments in support and refutation have been offered by both Jewish and Catholic scholars.21
DEFINING RACISM
A second manner in which atheism has been blamed for the Nazi Holocaust 
rests on the assumption that atheistic scientists initiated or promoted evolutionary and biological concepts of race. Indeed, there is a predominant idea 
that "race" is a modern invention. The anthropologist Audrey Smedley tells 
us confidently that "[r]ace as a mechanism of social stratification and as a 
form of human identity is a recent concept in human history. Historical 
records show that neither the idea of or ideologies associated with race 
existed before the seventeenth century.1124 Part of the historical record 
Smedley explicitly deems free of racism are the Old and New Testaments. 
Such a notion has allowed many to miss the similarities in racial attitudes 
found in Nazi Germany and in the Hebrew Bible.
Part of the problem in comparing biblical racism and racism in modern 
times is the very unstable definition of "race" in academic circles. Commenting on a textbook on cultural anthropology, Eugenia Shanklin rightly 
complains that "the word race is used in several contexts with different meanings and without bothering to define it in the text."25
If one surveys a recent issue devoted to race in American Anthropologist, 
the premier journal of anthropology, one finds a similar variety of definitions. Kamala Visweswaran states that "race is a concept which signifies and 
symbolizes social conflicts and interests by referring to different types of 
human bodies.1126 Another definition analyzed by Matt Cartmill is as follows: 
"geographically delimited conspecific populations characterized by regional 
phenotypes.1127


Milford Wolpoff, one of the most prominent theorists of race in modern 
anthropology, defines race as "a group of individuals geographically (and for 
humans, also culturally) determined who share a common gene pool and 
varying combinations of distinguishing characteristics."" \olpoff traces 
modern racism back to Platonic ideas of "essentialism," wherein ideal and 
immutable types form a standard by which existing models are measured. 
Wolpoff concludes that "Nazi Germany was the first political organization 
based on an explicit biopolicy." Specifically, he identities three main features 
of Nazi racial ideology: (1) the human races are different species; (2) some 
are more advanced than others; (3) competition among them is the main 
mechanism of their evolution.29
W'e do not deny that Nazism had "scientific" forefathers. Shanklin 
credits the famous theorist of race Arthur Compte de Gobineau (1816-1882) 
with adding "a hierarchical dimension to the study of racial differences, proclaiming that there were `superior and inferior' races and that the majority of 
races were incapable of civilization."30 Houston Stewart Chamberlain 
(1855-1927), an Englishman by birth, is also considered one of the notorious 
forefathers, though more from the philosophical and historical side.
The main villain is often said to be Ernst Haeckel (1834-1913), one of 
the most popular evolutionary theorists and writers at the turn of the twentieth century. Wolpoff asserts, "There was virtually nothing in the Nazi doctrines that was not put forth by Haeckel and well known and accepted by 
educated Germans when Hitler was still a houscpainter."° Haeckel's The 
Riddle of the World (Die Weltriitsel) sold some one hundred thousand copies in 
1899. Haeckel favored an extreme version of polygenism, which asserted that 
the human "races" each evolved from a different species of ape-man. In addition, Haeckel saw the extermination and exploitation of superior and inferior 
racial groups as a positive and natural consequence of Darwinism. Haeckel 
was extolled in official publications of the Nazi Parry.''
Christian apologists have not been idle in popularizing these claims. 
Sometimes such writers distort even the most basic facts to push Hitler even 
more strongly into an evolutionary stance. For example, Vance Ferrell, 
author of the notoriously inaccurate antievolution handbook The EZ,0111tio17 
Cruncher (2001), says, "Adolf Hitler's Mein Kempf was based on evolutionary 
theory.... The very title of the book was copied from a Darwinian expression; it means "NIvStruggle" [to survive and overcome]""` Of course, anyone 
who has seen the earliest editions of Mein Kempf knows that the struggle to 
which the title refers had nothing to do with evolutionary theory. The earliest version of Hitler's book was titled Four and a Half )''are of Struggle against 
Lies, Stupidity, and Cowardice (4 1/2 Jahre Kempf ge<gen Liige, Diimmheit, and 
Feigheit). It was only later that this politically permeated title was shortened, 
perhaps at the behest of publisher Max Amnian.;4


As we shall see, the definition of racism espoused by Wolpoff and many 
other modern anthropologists is deeply flawed because it does not address 
ancient sources very directly. The idea that race was tied to geographical 
location does not work well in the case of Nazi Germany. Mein Kampf, in 
fact, shows that one of the main features that bothered Hitler about the Jews 
was their lack of geographical rootedness. For Hitler, it was precisely because 
Jews were not tied to a country that they were dangerous. In his own words, 
Hitler explains: "Since the Jew never possessed a state with definite territorial limits and therefore never called a culture his own, the conception arose 
that this was a people which should be reckoned among the ranks of the 
nomads. This is a fallacy as great as it is dangerous.";" Hitler continues to 
explain that Jews go from country to country as parasites seeking a new host. 
Hitler does not believe Jews behave the way they do because of some specific 
geographic origin.
Clearly, then, the notion of race has a more basic feature that may 
include, but is not restricted to, geography. Accordingly, we agree more 
closely with Benjamin Isaac, who has made a powerful case that racism 
existed in classical antiquity. He says that the "essence of racism is that it 
regards individuals as superior or inferior because they are believed to share 
imagined physical, mental, and moral attributes with the group to which they 
are deemed to belong, and it is assumed that they cannot change these traits 
individually."3' Geographical racism is one of many types of group privileging that may exist. In sum, most modern definitions of race do not fully 
address the sources of the ancient world, and so are not working with a complete data set. For instance, Smedley, who sees the Old and New Testaments 
as devoid of racialist thinking, cites no primary source in the original language before making her pronouncements. Once we understand that racism 
is one type of a more fundamental phenomenon of group privileging, comparisons between ancient and modern racism become more useful and clear. 
Accordingly, we must now turn our attention to the ideas of race among the 
Nazis and compare them to what we find in the ancient world, and particularly to those in the Bible.
THE BIBLICAL ROOTS OF NAZI RACISM
The fact that Nazi ideologues saw themselves as religious refutes the idea 
that Nazism was necessarily, or actually, based on atheism. While we certainly can find seemingly anti-Christian or even agnostic statements among 
Nazi ideologues, the main theoreticians saw themselves as religious. To illustrate this religious context, we shall examine the work of one proto-Nazi and one Nazi ideologue. We shall treat Hitler's own religious racism more thoroughly in a following section.


The work of Jorg Lanz von Liebenfels illustrates the extent to which the 
Bible was used to support the notion of race and Aryan supremacy.;' Lanz 
was born on July 19, 1874, in Vienna-Penzig to what appears to be a middleclass family. He seems to have harbored dreams of aristocracy and a knightly 
ancestry in his youth. By 1893 he had joined the Cistercian Order, and was 
interned at the Heiligenkreuz Abbey near Vienna.
Lanz eventually left (or was dismissed from) the Cistercian Order for 
reasons that are unclear. In any case, Lanz had extensive knowledge of 
Hebrew and Near Eastern languages. He began to be captivated by some of 
the discoveries originating in the ancient Near East. Among these discoveries were the monuments of the Assyrian Empire, which ruled much of the 
Near East in the first half of the first millennium BCE. He was also fascinated by new discoveries of primate and dinosaur fossils.
He combined these interests with his religious ones in a book called 
Theozoology (Theozoologie), published in 1905. Theozoology argued that intercourse between the first humans and animals was responsible for the racial 
deteriorations he associated with the Fall. This seemingly odd ideology can 
be traced to his exegesis of Genesis 3, in which the serpent seems to be overly 
friendly with Eve.
Lanz also noted that people who were hated by the Hebrews were 
described in animalistic terms in the Bible. For example, Esau is described as 
being hairy in Genesis 27:11,;" and God himself says that he hates Esau. 
Psalm 137:9 says the following about the Edomites: "Happy shall they be 
who take your little ones and dash them against the rock!" Lanz argues that 
this hate seems arbitrary unless one assumes that Esau is the product of these 
bestial miscegenations. These beast-men are also notorious for their perverted sexual practices, and Lanz believes that they constituted the inhabitants of Sodom. These ape-nlen (Affenmensch), argues Lanz, are what we 
encounter in the fossil record as Neandertals.
Lanz's characterization of Jews and non-Germans was not that different 
from characterizations of Jews in many Islamic traditions. Well-known in 
Islam is the tradition that God turned the Jews into apes because of idolatry. 
This idea can be found in Sura 2:65: "Those amongst you who transgressed 
in the matter of the Sabbath; We said to them `Be ye apes"' (qirada). Likewise, Ibn Hisham's biography of Muhammad, relates an episode in which 
Muhammad speaks of how God made (ja `ala-hum) some of the Hebrews into 
"apes" (girada) for their sins." As Michael Cook demonstrates, the fact that 
this tradition was taken seriously is illustrated by efforts among Islamic 
scholars to determine whether these apes had borne progeny that exist into 
the present day.40


use Lichtenstadter has traced this idea of devolving into apes to the 
Jewish Talmud. In Sanhedrin 1096, we find the curious story of what happened to the folks God dispersed after the attempt to build the Tower of Babel 
(Genesis 11). The groups building the tower were classified into three groups: 
(1) those who wanted to live in heaven, (2) those who wanted to worship stars 
(kokahim),4' and (3) those who wanted to wage war, presumably against God. 
The last group was turned into apes (kophim). In short, Jewish exegetical traditions acknowledged the existence of inferior and bestial races.4
In actuality, we can trace the idea of likening people deemed inferior or 
"outsiders" to apes all the way back to the end of the third millennium BCE. 
A Sumerian text called the Curse of Agade, contains the story of a king 
named Naram Sin who angered certain gods, apparently because he did not 
observe religious traditions properly. As revenge, these gods brought down a 
people called the Gutians upon Naram Sin's capital city, Agade. The description of the Gutians is as follows: "Gutium, a people who do not recognize 
limits, with human instincts, but canine intelligence and apes' features.114.1
In any case, for Lanz, the war between these bestial beings and the pure 
stock (the blond Germanic race) is a cosmic struggle. Jews are identified as 
being of these inferior races. Lanz accordingly suggests young good-for-nothings Yugendliche Taugenichtse) be castrated and sterilized (using the newly discovered radiation) in order to avoid a racial catastrophe for the blond race.44
We have counted at least one hundred biblical references in Theozoologie 
cited to support Lanz's racist ideology. By contrast, there are only a handful 
of references to scientific works on anthropology and paleontology. From a 
modern critical viewpoint, Lanz's reading of the Bible is certainly tendentious and his philology is flawed. However, he is no more mistaken in his 
reading of Hebrew than Glock and Stark were mistaken in their interpretation of "love your neighbor." And Lanz is correct about the depiction of disfavored people in bestial terms in the Bible. This dehumanization and bestialization of Jews, after all, was a large factor in the depiction of other races 
under Nazi Germany.
In fact, the Bible was certainly the first great popularizer of racist 
descriptions of the other in the ancient Near East. Despite the fact that we 
find depictions of enemies in bestial terms, Jerrold S. Cooper observes that 
"Mesopotamian sources of all periods are surprisingly free of racist ideology."45 Peter Machinist also notes that "nowhere in Mesopotamian literature is there anything like a systematic ethnography of a foreign group or a 
treatise on Mesopotamian national character."46 Machinist does, however, 
find regional assertions of cultural identity. It is not until the Bible comes on 
the scene, therefore, that we truly have a consistent and persistent authority 
for racism in Western civilization.
Alfred Rosenberg, regarded as a premier theorist of race in Nazi Ger many, also used parts of the Bible as support in the Myth of the Twentieth Centuzy: An Assessment of the P.qchical-Spiritual Struggle of our Time, first published in 1930.E The subtitle alone shows that Rosenberg was no atheist, but 
rather followed a religious outlook on life. Rosenberg's book, which was his 
main opus, sold an estimated half million copies by the end of 1936, and 
about 1 million copies were in print in 1944. It was second only to Hitler's 
Mein Kampf in sales and reputation.41


Rosenberg was horn in Reval (Tallin), Estonia, on January 12, 1893, of 
Estonian and Lithuanian heritage.'" Rosenberg's main duty during the Nazi 
period was to serve as Reich Minister for the Eastern Occupied Territories, 
a job in which he supervised the labor and extermination camps. Rosenberg 
was tried at Nuremberg and was executed by hanging on October 16, 1946.
Some biographies of Rosenberg speak of his denouncement of Christianity for maintaining a Semitic religious heritage. However, Rosenberg is 
best described as being against Christendom, the organized religions such as 
Catholicism that had departed from what he believed to be the true teachings of Jesus. Rosenberg sought to purify Christianity by going back to its 
Nordic roots. In this he was supported by the well-known biblical scholar 
Ernest Renan (1823-1892).i0 Thus, Rosenberg did not repudiate Christianity insomuch as he thought he was following the true and original teachings of Christ.'
For example, Rosenberg believed that Christ's life is what should be 
meaningful for Germans.'' Rosenberg repudiated the idea of Christ's sacrifice as a Jewish corruption, and saw Jesus as a great figure, whose true work, 
the love of one's race, was distorted by Christendom into some universal 
love. Rosenberg thought that the Gospel of John best preserved some of the 
teachings of Jesus: "The Gospel of John, which still bears an aristocratic 
spirit throughout, strove against the collective bastardization, orientalization 
and Judaization of Christianity."" Rosenberg then praises Marcion (second 
century), the Gnostic Christian who repudiated the Old Testament entirely 
and promoted a canon consisting only of an expurgated Gospel of Luke and 
some of Paul's epistles.
Indeed, Rosenberg syncretized Christian concepts found in the New 
Testament with Germanic myths, as well as myths of his own creation or 
adaptation. But how does Rosenberg's biblical exegesis and syncretism differ 
from what other self-described Christians have done throughout history? 
Many scholars argue precisely that the New Testament authors combined 
Hellenistic with Jewish ideas. In short, if we use the same logic used by 
Christian recontextualists, we could also argue that Rosenberg does not represent so much an anti-Christian movement as a recontextualization of 
Christianity. In fact, he called it "positive Christianity" (positive Christentum), 
as opposed to the one represented by the Asiatic clergy.54


The Myth of the Twentieth Century is replete with biblical quotations. 
Rosenberg also had a familiarity, though superficial and flawed, with the 
Talmud. Some of his interpretations of the Bible were ones with which even 
Jewish scholars could agree. He notes that Leviticus 25:17, which states 
"thou shalt not take advantage of thine neighbor," refers to fellow Hebrews, 
and not to everyone else." As we have noted, this is also precisely the interpretation of Harry M. Orlinsky, the great Jewish biblical scholar. In fact, 
Rosenberg and other Nazi theoreticians utilized and understood well the 
work of many authoritative biblical scholars, including Ernest Renan, Paul 
Anton De Lagarde, and Gerhard Kittel.56
The idea that the Hebrews were to maintain genealogical purity is evident throughout the Hebrew Bible. For example, in Genesis 24, when 
Abraham seeks to find a wife for Isaac, he instructs his servant as follows:
and I will make you swear by the LORD, the God of heaven and earth, that 
you will not get a wife for my son from the daughters of the Canaanites, 
among whom I live,
but will go to my country and to my kindred and get a wife for my son Isaac. 
(Gen. 24:3-4)
Long before the Nuremberg Laws or the marriage laws of the Council of 
Elvira, Deuteronomy was promulgating laws against intermarriage with 
other ethnic groups:
No Ammonite or Moabite shall be admitted to the assembly of the LORD. 
Even to the tenth generation, none of their descendants shall be admitted 
to the assembly of the LORD,
because they did not meet you with food and water on your journey out of 
Egypt, and because they hired against you Balaam son of Beor, from Pethor 
of Mesopotamia, to curse you.
(Yet the LORD your God refused to heed Balaam; the LORD your God 
turned the curse into a blessing for you, because the LORD your God loved 
you.)
You shall never promote their welfare or their prosperity as long as you live. 
(Dent. 23:3-6)
Yet such a notion of race can also fit that which we find among some 
early Muslim writers. For example, Abu al-Fida comments that "[t]he community of Yahud is more inclusive than that of the Banu Isra'i1 because many Arabs, Byzantines, Persians and others become Jews without being of the 
Banu Isra'il."'7 Thus it is clear that for al-Fida, Banu Israel corresponds to an 
ethnic designation conferred by genealogy.


And just as some can find social Darwinism in Nazi Germany, we can 
also find the notion that people could be killed for their physical attributes 
in ancient Israel. In one episode, David is said to put the following policy into 
effect: "He also defeated the Moabites and, making them lie down on the 
ground, measured them off with a cord; he measured two lengths of cord for 
those who were to be put to death, and one length for those who were to be 
spared. And the Moabites became servants to David and brought tribute" (2 
Sam. 8:2). In other words, David kills the strongest, and spares those who 
would pose the least threat. Those saved, however, are kept as slaves. Susan 
Niditch comments that it seems "as if David were employing genetic selection to weaken Moabite stock.1151 Would Wolpoff say that this is a sort of 
biopolicy?
In sum, Lanz and Rosenberg illustrate that there was a long tradition, 
traceable to Muslim, Hebrew, and Near Eastern sources, that saw groups of 
people as being inferior or meriting violence on the basis of genealogical 
identity.'' All of these sources posited the existence of bestial races who 
posed a danger to the privileged group. In Hebrew traditions the privileged 
group was the Israelites; in Nazi traditions the privileged group was the 
blond Germans. Different groups may have played the superior or inferior 
partner in this hierarchy, but the idea of a hierarchy based on genealogy and 
physical constitution is parallel.
MEIN KAMPF AND RACE
But even if Lanz and Rosenberg may be dismissed as eccentrics who had 
little influence on Hitler, we can still make the case that Hitler's own version 
of racism has as much or more in common with biblical racism than with 
some version of atheistic evolutionary theory. Our main source here is 
Hitler's Mein Kampf, which outlined much of his racial ideology. We need to 
undertake our own independent study of this work in order to test various 
readings of it by anthropologists and Christian apologists.
First, Mein K7nzpf provides clear evidence that Hitler was not an atheist. 
For example, Hitler says: "Hence today I believe that I am acting in accordance with the will of the Almighty Creator; by defending myself against the 
Jew, I am fighting for the work of the Lord."60 Hitler also states that he sees 
Protestantism as a great ally of German nationalism: "Protestantism as such 
is a better defender of the interests of Germanism, insofar as this is grounded in its genesis and later tradition."" Hitler claims Martin Luther as one of his 
heroes.62


So what is race for Ilitler? One of the clearest definitions may be the following: "Race, however, does not lie in the language but exclusively in the 
blood, which no one knows better than the Jew, who attaches very little 
importance to the preservation of his language, but all importance to keeping 
his blood pure.1163 As we have noted, for Hitler, "[b]lood sin and desecration 
of the race are the original sin in this world and the end of a humanity which 
surrenders to it."64 Expressing a belief reminiscent of one found in Leviticus 
17:11-14, Hitler exclaims that "in the blood alone resides the strength as 
well as the weakness of man."65
Hitler sees Judaism not as a religion, but as a race that uses religion as 
an instrument to preserve itself!i6 Accordingly, Hitler's version of the state is 
a defensive one, and the state is an instrument to promote the welfare of a 
race, not an end in itself.6 Hitler certainly sees races as being involved in a 
struggle guided by natural law. And one of the greatest weapons for the 
destruction of Germany is the contamination of blood, which comes through 
exogamy, marriage outside of the German kin group, which is seen as a "foreign virus."61 It is not the case that Hitler thought that race was immutable. 
On the contrary, he thought that one had to guard the race because it might 
mutate into something undesirable.
Thus, to the extent that it remained consistent, race, for Hitler, meant a 
biological relationship, a genealogical relationship. Race was in the blood, in 
genealogy, not necessarily in geographical location. This was combined with 
the ranking of races from superior to inferior. In sum, Hitler's concept of 
racism meant the belief that genealogical groups were not all equal. Hitler 
does refer to "superior, but less ruthless races," and "culturally inferior but 
more active men.""' The blond race was the highest genealogical group. If 
we understand racism, then, as the idea that genealogical groupings determine rankings of rights and privileges, then biblical racism and Nazi racism 
are indeed parallel.
GENEALOGICAL/BLOOD PURITY
Nazi Germany was not the first to use medical rhetoric to discriminate 
against Jews. Long before any Darwinian theories may have been applied in 
Nazi Germany, ancient pre-Christian authors used health scares in order to 
pursue anti-Jewish policies or to portray Jews negatively. Thus, Lysimachus 
(second or first century BCE), one of the most anti-Jewish authors of the 
pre-Christian world, alleged that the Jews had been kicked out of Egypt because they had leprosy."' Even if the charge of leprosy is unhistorical, it 
shows that the author thought that perceived medical conditions could justify the expulsion of a whole group of people.


The specific idea of blood purity did not begin with Darwin or evolutionary theory. Such a notion was already present in Christian ideas about 
Jews. For example, Juan Martinez Siliceo, the archbishop of Toledo, proposed legislation in 1547 based very specifically on what is called limpieza de 
sangie ("cleanliness of blood," "purity of blood").'' Statutes enacted in 
Toledo in 1449 also focused on blood purity as a means to discriminate 
against Jews who had converted but were not Spaniards by "blood."
Some of Hitler's specific terminology for "purity of the blood" (e.g., 
"Reinhaltung des Blutes") corresponds quite closely to the terminology 
applied against Jews in sixteenth-century Spain. Likewise, in Islam we find 
that blood is also believed to be the locus of genealogical relationships. Thus, 
one Hadith speaks of Allah making blood sacred (hay7-ama ... I(j).72 
Hitler, therefore, probably mirrors Christian or Islamic ideas more than 
Darwinian ones here.
The idea of blood purity was, in turn, dependent on even older notions 
that one's genealogy was located in the blood. This idea may be found in 
Judaism, as is evident in comments found in Jewish literature concerning the 
story of the murder of Abel by his brother Cain. According to Genesis 4:10, 
Yahweh tells Cain that he knows of Abel's murder because the "bloods of 
your brother [Abel]" are crying from the ground. The Ilebrew text literally 
has the plural, "bloods of your brother" (deiriey 'nhiku), an odd fact commented upon in the Talmud (Sanhedrin 37b) as well as in the commentary of 
the great medieval Jewish scholar, Rashi, on Genesis 4:10." One of the 
explanations recorded in those sources is that "bloods" refers to the "descendants" of Abel.74
In fact, we can argue that at least parts of the IIebrew Bible constitute 
the principal exponents of the most systematic ideology of genealogical 
purity inherited by Western civilization. One example is found in the story 
of Ezra's shock at the Jews having mixed with foreigners while in Babylon:
After these things had been done, the officials approached me and said, 
"The people of Israel, the priests, and the Levites have not separated themselves from the peoples of the lands with their abominations, from the 
Canaanites, the Hittites, the Perizzites, the Jebusites, the Ammonites, the 
Moabites, the Egyptians, and the Amorites.
For they have taken some of their daughters as wives for themselves and for 
their sons. Thus the holy seed has mixed itself with the peoples of the lands, 
and in this faithlessness the officials and leaders have led the way." (Ezra 
9:1-2)


Even if the Hebrew author did not understand modern genetics, it is clear 
that the author understands that the mixing of "seed" is a physical process. 
Likewise, the author seems to think of "pollution" in material terms in prohibiting miscegenation:
which you commanded by your servants the prophets, saying, "The land 
that you are entering to possess is a land unclean with the pollutions of the 
peoples of the lands, with their abominations. They have filled it from end 
to end with their uncleanness.
Therefore (10 not give your daughters to their sons, neither take their 
daughters for your sons, and never seek their peace or prosperity, so that 
you may be strong and eat the good of the land and leave it for an inheritance to your children forever." (Ezra 9:11-12)
Ezra believed that this miscegenation would bring the wrath of God (10:14). 
The solution was to send away the wives, even with children (Ezra 10:3). Thus, 
family values here are subordinate to ethnic values. This is racism if "race" is 
defined as the idea that one genealogically related group is superior to 
others. It is no surprise, therefore, that Samuel Goitein, author of a massive study of 
Jews in Mediterranean society, finds that in the medieval Jewish group he 
studied, "the bonds of blood were stronger than the ties of marriage.1171
Seen in this light, we can return to Koster's claim that the Nuremberg 
Laws are a consequence of the acceptance of Darwinian race theory. On the 
contrary, the Nuremberg Laws are simply a continuance of Christian and 
biblical concepts. The marriage of Christians and Jews was already forbidden 
by the Council of Elvira in the fourth century, as we have mentioned previously. Koster cites the Wannsee Conference's plan to place Jews in labor 
camps, then ignores that this labor idea is the last point of Martin Luther's 
seven-point plan for the Jews. Koster and his like-minded cohorts ignore the 
ancient and predominant tradition against Jews in Christian history.
GENOCIDE MEDICALIZED
We have already discussed how group privileging is related to the genocide 
of the Canaanites and Atnalekites. The purpose here is to show that the Nazi 
policy of genocide was based on premises quite similar to those in the 
Ilebrew Bible. In Nazi Germany, Jews were seen as contaminants that had 
sickened the German collective body. Hitler expressed his fear that Jews 
would seduce and contaminate Aryan women; genocide was seen as the 
"cure."


"Medicalized" rationales for cleansing the Fatherland can be found in 
the Hebrew Bible itself.
Praise, 0 heavens, his people, worship him, all you gods! For he will avenge 
the blood of his children, and take vengeance on his adversaries; he will 
repay those who hate hinm, and cleanse the land for his people. (Dent. 32:43)
You shall not defile the land in which you live, in which I also dwell; for I 
the LORD dwell among the Israelites. (Num. 35:34)
As mentioned above, the Hebrew Bible frequently spoke of foreign 
nations in terms of "contamination." Likewise, the disease was supposed to 
be cut off. The fact that this sort of biblical mentality has force in modern 
rationales is clear in the justification provided by Gleason Archer, a fundamentalist apologist, for biblical genocide: "Just as a wise surgeon removes 
dangerous cancer from the patient's body by use of the scalpel so God 
employed the Israelites to remove such dangerous malignancies from human 
society."'
Seen in this light, we may argue that Hitler hated Judaism not so much 
because he perceived Judaism to have a racist ideology, but because he saw it 
as a racist ideology that was successful. This is most clear in the following 
passage, in which Hitler comments on the amorphous idea of a Jewish 
"state": "It is one of the most ingenious tricks that was ever devised, to make 
this state sail under the flag of `religion,' thus assuring it of the tolerance 
which the Aryan is always ready to accord a religious creed. For actually, the 
Mosaic religion is nothing other than a doctrine for the preservation of the 
Jewish race."'' For Hitler, therefore, the solution was to assert a racist ideology that would match and overcome the Jewish one. Rivalry, after all, 
implies equality at some level.
At the same time, Hitler saw racism as compatible with religion, as do 
many biblical authors. Even Haeckel, who is often maligned for supposedly 
introducing scientific grounds for genocide, saw himself as simply reexpressing biblical concepts in scientific language. Note, for example, 
Haeckel's comments on his vision of Utopia: "The future morality, free from 
all religious dogma, and grounded in a clear knowledge of nature's law, 
teaches us the ancient wisdom of the Golden Rule ... through the words of 
the Gospel: `Love your neighbor as yourself.1117' As in Christian and Jewish 
texts, "your neighbor" originally meant a fellow member of your in-group. 
Thus, Haeckel's interpretation of "neighbor," even if exegetically flawed, was 
based on the same concept of insider and outsider that is present in the earlier religions.
So from Haeckel to Hitler, Nazis did not see themselves as opposing biblical principles so much as they thought that modern science could be 
used to support, purify, and update those biblical principles. Nazis were often 
more like the scientific creationists of today who believe their pseudoscience 
supports the Bible. Of course, one can argue that Hitler was not so sophisticated a biblical exegete as to detect that there were also biblical traditions 
that spoke against any sort of strict ethnocentrism. But ultimately, what he 
did was not more theologically selective in biblical exegesis than many Jews 
and Christians who are held as paradigms (e.g., Luther).


SUMMARY
Nazi racism is a synthesis of modern pseudoscience and biblical concepts of 
ethnocentrism and genealogical purity. In many cases, biblical claims were 
misunderstood, and in other cases biblical claims in fact had a racist basis. In 
this regard, Nazi ideology is similar to creationist ideology, which believes 
that scientific findings support the biblical stories of Creation and the Flood.
We may summarize these parallels between Nazi racial policy and the 
genealogical policies of some authors in the Hebrew Bible:
[image: ]
Determining the causes of the Holocaust usually involves the examination of the main factors for anti.Judaism in Western culture. As we have 
already observed, some scholars view the conflict between Judaism and 
Christianity as inevitable or in essentialist terms. Others do not see anything 
inherent in Christianity that precipitates anti-Jewish violence, the Holocaust 
being the most extreme instance. We believe that both sides have some truth, 
and yet both miss the fact that the Nazi Holocaust represents the synthesis 
of attitudes found in both the New Testament and the Hebrew scriptures.
In a study of ethnocentrism in the Bible, the Jewish theologian Jon Levenson concluded, "Jews would do well to consider that the factors which 
impeded the banishment of Christian stereotypes are not quite without their 
counterparts in Judaism."s0 Stephen T. Katz, the scholar of religion, and Milford Wolpoff, the anthropologist, fail to see the parallels between certain practices that they have identified as unique or characteristic of the Nazis and certain practices promulgated in the Hebrew Bible itself. Indeed, the supreme tragic irony of the Holocaust is that the genocidal policies first systematically 
enunciated in the Hebrew scriptures were reversed by the Nazis. Nazi ideology 
simply had better technology to do what biblical authors had said they would 
do to their enemies.


Whatever mix of causal factors one manages to find in the primary 
sources, it is quite clear that atheism is the most difficult to find. Nowhere 
does Hitler say that he hates Jews because he is an atheist, nor does he ever 
claim to carry out some atheist agenda. Many of the anti-Christian statements that have been attributed to him have been disputed by respectable 
historians. If Hitler was guilty of anything, he was not scientific enough in 
his view of humanity." Wherever we can trace his racist ideology, it goes 
back to the conflict between Christianity and Judaism.
The hulk of the evidence indicates that Nazism was indeed a synthesis of 
Christian anti-Judaism, Israelite ethnocentrism, anti-Christian paganism, and 
pseudoscientific thinking. Religion was a necessary precursor to this synthesis. 
The reason the Jews were identified as a distinct group had predominantly 
religious rationales in European history. Christianity, which began with a 
group of Jewish sectarians, eventually saw itself becoming different from traditional Judaism. Jews became the group that did not accept Jesus as the Messiah. This distinction probably took racial/ethnic overtones within generations. Hitler saw himself as trying to counteract Hebrew racism, which he saw 
as the main counterpart and enemy of the German race.
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[image: ]f Hitler does not qualify as an atheist, Stalin certainly does in the eves of 
many. Moreover, it has been claimed that Stalinist terror provides a primary example of how violence can be caused by atheism. Vance Ferrell, 
author of the antievolution compendium The Evolution Cruncher, tells us that 
"Lenin was an ardent evolutionist and so was Stalin. In fact, it was the message he read in Darwin's book that turned Stalin into the bestial creature he 
became."' In general, such statements are poorly documented or come from 
secondhand sources.
Our discussion will show that Stalin's reign of terror had as much to do 
with politics as it did with atheism. Stalin, in fact, had a complex relationship 
with religious institutions in the Soviet Union. Much of our discussion will 
he documented with archival materials that have been brought to light only 
since the arrival of glasnost and fall of Communism.
Josef Stalin (1879-1953) was the steely leader of the Soviet Union from 
1924 to 1953. According to standard biographies, Stalin was born Josif 
Dzhugashvili to illiterate peasant parents in Dori, Georgia.2 His mother 
envisioned him as a priest in the Russian Orthodox Church, and Stalin actually pursued religious studies until he was about twenty. He began his activities with socialists around 1899, and took part in the Bolshevik Revolution 
that toppled Czar Nicholas 11 (1868-1918) in 1917. He was named "Stalin" 
("steel") after the revolution. After the death of Vladimir Lenin (1870-1924), 
the prime mover of the revolution, Stalin rose to power after a series of 
struggles with other Communist leaders. In the wake of the Great Purge of 
his rivals in 1936-38, Stalin ruled virtually as sole dictator of the Soviet 
Union until his death in 1953.


THE POLITICS OF THE GREAT TERROR
Until about a decade ago, most scholars actually knew very little about Josef 
Stalin's private thoughts on much of anything, as many of the principal documents remained unavailable. As late as 1990 Walter Laqueur, the prominent biographer of Stalin, lamented, "Stalin's private papers have not been 
discovered so far and no one can say for sure whether they still exist."3
This situation did not deter those who claimed that Stalin is a prime 
example of the evil atheism can cause. John Blanchard, author of a compendium against atheism, says of Stalin, "[H]is contempt for God was especially demonstrated in his vicious persecution of believers, many of whom 
died for their faith in the course of a vicious purge which, in one authority's 
estimate, led to the systematic slaughter of some ten million people."4
With the advent of the Gorbachev era, archives became more accessible 
to scholars. The late 1990s saw the publication of important collections of 
Stalin's personal correspondence and documents concerning the Great 
Terror, as the purges under Stalin came to be called. Of special importance 
is the correspondence preserved with Vyacheslav M. Molotov (1890-1986) 
and Lazar Kaganovich (1893-1957), two of Stalin's adjutants in the 1920s 
and 1930s.' Equally important was the documentation concerning the period 
between 1932 and 1939.6
Despite the new disclosures, Stalin's motives for the Great Terror are 
still very difficult to discern. As J. Arch Getty and Oleg V. Naumov comment 
concerning these newly revealed documents:
They do not tell us exactly when Stalin became convinced that mass terror 
was necessary, nor do they fully illuminate his thoughts. They do not prove 
whether there was a plan to conduct terror or the extent to which conscious 
plans were made to facilitate it. Scholars and readers will still have to make 
their own judgements about such questions, but at least now they have more 
to go on.'
Indeed, we cannot find any direct evidence that Stalin's own personal 
agenda killed because of atheism. That is to say, Stalin never justified any 
actions with direct statements such as, "I do not believe in God, therefore I 
am committing violent act X." As we have shown previously, the same is not 
the case with many of the actions attributed to the religious actants in our 
examples. In many of those cases, we can indeed find direct statements of the 
form: "I believe God wants X, therefore I am committing violent act Y."
However, we also said that inference was also an allowable method to 
establish causation, and we can do the same with Stalin. Stalin did follow 
many antireligious policies that can reasonably he attributed to his atheism. Much evidence for this has been collected in the works of Dimitry 
Pospielovsky.5 Persecution of churches included their closures, destruction, 
imprisonment, and murder of clergy. Such actions can indeed be reduced to 
the form: "I do not believe in God, therefore I am committing violent act X."


Pospielovsky's work also supports the argument that not all of the antireligious activity was violent. For example, some of the activity took the form 
of conferences and books, such as the one on the Dead Sea Scrolls. Some of 
the violence against churches needs to be qualified by the fact that sometimes 
the Soviets were favoring pro-Soviet churches or pro-Soviet believers. 
Churches that cooperated with the Communist agenda were sometimes 
allowed to operate, while churches that were not cooperative were usually 
repressed violently. In some ways, this is no different than church-state relations in the rest of Europe.'
Other violent aspects of what is denominated as the Great Terror under 
Stalin can be shown to he primarily political rather than atheistic. In order 
to understand this, we have to distinguish between two distinct, although 
related, types of violent agendas during the Stalin era. One was directed at 
the kulaks, the general name for wealthy farmers or for almost anyone that 
opposed his agricultural policies. The other violent campaign was internal, 
and directed at Communist bureaucrats who were deemed inimical to Stalin 
or to his agenda.1)
The liquidation of the kulaks is quite well documented. Stalin himself 
spoke of the "liquidation of the Kulaks" as part of his agenda. However, this 
had little to do with atheism. The action against the kulaks can be traced to 
Stalin's first Five-Year Plan, announced in 1929. Stalin envisioned a rapid 
pace of industrialization and the collectivization of farms. The rapid modernization of agriculture was necessary because kulaks produced the food 
that would be consumed by the workers moving toward a full-blown collective economy.
The kulaks, naturally, were opposed to being dispossessed of their land. 
It was this resistance that led to the mass execution of many kulaks. A 
number of crucial documents allude to this process. One is a speech given by 
Nicolai Bukharin (1888-1938), a close associate of Stalin and, for a time, 
head of a section of the Supreme Council for the National Economy of the 
Soviet Union. Bukharin addressed a plenary session of the Soviet Central 
Committee on December 19, 1930, and remarked, "In niy opinion, the 
destruction of the kulaks constitutes, in the first place, a decisive, and, if I 
may speak frankly, painful process entailing a direct break with the old structure, a process of refashioning [pei-edelka] the petty peasant economy on the 
basis of socialist collectivization."11
A memo from Kaganovich and M. F. Shkiriatov also indicates the nature 
of the resistance being suppressed by Stalin's officials. The memo speaks of a counterrevolutionary organization called "The People's Community Party." 
According to the memo, "The objective of this counterrevolutionary organization was the overthrow of Soviet power, the dissolution of the kolkhozy 
and the restoration of individual farming [edinolichnoye khor.iaistvo] as the predominant form of agriculture."" The memo goes on to urge resistance to 
this organization because it favored using anti-Semitic propaganda and the 
organization of "Hitlerite pogroms.""


Even Stalin's most vocal critics did not attribute his violence to atheism, 
but rather to a misguided zeal for rapid industrialization and collectivization. 
Perhaps the most frank critic of Stalin during the Stalinist period was M. N. 
Riutin (1890-1937), who served as a member of the Presidium for the 
Supreme Council for the National Economy. In 1932 he published what has 
come to be known as the Riutin Platform, a document that was suppressed. 
The Riutin Platform is a scathing critique of Stalin, and it discussed the 
kulaks. Riutin notes that Stalin's plan had actually proven to be a disaster, 
commenting,
Stalin's slogan, "the liquidation of the kulaks as a class" cannot possibly lead 
to any real definitive liquidation of the kulaks, since the basis for this 
slogan-"all-out collectivization"-is not founded on a genuine "turn 
among the broad masses of the countryside toward socialism." On the contrary, it is founded on the most direct and indirect form of the most severe 
coercion, designed to force the peasants to join the kolkhozy. It is founded 
not on an improvement in their condition but on their direct and indirect 
expropriation and massive impoverishment.14
Note that, as Riutin understood it, the "liquidation of the kulaks as a class" 
was to involve their transition from the kulak class to the class of the 
kolkhozy (collective farms). This was supposed to result in the betterment of 
the former kulaks. Ilowever, the unintended result of Stalin's plan was detrimental to the kulaks. Ironically, Riutin sees Stalin as helping incite a civil war 
that was contrary to the true essence of Communism. Riutin, in fact, refuses 
to group Stalin with great Communist leaders such as Marx and Lenin.
Although Riutin credits Stalin personally with destruction of the kulaks, 
one can also find evidence that Stalin could not control overzealous officials 
who were directly responsible for the violence against the kulaks. As Getty 
and Naumov note, Stalin even called for a "halt to forced collectivization and 
ordered a reduction in the use of violence against peasants" in a March 2, 
1930, article in Pravda)'
A secret decree, now published, shows that the destruction of the kulaks 
can be seen, in part, as one in which lower echelons went farther than the 
upper echelons intended. This decree, issued by the Central Committee and 
dated May 8, 1933, instructs lower-level officers to cease arresting people "for no reason" and to stop the practice of "arrest first, ask questions 
later.1116 The decree goes on to state:


These comrades do not understand that the method of mass, disorderly 
arrests, if this can be considered a method-represents, in light of the new 
situation, only liabilities, which diminish the authority of Soviet power. 
They do not understand that making arrests ought to be limited and carried 
out under strict control of the appropriate organs. They do not understand 
that the arrests must be directed solely against active enemies of Soviet 
power.17
Getty and Naumov note the hypocrisy of this decree in light of the fact that 
these officials were trying to reverse violence that they themselves had sanctioned. Nonetheless, the point remains that none of these directives against 
the kulaks can be linked solely to atheism. The actions can be seen as part of 
a misguided and brutal effort to force collectivization upon the masses.
STALIN AND THE CHURCH
Recent revelations also help to elucidate Stalin's complex relationship with 
the Russian Orthodox Church (ROC). Of particular importance has been the 
work of Tatiana A. Chumachenko, who teaches in the Department of 
Modern Russian History at Chelyabinsk State University. Her Church and 
State in Soviet Russia: Russian Orthodoxy from World War II to the Khrushchev 
Years appeared in English in 2000." More recently, Steven Miner has provided a study of a crucial period between 1941 and 1945.'0
Chumachenko's work was mostly archival, the main source being the 
collection of the Council for Russian Orthodox Church Affairs. The important feature of these archives is that they had never been removed or purged. 
Two groups of documents can be identified, according to Chumachenko. 
The first group consists of high-level documents from the council itself. 
Within this group, Chumachenko encountered formerly top-secret Memoranda of Instructions by Members of the Government Relating to the 
Activity of the Russian Orthodox Church, which have now proven invaluable.20 A second group consists of documents that speak of the relationship 
between the council and regional commissaries.
The work of Mikhail I. Odintsov also bears mentioning, as he has helped 
to provide a periodization for church-state relations in the former Soviet 
Union.21 For Odintsov, the period between 1943 and 1948-49 was crucial. 
On September 4, 1943, Stalin met with bishops of the ROC. Georgi Karpov, 
the chairman of the Council for Russian Orthodox Church Affairs, wrote a report on the meeting which became public only in 1989. The Russian text 
was published by Odintsov.'-'


The meeting resulted in a normalization of relations with the ROC. 
This normalization led to Decree 1095, issued on October 7, 1943.23 The 
decree outlined the duties of the Council for Russian Orthodox Church 
Affairs, which functioned as the official liaison between the government and 
the Patriarch of Moscow. The council had, among other duties, the review 
of issues and requests raised by the Patriarch of Moscow, as well as overseeing regulation of laws pertaining to church issues. In short, the normalization under Stalin meant that the church became a government organ.
But for the average Russian it meant the sight of "overflowing churches 
on Orthodox holidays, the possibility of conducting religious rites in homes, 
ringing bells to call believers to services, and festive religious processions 
with large crowds of people."--4 The number of open churches more than 
doubled (from 207 to 509) between 1944 and 1945.25 The number of 
churches and chapels reported open by the Council for Russian Orthodox 
Church Affairs went from 9,829 in October 1943, about the time Stalin normalized relations with the ROC, to 14,187 in January 1948.26 In 1944 about 
148,000 people went to Easter services in Moscow churches.'' In a single 
church in the city of Kuibyshev, 22,045 baptisms were recorded in 1945, and 
5,412 were recorded in the first three months of 1946 alone.-'"
Stalin promised financial assistance to the ROC in the meeting of 1943, 
and records show a resulting growth in income for the ROC. The income for 
all the Moscow churches was 550,000 rubles in 1946, and 3,150,000 rubles 
in 1947.29
What these documents also indicate is that provincial authorities sometimes disobeyed Stalin's orders for more tolerance toward the ROC. In 1947 
the council received 2,033 complaints about opposition from authorities to 
the opening of churches.'(' Some officials refused to open theological institutions despite orders signed by Stalin himself."
But churches were not completely powerless, even against some bureaucrats. In 1944 in the Riazan region, a regional executive committee tried to 
demolish a building that was to be used as a church. The official explanation 
was that it was unsafe. The bureaucrats met resistance from workers in the 
collective farms, and eventually the building was declared "in good condition."'2
The ROC also cooperated with the government in suppressing rival 
denominations. One example is the renovation movement, known also as the 
Living Church, which attempted to combine Bolshevism with Orthodox 
Christianity. The Living Church, led by Metropolitan Alexander Vvedenskii, 
was considered schismatic, especially as it allowed married clergy. Correspondence, including some with Stalin's notations, show that there was an active campaign to bring about the demise of the renovationists. The movement lost much power after the death of Vvedenskii in 1946, though some 
churches continued to be active until at least 1948.;3


In any case, the study of church-state relations under Stalin show both 
an atheistic reign of terror against religion and a more conciliatory stance 
when it served Stalin's political purposes. Rather than representing some radical atheistic innovation, Stalin's normalization was more akin to the churchstate unions common in many Western Christian countries.'4 Rather than 
showing Stalin's reign of terror as simply an atheistic plot, the new documents show that the ROC continued its pre-Communist alliance, though 
tenuous and complex, with the elite powers. In fact, the new question should 
be the extent to which the ROC cooperated with the government to suppress 
rival denominations.
COMMUNISM IN THE BIBLE
The crediting of atheism for Stalin's crimes usually can be tied to a simplistic 
and false equation: "Communism = atheism and atheism = communism. In 
fact, communism, if defined as a form of social organization based on collective ownership of property, need not be atheistic at all. Significant movements (e.g., liberation theology) and noted groups (e.g., Hutterites) exist that 
identify as Christian but still espouse communism in some form. And the 
violence caused by Stalin's forced collectivization can be found on a smaller 
scale in the biblical case of forced collectivization discussed below.
Indeed, readers of the Bible seem to ignore that one of the first enunciations of communism is in the New Testament.`' The hook of Acts relates 
the story of one of the first forms of an ideal society formed by early Christians. Acts 4:32-35 tells us about the communistic nature of this society:
Now the whole group of those who believed were of one heart and soul, and 
no one claimed private ownership of any possessions, but everything they 
owned was held in common.
With great power the apostles gave their testimony to the resurrection of 
the Lord Jesus, and great grace was upon them all.
There was not a needy person among them, for as many as owned lands or 
houses sold them and brought the proceeds of what was sold.
They laid it at the apostles' feet, and it was distributed to each as any had 
need.


Moreover, this attempt at collective ownership was accompanied by violence 
and coercion in the story that immediately follows in Acts 5.
According to Acts 5:1-11, Ananias and Sapphira were a married couple 
who had sold their property as part of this collectivization process. However, 
unlike a man named Levi, who had given all of the proceeds of his sale to the 
apostles, Ananias held some of the profit from the apostles. The apostle 
Peter immediately confronted Ananias, and rendered the following indictment:
"Ananias," Peter asked, "why has Satan filled your heart to lie to the Holy 
Spirit and to keep back part of the proceeds of the land?
While it remained unsold, did it not remain your own? And after it was sold, 
were not the proceeds at your disposal? How is it that you have contrived 
this deed in your heart? You did not lie to us but to God!"
Now when Ananias heard these words, he fell down died. And great fear 
seized all who heard of it. (Acts 5:3-5)
About three hours later, Sapphira, who knew of Ananias's retention of profits, 
encountered Peter. The latter pronounced God's death sentence on her, and 
she died. The story ends in Acts 5:11 with the following note: "And great fear 
seized the whole church and all who heard of these things."
The story in Acts has two elements paralleled in Stalinist policy, insofar 
as we understand it. First, there was a stated goal of collectivization. Second, 
those found not to be cooperating with collectivization were the objects of 
violence. The numbers of people killed may have been different, but the 
principle is similar: Violence is a proper method of dealing with those who 
do not cooperate with collectivization.
Arguing that Ananias's crime was lying or backing out on a promise to 
God does not mitigate the principle we have identified as parallel. The 
author still endorses the idea that a promise to enjoin collectivization can be 
enforced through violence. The one main difference, of course, is that God's 
orders and wishes are not verifiable, as the author of Acts claimed. Any 
people killed under these premises truly would have suffered for a violation 
of a promise to a nonexisting entity or at least an entity not known to exist, 
whereas the violence under Stalin violated the rules of a person who actually 
did exist, however unjustified those rules may have been.


SUMMARY
The idea that atheism was responsible for the mass terror under Stalin is 
partly true. Atheism was certainly a part of the reason for antireligious violence throughout the Soviet era. The larger factor, however, seems to be 
political. Stalin's actions against the kulaks represents an instance of a policy 
of forced collectivization rather than an atheistic policy. Other repressive 
actions could be tied to the creation of a Pan-Soviet identity.36 To what 
extent the action against the kulaks was carried out by overzealous officials 
and to what extent any mass violence represents what Stalin initially and personally intended is disputable. Such forced collectivization would probably 
lead to violence whether one believes in God, as in the case of Ananias and 
Sapphira, or not, as in the case of Stalinism.
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[image: ]f secularism is to be blamed for violence, then some scholars claim that 
such secularism comes in the form of statism or nationalism. On a popular level, we have already encountered it in Rush Limbaugh's bombastic 
proclamation that "throughout history that substitute for faith has been a 
belief in a man-made god called the state. Untold crimes have been committed in its name, Hitler and Stalin being the most bloody recent examples."' The same sentiment can be found in more scholarly assessments, as 
the following from Michael Freeman: "[N]ationalism is like religion in that 
it can be the ultimate source of value and consequently motivate extraordinary actions." Likewise, Bruce Lawrence observes that nationalism can also 
be a form of "mimetic religion.";
But perhaps one of the most self-assured assaults on the state as a secular 
form of violence comes from William T. Cavanaugh, a professor of religious 
studies at the University of St. Thomas, who argues explicitly that much of 
what appears to be religious violence is in fact fueled by secularist statism 
that transfers religion to the private sphere.4 More specifically, Cavanaugh 
argues against the thesis that the state was a response to the religious wars of 
the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries in Europe. On the contrary, he 
argues, the state was not thrust as peacemaker into religious wars, but rather 
religious wars were caused and encouraged by the rise of the state.
But the most radical part of Cavanaugh's thesis is that religion as a distinct category of consciousness actually did not exist prior to the rise of the 
state. Cavanaugh, in fact, proposes that "`Wars of Religion' is an anachronism, for what is at issue in these wars was the very creation of religion as a 
set of privately held beliefs without direct political relevance." For 
Cavanaugh, what are called religious wars were actually precipitated by a state's efforts to create "a set of private beliefs which is defined as personal 
conviction and which can exist separately from one's public loyalty to the 
State." Sometimes he speaks of just "the creation of religion," as if religion 
did not exist before this time' In so doing, of course, he can avoid crediting 
religion with any violence, as "religion" does not exist before the sixteenth 
and seventeenth centuries.' Cavanaugh seems unaware that, by his own logic, 
religion cannot be credited with any good if religion did not exist (at least 
prior to the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries).


By making religion a private issue, Cavanaugh contends, the state 
allowed itself a monopoly on the use of violence. Thomas Hobbes is seen as 
a main architect of the modern state, and the Saint Bartholomews Day Massacre becomes a main example of state-instigated violence. Cavanaugh concludes that since "the separation of the Church from power did nothing to 
stench the flow of blood" the solution is to make religion more public again 
so that it can act as the antidote to statist violence." In short, Cavanaugh provides another plea for more public use of religion to quell violence.
Our purpose here is to demonstrate that Cavanaugh's examples of political wars cannot be blamed only on the rise of the state. Cavanaugh, in fact, 
has an idiosyncratic definition of "religion," and seems unaware of more 
complex views of the role of religion and state in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. Indeed private religion can be found in ancient 
Mesopotamia, without any apparent conflict with the state." Finally, we will 
concede that a secular state can mimic the violent effects of religion because 
it too can create scarce resources. However, we will argue that a secular 
approach can still solve the problem of nationalism and statism better than 
religion can.
THE ORIGINS OF THE MODERN STATE
Cavanaugh's assertions must be seen in light of larger debates on the origin 
of modern states. As noted by Philip Gorski, the standard view of the rise of 
the modern state locates the beginning in the seventeenth and eighteenth 
centuries."' The establishment of England's constitutional monarchy and the 
French Revolution are seen as two key events. The hallmark of the modern 
state included the secular monopoly of power. Personal identity was linked 
with the nation rather than with a religion, and each state was independent.
However, many scholars are challenging this historiography, finding the 
roots of nationalism much earlier. First, and as Anthony W. Marx has 
pointed out brilliantly in his revisionist history of the rise of nationalism, it 
is useful to distinguish nationalism from statism. Nationalism is "the polit ical sentiment of popular solidarity intended to coincide with states."" One 
can have feelings of solidarity or nationalism without states, and one can have 
states without nationalism. States, Marx says, are "institutions claiming a 
legitimate monopoly of coercion and rule."'' Once seen in this manner, it is 
possible to see that the church itself can constitute a "state" that can create 
large-scale violence.


But the definition of a "state" is itself problematic. The recent round of 
conflict over the definition can be traced at least as far back as the competing 
theories of anthropologists Morton Fried and Elman Service. Fried thought 
the rise of the state was usually violent and coercion was always involved." 
Service, on the other hand, thought the state originated mainly in the 
attempt to manage the allocation of resources. In such a management system 
mutual benefit, rather than force, can be a motive for initiating suprakinship 
organizations known as "states.1114 Whichever view one chooses, it is clear 
that more scholars are realizing that entities similar to states and empires can 
be found all the way to the dawn of recorded history, as writing and the state 
seem to be linked.''
Moreover, it seems clear that there were a variety of pathways to the 
modern state that cannot be all lumped together.'' Marx notes that the 
process can be bidirectional, with "religious identity secularized by states, 
and states shaped by religion."' For example, Marx argues that popular religious solidarity, not privatization of religion, resulted in a state such as that 
of the Restoration in England. There, Charles I (1625-1649) planned for 
Catholics to be very much a part of the public expression of religion, in 
opposition to popular anti-Catholic sentiment. Because of this, the antiCatholic populace helped dethrone him.'" In other cases, the imposition of a 
generalized and public religion was enforced by a state, as in the case of 
Spain, where the Inquisition sought to impose public religious uniformity.
THE SAINT BARTHOLOMEW S DAY MASSACRE
But even if we were to disagree with Marx's analysis of the rise of the state, 
it is clear that there are serious flaws in Cavanaugh's analysis of particular historical examples. One case in point is the famous Saint Bartholomew's Day 
Massacre of 1572. The events surrounding this massacre are complex, but 
most historians agree that the massacre is related to an attempted assassination of Gaspard de Coligny, an admiral who was the main representative of 
the French Huguenots.'`' Coligny was shot on August 22, 1572, allegedly by 
a Catholic named Maurevert. Coligny was subsequently assassinated as he 
was recovering from his wounds. Claiming the fear of revenge by Huguenots, Catholic leaders apparently launched a preemptive and generalized massacre of Huguenots in Paris on August 24 and in other towns in subsequent clays. The death toll has been variously placed between two thousand 
and some seventy thousand.


Cavanaugh argues that this massacre was really part of a political plot by 
the Queen Mother, Catherine de Medici (1519-1589). She had a large influence on her son, Charles IX (1550-1574), who was only twenty-two when he 
took the throne. Specifically, Cavanaugh claims that "[t]he Queen Mother 
who unleashed the massacre ... was not a religious zealot but a thoroughgoing Politique with a stake in stopping the nobility's challenge to royal pretensions toward absolute power."2o The motive, argues Cavanaugh, was her 
frustration with the inability to create a state church that would unite both 
Protestant Huguenots and Catholics.
But Cavanaugh cites at most two sources for this indictment of 
Catherine de Medici, and both are secondary studies. 2' Cavanaugh otherwise 
shows no familiarity with primary source material surrounding the massacre," though the source material available at the time that Cavanaugh 
wrote noted the difficulty in identifying the specific chain of responsibility. 
Some sources blame Catherine, while others blame Guise, a Catholic officia1.`
When one looks at the correspondance of King Charles IX himself, one 
finds that he is either in the dark or is feigning ignorance on the day of the 
massacre. In a letter dated August 24, Charles IX writes to the governor of 
Lyon, Francois de Mandelot, saying: "I will do everything possible to verify 
the facts and punish those culpable" for the assault on Admiral Coligny-4 
Other interpreters of the same correspondence see much more premeditation on the part of Charles and his mother.25 The comments of James 
Smither best summarize our quandary: "The question of who was responsible for which aspects of the massacre is not entirely clear and perhaps never 
will be.1116
POPE GREGORY XIII AND THE MASSACRE
A most telling piece of evidence for the religious nature of the massacre, and 
one passed over in silence by Cavanaugh, is the reaction of Pope Gregory 
XIII. Far from condemning the massacre as the work of political intrigue, he 
celebrated the massacre and commissioned the artist Giorgio Vasari 
(1511-1574), to create commemorative murals in the Sala Regia of the Apostolic Palace at the Vatican. As Robert Kingdon notes, "It has almost certainly 
become something of an embarrassment to the Vatican in this more ecu menical age; the Sala Regia is no longer regularly open to the general public 
as part of the Vatican .1117


Likewise, a commemorative medallion commissioned by the pope provides no hint that he thought that the massacre was a purely political mishap. 
The medallion, an exemplar of which is stored at the British Museum, bears 
the legend "Gregorius XIII" on one side, and "Ugonottorum strages" 
(Huguenot conspirators) on the other.2' Depicted on the latter side is an 
avenging angel with a cross in one hand and a sword in the other. Interestingly, an illustration of the medallion was omitted from the English translation of Philippe Erlanger's well-known history of the massacre."'
Why Cavanaugh neglects to mention these facts is a mystery,"' but it is 
clear that Cavanaugh is simply following a long apologetic tradition found in 
The Catholic Encyclopedia of 1912. In an article in that reference work, 
Georges Goyau provides an official view of the Catholic Church, noting that 
he sees the massacre as rooted in "the half-pagan doctrine of Machiavellism," 
which allowed political murder.;' Cavanaugh, as we have seen, blames 
Thomas Hobbes's ideas. Both Cavanaugh and Goyau deny that Catholic 
beliefs are at all responsible for the massacre.
But both Machiavelli and Hobbes can be read in different ways. For 
example, Machiavelli himself did not think he was merely imitating paganism 
in his view of statescraft. On the contrary, two of his specific examples of 
effective governors were Popes Julius II and Alexander VI. In fact, Machiavelli 
said that he once discussed governance with the Archbishop of Rouen, who 
was questioning the ability of Italians to make war. Machiavelli indignantly 
replied "that the French did not understand statesmanship; for if they understood it they would never have allowed the Church to attain such 
greatness."`2 Machiavelli did not see a big difference between church and state." Perhaps 
it was precisely because Machiavelli thought that those religious figures acted 
no better than secular ones that he became convinced that power is at the root 
of governing, regardless of whether or not one is religious.
"1'he available sources also clearly refute another attempt to minimize the 
religious nature of the assaults on Protestants. While acknowledging the celebratory nature of Gregory XIII's reaction (as well as mentioning the medallion and Vasari's murals), The Catholic Encyclopedia also claims that such a celebratory mood ceased when details of the massacre as a heinous political act 
became clearer.4 In particular, Goyau claims that Pope Gregory XII's refusal 
in October 1572 to receive Maurevert, who was accused of shooting Coligny 
on August 22, meant that the pope had come to see the massacre as a criminal act. Goyau concludes:
As to the congratulations and the manifestations of joy which the news of 
the massacre elicited from Gregory XIII, they can only he fairly judged by assuming that the Holy See, like all Europe and indeed many Frenchmen, 
believed in the existence of a Huguenot conspiracy of whose overthrow the 
Court boasted and whose punishment an obsequious parliament had completed.;


Ilowever, a thorough study of the source material pertaining to the massacre refutes all of these assertions, as well as some of the Cavanaugh's main 
arguments. One such study was undertaken by Robert Kingdom" Four 
sources, in particular, are sufficient to show the religious nature of the events 
surrounding the massacre. We have undertaken our own independent study 
of each of these sources.
The first important source consists of the official instructions given in 
1571 to Antonio Maria Salviati, the papal nuncio to France under both Pope 
Pius V and Gregory XIII. He served as nuncio at the time of the massacre.;' 
Particularly instructive is the correspondence between Salviati and Tolomeo 
Cardinal Galli, secretary to Pope Gregory XIII. Much of this correspondence instructs Salviati to complain about the increased power given to 
Huguenots, and especially to Coligny. At the same time, many parish 
churches were being instructed to carry out anti-Protestant activities."
The idea that the pope did not know of the savagery of the massacre is 
contradicted by Salviati's report, dated August 24 and 27, to Galli, which 
notes, "The entire city is up in arms, and the homes of Huguenots are 
besieged and attacked, many people assaulted, and the mob is sacking with 
incredible zeal."39 He goes on to note that he does not think a single Catholic 
was killed or injured.40 Galli indicates having received Salviati's report in a 
letter dated September 8, 1572, the same day the pope celebrated the massacre with an elaborate service in Rome. Galli added that the pope was overjoyed at the prospect of "purging the Kingdom of France of the Huguenot 

."+1plague
NNor do we see any regret in the weeks following the massacre. In a letter 
dated September 10, 1572, Galli expresses his wish that the king of France 
use liberal authority against heretics in his diocese "in order to purge it from 
heresy and in order that we may enact the decrees of the Council of "bent."42 
In a letter dated October 6, 1572, Gall] tells Salviati that the pope is quite 
pleased with the "joyous progress that with the Grace of God ... his majesty 
has achieved in actions against the 114'Huguenots.
The murals of Vasari tell us that the pope was not regretful after Goyau 
tells us he was. We have Vasari's correspondence regarding the murals.44 In 
a letter dated November 17, 1572, Vasari comments on the pope's request for 
a mural about the "Huguenot affair" (la cosy degli Ugonotti), and indicates that 
he had not yet begun the murals.4' By December 12, he seems to have a plan 
for organizing the murals.4°' Vasari reports that byJanuary 30, 1573, the pope had seen the outlines of the murals that were to he painted. These murals 
show that, except in one case, all the victims were unarmed. Women and 
children are depicted being literally butchered. 'T'here is no hint of regret, 
and much sense of satisfaction in Vasari's description of the pope's reactions.


A pair of instructions provided to later nuncios constitutes evidence for 
papal attitudes years after the massacre. A set of nearly identical instructions 
were given to Giovanni Battista Castelli in 1581 and Girolamo Ragazzoni in 
1583. Far from indicating that Pope Gregory XIII had come to see the massacre as some sort of criminal act by October of 1572, these instructions 
urged the continuance of war against the Protestants. As Kingdon remarks, 
"Instructions to later nuncios to France make it clear that whenever the 
French crown was considering a choice between peace and internal religious 
war, the official representative of the papacy was to urge war."4'
Our own study of this correspondence confirms Kingdon's assessment. 
Thus, instructions to Ragazzoni specifically say that when it comes to 
choosing between war and peace with the Huguenots, then the advice is "to 
prefer always war rather than peace because with the enemies of God one 
must never have peace."45 Indeed, these sources also devastate Cavanaugh's 
claim that the state was responsible for this anti-Protestant war, while the 
church would have made a suitable peacemaker.
It is remarkable that Pierre Hurtubise, the Catholic scholar who edited 
Salviati's correspondence, concludes: "["']hen we consider the attitude of 
Rome toward the Protestants in sixteenth-century France, we remember that 
the belief in `violence pays,' had a very important counterpart: `reform 
pays."'+`' That reform, we submit, was the rise of the secular state, which, 
though not perfect, managed to minimize at least some of the religious conflict that had proven so devastating to Europe.
Contrary to the apologetic efforts of Cavanaugh and Goyau, the Saint 
Bartholomew's Day Massacre shows how deeply involved the church was in 
fomenting rhetoric and policies that made such a massacre probable. In fact, 
massacres against Protestants had already been accomplished at, among 
other places and dates, Pont Notre Dame in December of 1570 and in 
Orange in February of 1571. If Catherine de Medici, or any other politician, 
was able to unleash anything, it is because religious hatred was already there 
to begin with. Had there been no steady drumbeat of violent anti-Protestant 
rhetoric and instructions from the Vatican and its allied institutions, there 
would have been no reason for Catholic populations to behave the way they 
did against their neighbors.
A statement about the Saint Bartholomew's Day Massacre was finally 
issued by Pope John Paul II in 1997. It read, in part: "On the eve of 24 
August we cannot forget the sad Massacre of Saint Bartholomew's Day, an 
event of very obscure causes in the political and religious history of France. Christians did things which the Gospel condemns.""' Ilowever, the causes 
are not all that obscure to anyone who reads correspondence between the 
Vatican and France. The causes are not obscure to those who see Vasari's 
murals. And, by saying "Christians" instead of "Catholics," the pope seems 
to neglect Salviati's observations that it was specifically Catholics, not all 
Christians, who were doing most of the attacking on that day.


In sung, Cavanaugh's theory that religious wars in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries were mainly caused by the states's efforts to privatize religion are fatally flawed. Sometimes states attempted to privatize religion 
because of preexisting religious factionalism. Sometimes states used preexisting religious differences for their own purposes. Sometimes popular 
religiosity managed to mold the state for its purposes. Cavanaugh's idea that 
more public religious participation by citizens is the cure for statism is certainly not borne out by the example provided by the Saint Bartholomew's 
Day Massacre.
SUMMARY
This chapter has shown that some famous instances of violence attributed to 
the rise of secularized states are, in fact, the result of religious factors. For 
example, the massacre of the Huguenots was mostly the result of religious 
divisions and tensions, not the result of some increased secularization of 
France, as argued by Cavanaugh. The religious factors in what looks like 
purely statist violence are often missed because religionist apologists are not 
familiar with primary sources. This is not to deny that nationalism and statism cannot cause violence. However, religionist apologists often have too 
monolithic a view of a secular state.
Nationalism and statism can certainly cause violence on their 
own.' States may create scarce resources for which people will compete and die. 
For example, a state may control territory and not allow outsiders, much like 
religions create sacred space and do not allow outsiders inside. Similarly, 
nationalism may create group privileges that can then be used to oppress outsiders. States may claim a monopoly on violence in a manner that is not beneficial to outsiders or the world at large, as witnessed by the threat of nuclear 
armaments.
On the other hand, secular states also have been successful in deterring 
religious violence in pre- and postindustrial societies. E. E. Evans-Pritchard, 
in his study of tribal warfare among the Nuer of Africa, observed, '96-day 
such fights are less common because fear of Government intervention acts as 
a deterrent."52 Likewise, the more secularized democracies such as the United States, Iceland, Norway, and Sweden see much less religious violence 
than is found in the Middle East and other less secularized regions.


And it would be inaccurate to equate the state with the only form of 
organization envisioned by secular humanism. Alternative ideas to the 
nationalist state have been proposed since antiquity. Cynics in ancient 
Greece, for example, flouted the conventions of humanity, including the 
notion of states. Today, we see scholars taking an interdisciplinary approach 
to creating alternatives to the state. A group called the Subaltern Studies 
Group, composed of many Latin American scholars, states as a main part of 
its agenda: "De-nationalization is simultaneously a limit and a threshold of 
our project. The `de-territorialization' of the nation-state under the new permeability of frontiers to capital-labor flows merely replicates, in effect, the 
genetic process of implantation of a colonial economy in Latin America in 
the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.""
Similarly, Amitai Etzioni has argued that a global community may eventually be recognized as in the best interests of our planet's inhabitants.'' 
Whatever form of social organization is chosen, however, we shall demonstrate in our next chapter that involving religion in decision making is never 
a good idea if the goal is to eliminate or at least minimize violence.
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[image: ]eligion is inherently prone to violence. This does not mean, of 
course, that all religions result in violence or that religions cannot 
proclaim peace. Rather, what we mean is that the fundamental characteristic 
of religion as a mode of life and thought is predicated on the existence of 
unverifiable forces and/or beings. This means that disputes and claims are 
not easily settled by verifiable means, and violence is often the means to settle 
disputes and claims.
We have identified the main mechanism for religious violence in the creation of new scarce resources. However, unlike the secular scarce resources 
that result in violence, the scarce resources created by religion may not heand often are not-scarce at all. Given these realities, this part of our book 
will explore the ethics of religious violence, as well as some possible solutions 
from both a religious and secular humanist perspective. We will also examine 
the implications of our thesis for American foreign policy in order to demonstrate its practical applications.
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[image: ]ur treatment has not argued that all violence is caused by religion. 
Our thesis fully admits that purely secular pursuits can, and do, cause 
violence. If scarcity is the key to understanding violence, then violence itself 
will not totally disappear unless scarcities disappear. Given our finite amount 
of space and resources, this is probably unlikely. Even given these admissions, however, we will argue that religious violence is more immoral than 
secular violence.
As such, our discussion may be seen as part of the field of "comparative 
ethics," though, in the field of religious studies, scholars usually compare 
religions rather than religion and secularism.' As mentioned previously our 
argument may be framed in the form known as a fortiori argument, and kol 
wahora in rabbinic argumentation:2 Briefly, such an argument attempts to 
show that if the truth for one claim is judged to be evident, then another 
claim ought to be more evidently true. Before we provide the full form of this 
argument, it may be relevant to outline our basic position on ethics.
MORAL RELATIVISM
Moral relativism has a negative connotation in common discourse. It has, 
however, a long and distinguished career in philosophy. We can trace it as far 
back as Plato's Protagoras, who is famous for the dictum that man is the 
measure of all things.'
We certainly find it in Hobbes's Leviathan, where he succinctly says: But whatsoever is the object of any mans Appetite or Desire; that is it, which 
he for his part calleth Good; And the object of his Hate, and Aversion, Evill. 
... For these words of Good, Evill, and Contemptible, are ever used with 
relation to the person that useth them. There being nothing simply and 
absolutely so; nor any common Rule of Good and Evill.4


Likewise, we can see it expressed today among major secular humanist 
philosophers such as Paul Kurtz and Kai Nielsen.' Gil Harman and David 
Wong may be the most prominent exponents in recent years' From the religious perspective, Joseph Fletcher ignited a storm of controversy with his 
version.' In anthropology, Melville Herkovits has provided a systematic 
overview, which is important in showing the extent to which different cultures advocate different moralities.' Neil Levy, another philosophical exponent of relativism, is useful because some of his work on moral relativism was 
written in the aftermath of September 11.
According to Levy, one can distinguish three types of moral relativism."' 
The first is denominated as "descriptive relativism," which simply means the 
acknowledgement that different fundamental moralities exist, regardless of 
their justification. This idea has been contested by, among others, those who 
argue that what seem to be different principles or morality are not actually 
so upon closer inspection." Thus, one person may say that giving money to 
charity is bad, and another that giving money to charity is good. However, 
upon closer inspection, they both are ruled by the principle that helping the 
poor is good, and differ only on method.
A second type is "moral requirement relativism," which Levy defines as 
"the view that what is morally required of individuals varies from group to 
group, culture to culture, and so forth."12 Finally, there is "meta-ethical relativism," which mainly focuses on analyzing the meaning of moral statements. For example, what does it mean to say "Murder is wrong"? Once analyzed, one may see that "murder" simply refers to a killing not authorized by 
a particular group. Thus, capital punishment may not be considered 
"murder" in some societies, but abortion may be.
Despite these different types of relativism identified by Levy, we claim 
that all theorists of ethics can still be categorized into two groups: (1) those 
who acknowledge they are moral relativists and (2) those who do not 
acknowledge that they are moral relativists. Indeed, we do see all ethics as 
relativistic, even the ones that claim absolutes. For example, let us consider a 
practitioner of a more "absolutist" neo-Kantian ethics, such as Alan Gewirth. 
As did Immanuel Kant, Gewirth wishes to formulate some rational means to 
establish rules of ethics that can be universal.
In an effort to establish a sort of categorical imperative to aid the needy, 
Gewirth begins by arguing that "every agent must hold that he has generic rights on the ground or for the sufficient reason that he is a prospective agent 
who has purposes he wants to fulfill."1; The foremost of these rights are 
"freedom and well-being," because one cannot be a viable purposive agent 
without them. Therefore, it is necessary to recognize that we cannot interfere with someone's right to freedom and well-being. Eventually, this leads 
Gewirth to believe that a nation with a surplus of food has the duty to give 
any excess to a needier nation in order to help that nation's inhabitants exercise their freedom and possess well-being.


But, as in all versions of Kantian ethics, the initial premise is always relative. Thus, we can ask why we should think it an absolute moral right for 
purposive agents to have "freedom and well-being." All we are doing is 
stating again what we would like to have for ourselves, but that is itself a relativistic judgment. And it is just as relativistic to hold that "rational" principles should be the mark of any morality, even as we hold that empiricorationalism does and should guide our moral judgments to one extent or 
another in order to best fulfill our interests.
We can further extend our argument for moral relativism with the observation, outlined most elegantly by Nielsen, that all ethical judgments are 
human judgments, even if one believes in God." Basically, any statement of 
the type "X is good because God says so" is still a human judgment. At the 
outset this may seem simple, but in reality there are only two choices in a 
world in which ethics involve a deity. To understand this dilemma, we need 
to consider a variant of Euthyphro's Dilemma as found in Plato's Euthyphro.'5 
We can briefly summarize the argument here:
[image: ]
If one says that something is good or evil in itself, then God becomes 
unnecessary for morality. That something is good would be as obvious as the 
fact that a triangle has three sides. One does not need a god to make a triangle have three sides, and so God would be unnecessary to establish such a 
moral principle.
If one says that something is moral because God says so, then this still 
renders us the judge of morality, for we are the ones making the judgment 
that "whatever God calls good is what shall be called good." Even if one says 
that God planted our sense of goodness in us, we must still judge that something God planted in us is good. "There is no way to escape this circle. Consequently, every moral judgment is ultimately a human judgment, and so 
God remains irrelevant as an ultimate source of morality.


INTEREST AS THE ULTIMATE ARBITER
If God is no better a standard of morality than human judgment, then how 
do we judge what is moral? My answer is: The way we have always judged 
it-by interest. Thus, Hobbes is right in observing that "bad" or "evil" 
describes nothing more than what is against our individual and/or group 
interests, real or perceived. Such a fundamental feature of morality would 
not change whether we believed in God or not, and it applies to what would 
seem to be the most absolutely wrong things of which we can conceive, the 
killing of infants being one of them. As we have demonstrated, some biblical 
authors had no problem killing children because they were afraid those children would grow up to contaminate Israel. Thus, killing children was not 
considered wrong because their existence threatened Israel's perceived 
interests.
Likewise, consider the idea that inflicting unnecessary pain is wrong. 
Aside from the definitional problem that will render "unnecessary" just as 
relative a term as anything else, we also have another self-interested 
premise. This premise centers on the idea that the nerve activity we associate with "pain" is somehow valuable. But this is valuable only because pain 
is something we, as possessors of nervous systems that are electrochemically 
constituted to experience pain, do not like. Even then we value the electrochemical experience we call "pain" in human beings, but not necessarily in 
animals. Even if one believes in God, we can show that the noninfliction of 
pain is a relative value.
On the other hand, there also degrees of moral relativity. Moral rules 
based on verifiable premises are less relativistic and arbitrary than moral systems wherein verifiability comes into play to the extent that it can influence 
value judgments. For example, we can verify that we cannot verify that 
demons possess people we would otherwise consider mentally ill. Therefore, 
we do not consider demons when making any value judgments about mentally ill people. Having a god in a moral system does not inherently change 
it, except to add another scarce resource and bureaucratic layer to our moral 
decision making, rendering morality even more relativistic.
The foregoing should not be construed to mean that we do not believe 
in any system of moral rules. We simply affirm that all moralities must recognize the self-interest involved in their construction. WVe adhere to the 
moral system that best suits our interests, whether we acknowledge this or 
not. We also affirm that if one accepts empirico-rationalism as providing reliable data, then empiricism and logic should be components of any moral 
system that purports to make judgments that can be verified.
What makes moral systems relevant is the involvement of two or more 
persons who interact. A lone individual's morality is irrelevant. Morality comes into play only when someone else is affected. The interplay between 
the individual and the collective with whom an individual interacts is the 
basis of all moral systems. Moral systems identify common interests and try 
to impose them on individuals. Individuals accept these systems to the extent 
that the collective rules serve their self-interest.


Self-interest, however, need not mean that individuals cannot act for the 
benefit of others. For example, an individual's psycho-biological constitution 
is such that he cannot stand pain and suffering in others. This is also selfinterest, as his mental well-being is linked to the welfare of others. In order 
to avoid the pain of seeing others in pain, he helps others diminish their suffering. To the extent that this aversion to pain in others is cultural and 
valued, it is a value that can be transmitted to others. To the extent that other 
people have the same sympathies, there will be agreement. To the extent that 
they do not, there will never be agreement. This is a reality that is not going 
to change in either theistic or atheistic systems of ethics.
RELIGIOUS VIOLENCE IS ALWAYS IMMORAL
Within a moral relativistic frame that accepts empirico-rationalism as providing reliable data, our argument that religious violence is always immoral 
begins by positing the seemingly obvious proposition that what exists has 
more value than what does not exist. Only what exists can be said to have any 
value. If that is the case, then life, as an existent phenomenon, must have 
more value than what does not exist. We can schematize our rationale as follows:
1.What exists is worth more than what does not exist.
2.Life exists.
3.Therefore, life is worth more than what does not exist.
Accordingly, we may deem immoral any action that places the value of life as 
equal to or below the value of nothing. Therefore, it is always immoral to kill 
for something that has no actual value.
We can also extend this argument to what cannot be proven, on 
empirico-rationalist grounds, to exist. For example, if one were to say that she 
was killing because undetectable Martians have declared it obligatory to kill, 
the argument would be regarded rightly as absurd. But the fact is that the possibility of undetectable Martians existing is not what would render such a 
statement absurd; it is perfectly possible that undetectable Martians exist and 
order people to kill other people. The main reason that we would not accept this rationale as moral is that we, as observers, cannot verify that undetectable 
Martians exist, and so we would regard the perpetrator's claims as absurd.


In fact, we can argue that killing because undetectable Martians said so 
is equivalent to killing for no reason or to killing for nothing, even if the 
person doing the killing believes herself to have a just reason. Here, as 
observers and members of the larger society, we are judging the perpetrator 
based on the empirico-rationalist verifiability of the claim. And here is where 
the utility of David Riches's triad of victim-perpetrator-observer in evaluating violence comes into play. Since we cannot verify that undetectable 
Martians exist, we judge the perpetrator's claim to be without merit, and the 
killing to be unjustified. Any act of killing not justified or authorized is called 
"murder" in our society.
Accordingly, we can propose that just as it is always immoral to kill for 
something that does not exist, killing for something that cannot be proven to 
exist is equally immoral. And since religion is, by our definition, a mode of 
life and thought premised on the existence of and/or relationship with unverifiable supernatural forces and/or beings, then it follows that killing for religious reasons is always immoral. We can make a similar argument for any act 
of violence. Therefore, we recapitulate our proposition as follows: It is always 
immoral to con/n/it any act of violence for religious reasons.
We can also make our case against religious violence within the framework of scarce resource theory. When religious violence is compared to secular violence resulting from scarce resources, the a fortiori argument would 
be as follows: If acts of violence caused by actual scarcities are judged as 
immoral, then acts of violence caused by scarcities that do not actually exist 
are even more immoral. We may say that any act predicated on the acquisition or loss of a nonexistent resource is morally wrong because a life was 
traded for a nonexistent gain.
We may illustrate this with a more concrete, if fanciful, example. Suppose that male twins, who are otherwise equal, are the sole survivors of a 
boating accident. The twins are fortunate to encounter a helicopter with 
room for only one person to be rescued. The scarce resource is space on the 
helicopter. The choices that these twins encounter logically include: (1) One 
twin gives up his life for the other; or (2) one fights the other for the space 
in that helicopter. Fighting for one's life may be considered justifiable, if 
tragic.
However, let us say that it is not true that there is room for only one 
more person on that helicopter. In that case, such loss of life would be 
wasteful. That is to say, the loss of life is sustained on the false premise that 
only one could be saved. But while this violence may be wasteful, it still 
might be justified if the surviving twin did not know that there was, in fact, 
room for both twins.


The situation would be different if the surviving twin could have verified 
that there was room, but did not. In this case, we may hold his actions to be 
unjustified. The reason again is that a life would be traded for a nonexistent 
scarcity. And what exists is always more valuable than what does not exist.
But let us say now that the only reason that one twin killed the other is 
that the surviving twin believed that an invisible Martian had told him that 
only one seat was available, or that only one twin had the privilege to enter 
the helicopter even though two seats were actually available. In this case, we 
would hold the killer to be unjustified, if we did not hold him to be mentally 
ill. The reason is that we cannot verify that invisible Martians exist or communicate with any individual. Just as a jury in Texas convicted Andrea Yates 
in 2002 for killing her children, even as she claimed it was on God's orders, 
we would not allow the perpetrating twin to claim communication from an 
undetectable Martian as justification for his killing.
We can extend this argument to religious beliefs. Let us say that population X has declared a certain bounded space was given to them by a god, 
who communicates only with members of population X. VN'hile there may be 
enough physical space for the community, the space has now been trade 
scarce solely because of the belief that a god has declared it to be his property. Any loss of life resulting from that scarcity would be completely 
wasteful if that god did not in fact exist. Any violence resulting from this 
belief would be judged wasteful and/or immoral.
If the morality of any act of violence is measured in proportion to verifiability, then we can judge some specific acts of historical violence as more 
immoral than others. To begin with, an act of violence based on scarcities 
that do not actually exist would be more immoral than an act of violence 
based on scarcities that actually do exist. Thus, Muhammad's killings would 
be deemed more immoral than killings resulting from fighting over a piece 
of land that is actually too small for two warring populations to live upon. 
Likewise, any killing by Christians or Jews based on biblical commands 
would be more immoral than any killing done because of actually existing 
scarce resources.
SUMMARY
Secular violence certainly may be immoral sometimes; perhaps even most of 
the time. Killing for something that is not necessary to human existence, for 
example, may be deemed immoral. Killing to create an empire may be 
deemed immoral. But killing for nonreligious reasons is not always immoral. 
Killing in self-defense is usually not considered immoral. Killing when there is no other way to survive is not considered immoral. If a person needs a basic 
resource (e.g., food or water) to survive, then it may be morally permissible 
to fight and kill for it.


In contrast, violence for religious reasons is always immoral. Killing over 
scarcities that do not actually exist is certainly always immoral, because one 
is trading a life for a nonexistent gain. Committing an act of violence over 
scarcities that cannot he verified to be scarce is likewise always immoral 
because bodily well-being should never be traded for a gain that cannot he 
verified to exist. The fact that religious violence is always immoral, and that 
nonreligious violence is not always immoral, is the fundamental ethical distinction between religious and nonreligious violence.
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[image: ]f religious violence is always immoral, then how do we solve the problem 
of religious violence? Two obvious logical choices present themselves: (1) 
Retain religion, but modify it so that scarcities are not created; or (2) remove 
religion from human life. Each of these choices has advantages and disadvantages. We will discuss arguments for both choices as we discuss solutions 
related to the four scarcities that have been central to our thesis: inscripturation, sacred space, group privileging, and salvation.
First, note that we indicate "minimization" is the key, as violence cannot 
be eliminated for the simple reason that scarce resources will probably always 
exist. Competing interests will always exist. In some cases, violence should 
not be eliminated, as self-defense, for example, is a legitimate use of violence. 
Minimization means that we concentrate on ridding ourselves of unnecessary 
violence.
Since religious violence is caused mainly by competition for resources, 
then part of the solution must involve making religious believers aware of 
how they have created scarce resources. Nonbelievers must challenge 
believers to explain why they believe in such resources in the first place. We 
should challenge believers to explain why they believe certain spaces are 
sacred. Nonbelievers should challenge believers to explain how their notion 
of salvation is any more verifiable than the notions offered by other religions. 
Of course, it is naive to expect believers will automatically examine their 
beliefs and abandon them. However, making believers aware of how religion 
can create scarce resources must be a starting point if there is a solution at 
all.
One can object that eliminating the notions of salvation, sacred space, 
divine revelation, and group privileging would eliminate religion itself. This is only the case if one judges religion to essentially consist of these elements. 
Of all of these elements, however, we believe divine revelation is the only 
essential feature of all religions. That is to say, a person who believes that 
there is some sort of god or transcendent force must have some notion that 
he or she is able to perceive that entity. Sacred space, salvation, and group 
privileging are not so clearly essential, though they certainly may seem so.


At the same time, there are degrees of sacredness and other complexities 
that may render any notion of sacred space or salvation to be so diluted that 
it does not effectively create a scarce resource. And recent efforts to redefine 
many key Christian concepts at least theoretically render them less exclusivistic and less likely to generate violence. What we need to remember is 
that the notion of the Holy Land has been redefined or abandoned 
throughout history by many Jews and Christians who still called themselves 
"religious" at some level. Such redefinitions, in effect, sometimes made competition for a physical space irrelevant.
SCRIPTURE: A ZERO-TOLERANCE ARGUMENT
Even if we do not eliminate religion from human life, an argument can be 
made to eliminate any scripture that contains religious violence from religious life. A zero-tolerance argument means the rejection of any scripture 
that contains any religious violence in any portion. Thus, even if religion is 
retained, we can remove such scripture as a whole genre of religious experience.
We begin our zero-tolerance argument with Mein Kampf, a book that is 
held to be the paradigm of evil in modern society. Imagine that a new religious group were to call themselves the Hitlerian Church, and that the main 
text would be Mein Kumpf. Certainly, the name "Hitlerian" by itself would 
arouse anger and suspicion. The reason, of course, is that Hitler is rightly 
held responsible for the murder of millions of people.
So the question can be posed: Would one act of genocide advocated in 
Mein Kanipf be enough to repudiate the name "Hitlerian" from our church? 
What if the acts of genocide were on a smaller scale? Let us suppose Hitler 
had advocated killing only a few hundred people, just as Muhammad is said 
to have done at Qurayza. Would we still repudiate the label? I would guess 
that most people in our society would rightly repudiate the Hitlerian Church 
label even if we were to somehow prove that Hitler actually ordered a few 
killings, while the rest could be attributed to out-of-control operatives at the 
local and lower levels.
But suppose now that someone argued that there were some good things within Mein Kampf. Hitler, after all, said he stood for family values. He said 
he was following God's wishes. He said he loved his fellow community members. I would speculate that most people would still not be convinced that we 
should keep any part of Mein Kampf, even if there were "good" chapters. The 
genocide committed under Hitler is so heinous that it would outweigh any 
supposed good in Mein Kampf.


This is why an analogous proposal made by C. S. Cowles for the Bible 
fails. Cowles believes that the genocide in the Hebrew Bible is morally 
repugnant. His proposal, however, is unclear. He denies he wants to eject the 
Old Testament from the canon, as did Marcion, the second-century apologist. But when it comes to omitting genocidal texts from the canon, Cowles 
seems to endorse the idea that "in practice this is precisely what the church 
has done."' Cowles, however, never comes to terms with the even greater 
and more eternalized violence of the New Testament, nor does he give any 
verifiable reason why we must keep only the "good" parts of the Bible.
Similar approaches in Islam are insufficient. In a recent study of the New 
Islamists in Egypt, Raymond W. Baker shows that indeed there are many 
Muslim intellectuals who seek ways to eschew violence.2 According to Baker, 
"[T]he energizing faith of the New Islamists is anchored in the foundational 
belief that the Qur'an and the Sunnah of the Prophet provide the spiritual 
inspiration for a distinctive Islamic vision of human community."; But the 
New Islamists still do not address the real problem, which is that their selection of particular parts of the Iladith or the Qur'an as authoritative representations of Islam are ultimately no more verifiable than those of the so-called 
fundamentalists. Thus, violence may become the way to adjudicate disputes, 
just as in Christianity.
In sum, just as we should reject all of Mein Kampf because of its racist and 
genocidal policies, we should reject the Bible for any genocidal policies it 
ever endorsed. We should reject other scriptures if they also ever advocate 
any sort of violence. In fact, Mein Kampf does not contain a single explicit 
command for genocide equivalent to those found in the Hebrew Bible. Yes, 
Mein Kampf describes the Jews as an evil to be expelled from Germany, but 
nowhere in Mein Kanipf is there anything as explicit as the policy of killing 
Canaanites in Deuteronomy 7 and 20 or 1 Samuel 15. Thus, if all of Mein 
Kampf is to be rejected simply for its implied genocidal policies, we should 
certainly reject all of the Bible for some of its explicit and blatant genocidal 
policies.


THE FOLLY OF REAPPROPRIATION
One solution that may work in part, and for the wrong reasons, is reappropriation. The main goal or reappropriation is to retain the value of scripture. 
This is an idea that permeates the history of Jewish, Christian, and Muslim 
exegesis. Methodologically, reappropriation means that it is legitimate to 
deviate from the "original meaning" of a text in order to apply it to another 
cultural or temporal context. For example, such scholars may argue that we 
need not take literally the six-day creation of Genesis 1. We can render Genesis I meaningful today by regarding it as an expression of God's loving care 
for humanity.
The moral reprehensibility of this practice can he shown by the simple 
fact that any good textual exegete could reappropriate Mein Kmnpf and turn 
it into a text meaningful for today. All we have to do is divest it of the 
meaning it had in its original context, and goof-the text becomes relevant 
for us. For example, we could pretend that "family" and "fellow community 
members" in Mein Kampf now mean "everybody." We can pretend that 
"Jews" are a symbol that should not be taken seriously. If two thousand years 
from now most historical proof of a Holocaust were lost, perhaps we could 
even argue that Min Kampfwas meant for in-house consumption, and none 
of its ugly thoughts were ever carried out in real life.
So why don't scholars (1o that., Because they apply empirico-rationalist 
hermeneutics selectively. For example, there are excellent linguistic and contextual markers to determine what the original meaning of "German" as a 
racist term meant for I litler. It now would be ludicrous to reinterpret Hitler's 
"German" to mean "everybody." The "original meaning" of whatever Hitler 
said is sufficient to judge his book on moral grounds. The same should apply 
to the Bible. Once we think we have established an original meaning for a 
biblical passage, then reappropriation is a morally sordid game, just as reappropriation of:Mcin Keimpfwould be. Reappropriation, therefore, is a morally 
reprehensible charade that should end.
Indeed, any reappropriation of biblical texts is vacuous, for it does not 
explain why we are investing so much effort in maintaining a book that we 
can do without. Societies existed before the Bible, so there is no logical 
reason why they cannot exist without it. Maintaining the Bible is another 
form of "essentialist" thinking. My analogies with Hitler and Mein Krmpf are 
deliberate here, for I see very little difference in the techniques used by biblical scholars and theologians to maintain the relevance of a text that we otherwise believe meant something completely different or violent in its original 
context.


THE FUTILITY OF COUNTERTRADITIONS 
HERMENEUTICS
The recent reemphasis of countertraditions to make the Bible relevant is 
simply a variant of the reappropriation technique. We certainly can show 
that perhaps some biblical authors did not advocate genocide or exclusion of 
the same kind or degree as what we have discussed. Ilowever, choosing one 
countertradition as the "essential" or "true" understanding of the Bible is 
inevitably no more justified than picking one portion of .'lLein Ki'anipf that 
seems to contradict another, and calling that our authority for action. Countertraditions, therefore, are ultimately meaningless because they do not 
answer the question of why we should care that the Bible has countetraditions in the first place.
Even if we were not secular humanists, an argument could be made that 
scriptural religions are a cause of more violence than their sacrality is worth. 
All scriptures produce ambiguities that themselves generate new conflicts. 
The distance between their production and our reading of them is, of course, 
a major generator of ambiguity. Even within a single corpus or book we can 
find ambiguous statements that might lead one to act in one manner, and 
another to act the opposite. Given that we likely can never absolutely determine the meaning of most biblical texts, what a nonfundamentalist scholar is 
doing here differs very little from a so-called fundamentalist.
But can't we say the same about all texts? That is to say, are we not, as 
Hans-Georg Gadarner argued, recreating any text every time we read it?4 
Perhaps, but there are still important differences between sacred scripture 
and secular reappropriation. I do not advocate a secular countertradition 
because of an unverifiable belief in a god. I do not equate my reappropriation with that of a communication from a god; I recognize it for what it is. 
With texts such as the US Constitution, we can at least agree on verifiable 
procedures for reappropriation or for countertraditions. It is a more democratic process (relatively speaking) and of a different quality from the 
rationale "Countertradition X is best because it accords with the mind of 
unverifiable being Y."
But if that is the case, then how does retaining this illusion differ from 
simply ejecting these scriptures altogether? The answer, of course, is that it 
does not. The result would be the same insofar as we do not deem the original 
meaning of those scriptures as authoritative when we reappropriate them. But 
the result of abandoning the original meaning of a text is no different from disregarding the authority of the text altogether. For example, if an individual 
chose not to interpret Jesus' commandment to hate one's parents literally or as 
originally meant, then the result is no different than if he rejected the Bible as 
authoritative altogether: Either way, he would not hate his parents.


We have shown that some portions of the Bible advocate genocidal policies. Whether they were carried out historically or not is not as important as 
the fact that they are endorsed as a good thing. We should judge them just 
as harshly as we would if Hitler had never actually carried out what he said 
he would do. We have shown that Jesus endorsed hate sometimes. For those 
reasons alone, we should not hold the Bible as sacred. Just as Hitler's appeal 
to God and a higher motive would not be cause to render Mein Kmpf sacred, 
the fact that the Bible also claimes a higher authority should not be cause to 
maintain its sacrality. The advocacy of a single episode of religious violence 
should be sufficient to void all claims of divine origin for both the Qur'an 
and the Bible.
AESTHETICS AS APOLOGETICS
The superiority of the Bible is being maintained through aesthetics. That is 
to say, having given up on the idea that we can maintain the Bible as the word 
of God or as a historical record, some scholars have increasingly encouraged 
the appreciation of the Bible for its "literary" and "aesthetic" merits. This 
shift can already be seen in the celebrated 1753 lectures of Bishop Robert 
Lowth (1710-1787), who remarked that in regard to Hebrew poetry, "the 
human mind can conceive of nothing more elevated, more beautiful, or more 
elegant."5
Hermann Gunkel (1862-1932), the father of "form criticism," which 
sought to identify the earliest and most basic literary units of biblical texts, 
had a thinly veiled motivation for privileging the poetic side of the Bible, as 
the following passage shows:
But legends are not lies; on the contrary, they are a particular form of 
poetry. Why should not the lofty spirit of the Old Testament religion, which 
employed so many varieties of poetry, indulge in this form also? For religion 
everywhere, the Israelite religion included, has especially cherished poetry 
and poetic narrative, since poetic narrative is so much better qualified than 
prose to he the medium of religious thought. Genesis is a more intensely 
religious book than the Book of Kings.6
Gunkel's arguments are located squarely within his discussion of the historical factuality of biblical narratives. He is speaking in the aftermath of devastating attacks on the historicity of the Pentateuch. The idea that Genesis is 
more religious than 1 Kings also shows that Gunkel is actually creating a 
canon within a canon.
Now there is a cottage industry in the "literary" approach to the Bible, and its main representatives are Robert Alter, Meir Sternberg, and Frank 
Kermode.' The apologetic intent is sometimes quite frank, as in the case of 
Alter's comment on how ancient and modern readers have approached the 
Hebrew Bible:


Subsequent religious tradition has by and large encouraged us to take the 
Bible seriously, rather than enjoy it, but the paradoxical truth of the matter 
may well be that by learning to enjoy the biblical stories more fully as stories, we shall also come to see more clearly what they mean to tell us about 
God, man and the perilously momentous realm of history.'
Even violence is sometimes regarded with aesthetic delight by scholars. 
For example, Susan Niditch speaks of a "bardic" tradition describing war as 
follows: "The bardic tradition, so called because of the beautiful traditionalstyle narration in which much of the material is preserved, presents a view of 
war that glorifies warriors, their courage, daring, leadership, in skill."' She 
includes as part of this "bardic" tradition the story of the beheading of a man 
(David and Goliath) and other acts of murder and mayhem.
In actuality, there is nothing that can be objectively defined as beautiful 
in scripture. Beauty is a value judgment. Such value judgments, however, 
should be exposed when they purport to be based on some sort of objective 
criteria. Usually beauty is located in episodes that cannot be called such when 
taking into account the violence and other forms of human devaluation that 
they entail.
That aesthetics functions as apologetics can be seen in the sheer fact that 
so much of the Bible consists of mangled, nearly incomprehensible text. 
David J. A. Clines, perhaps the foremost Hebrew lexicographer alive, has 
estimated that perhaps "one in every two words in the Hebrew Bible may be 
corrupt."10 If this is correct, and we are not even evaluating an uncorrupted 
text, then how are we to judge beauty? How are episodes condoning violence, slavery, and misogyny beautiful? Are there nonbiblical texts that are 
more beautiful?
In order to solve the problem of religious violence, believers must 
become aware of how aesthetics functions to keep violent texts alive. Once 
we see that the biblical text is not necessarily any more beautiful then any 
other text, there is no longer any justification to privilege the Bible on aesthetic grounds. And since aesthetics are relative, our judgment that the Bible 
is also an ugly text, especially in its more violent episodes, paves the way 
toward morally obligating us to move beyond this text.


THE FATUITY OF ESSENTIALISM
Despite the fact that critical scholarship has exposed the lack of consensus 
about almost any issue in scriptural studies, there still persists the claim that 
the "essential" message of Christianity can be used for "peace building." 
Thus, a recent attempt by Andrea Bartoli to show the value of Christianity 
in peace building is premised on the myth that "many communities within 
Christianity continued seeking a closer relation with the original message of 
Jesus."" We have pointed to similar conceptions in Islam and Judaism.
Such an approach is doomed to failure. Not only can we never verify 
what "the original message ofJesus" was, but our collective culture has spent 
probably millions of person-hours trying to find "the original message of 
Jesus"-when that time could have been spent actually peace building. More 
tragically, the very idea that there is any such thing as "the original message 
of Jesus" creates a scarce resource over which conflicts have historically 
occurred and will continue to occur. Peace building cannot be based on 
mythology, but on real solutions to real problems. A better solution, therefore, is to abandon all pretense to finding the "original message" of anybody 
in antiquity.
DESACRALIZING SPACE
Religions are capable of modifying views of sacred space. We have seen such 
modification in both Christianity and Judaism. Many Jews, such as Geiger 
and Herz], did not believe that Judaism should be tied to a particular space. 
As Jonathan Z. Smith points out, the sacralitv of Jerusalem was actually flexible and underwent an evolution. Philip Schaff, a superb historian and conservative Christian by modern standards, observed: "The Crusades also furnish the perpetual reminder that not in localities is the Church to seek its 
holiest satisfaction." Christians, Jews, and Muslims can indeed redefine 
sacred space so that it is not as much of a scarce resource.''
Ilowever, note that this lesson has still not been learned, as evident from 
Marc Gopin's recommendations for deescalating the Palestinian-Israeli conflict.
Gestures of regret, honor and rededication should be made in every religious space that has been violated in Israel and Palestine. This includes the 
I)ome of the Rock, Joseph's tomb, Hebron, Jericho, in addition to various 
synagogues, mosques, and gravesites. Such gestures should he bilateral 
organized by a variety of interfaith organizations but endorsed publicly by 
leading political figures on both sides.13


While such a gesture may provide short-term alleviation, it fails to 
address the more fundamental problem of the creation of sacred space. Gestures of honor, in the long run, simply continue the legitimization of sacred 
space over which conflict has arisen. A longer-term solution would involve 
dialogue about how religion creates sacred space. Desacralizing space is ultimately the best solution, as it eliminates at least one scarce resource over 
which people fight.
DEPRIVILEGING GROUPS
If privileging groups creates scarce resources, then an obvious solution is to 
advocate the deprivileging of those groups. Imagine, for example, no hierarchy of claims to have privileged access to God, whose existence cannot be 
verified and who may not exist at all. Of course, the major objection is that 
the result will be chaos, as we will lose the authorities that guide our morality.
Our response is that we already do have chaos. Christianity, for example, 
has been alive for two thousand years or so, and religious hierarchies and 
privileges have not brought us any closer to peace, which is usually defined 
as a set of conditions for the privileged group in the first place. If any hierarchy is undesirable, then hierarchies based on unverifiable premises have to 
be worse.
SALVATION AS A COMMON GOOD
The idea of a supernatural resource that results in security or some sort of 
permanent benefit has caused a great deal of violence throughout history. 
The obvious solution is to dismantle this idea. To some extent, some are 
trying with new models for the atonement. But these models do not go far 
enough. First, the idea that anyone needs supernatural salvation is unverifiable. Second, the concept that God or God's son or anyone else has to die to 
be saved is not only unverifiable but can be seen as a continuation of ancient 
violent ideas about blood magic and sacrifice that simply have no place in the 
modern world. The idea that God died not because it was necessary, but 
simply to show his love, is equally misguided. The idea that violence is an 
expression of love is the problem.
Walter Wink is only partly correct when he says that for Christians, 
"[t]he issue is not `What must I do in order to secure my salvation?" but rather, 
`What does God require of me in response to the needs of others?""' By 
appealing to what "God requires," Wink propagates a fundamental engine of conflict: now time must he spent arguing about exactly what God requires. By 
allotting millions of person-hours to saving souls, we are neglecting real needs 
and real solutions for the living bodies that inhabit our planet.


Moreover, nonexistent beings cannot save anyone. If there are saviors, they 
are human beings. Accordingly, our solution is to make sufficiently abundant 
those resources that people are actually lacking. These include food, shelter, 
justice, and so on. We can see that people want education and opportunity. We 
can verify that people are dying of hunger and disease. Enipirico-rationalist 
epistemology is the key to determining what people actually need to live.
A COSTBENEFIT ARGUMENT
At first sight, one of the most persuasive arguments for the value of religion 
in bringing peace to the world is a long list of conflicts whose resolution 
Wink attributes to nonviolent religious activity. Examples include the Solidarity movement in Poland, Martin Luther King's struggles for civil rights in 
America, and Chandi's ouster of the British in India.)5 So let's grant for the 
moment that all of those conflicts were solved by religious beliefs such that 
we could schematize them as "Religious Belief X, therefore peaceful Action 
Y." Indeed, we do not claim that religious beliefs cannot result in acts that 
benefit human beings.
Our argument is rather more subtle. First, we hold that it is not ethical 
or moral to bring good based on myth or premises that cannot be verified. 
The easiest illustration of this is a somewhat crude analogy. Let us pretend 
that a child behaved in a good way because of her belief in Santa Claus. She 
performed acts of kindness because of that belief. She cleaned her room 
because of that belief. Yet all the while we know that Santa Claus cannot be 
verified to exist.
Surely, we would not continue to espouse the Santa Claus ►nyth for the 
sake of enhancing the child's behavior. It is unethical because we are asking 
the child to give us a tangible service in return for a nonexistent reward 
(Santa Claus's existence and his benefits). In other words, the child is working 
on the basis of false premises. Second, when the child learns that Santa Claus 
does not exist, it may have a deleterious effect on why she behaves well, 
which would not serve our self-interest. Compelling or encouraging good 
behavior should be based on appreciation of the value of verifiable causes and 
consequences to behavior.
We hold that any beneficial acts of religion are in the same category. 
Believers may behave because of rewards that do not exist or cannot be verified to exist. Such unverifiable rewards include heaven, salvation, and God's favors. Those supernatural rewards do not remove self-interest, they simply 
channel it in a different direction. It is immoral to encourage anyone to 
behave well if we realize that the supernatural rewards are no more verifiable 
than the belief in the existence of Santa Claus. Since no one acts against his 
perceived self-interest, only those actions that are based on verified or verifiable rewards and consequences are moral.


I lowever, we hold that the potential acts of good caused by religion can 
never exceed those that cause violence. This is particularly the case if one 
assumes that religion encourages altruistic behavior (as Michael Shernicr 
does, for example). In fact, there is no such thing as altruistic behavior in 
some absolute sense, because all actions are performed for some perceived 
benefit to the agent. This is the case even if the effect is, by our judgment, 
counterproductive to the agent. For example, those slamming into the World 
Trade (;enter lost the opportunity to further propagate their genes if they 
were childless. This might seem to be altruistic from the perspective of 
someone that shared their religious beliefs.
However, if Atta and his cohorts believed they were going to paradise, 
that is self-interest. If they thought they were helping to build a better 
Muslim world, it is self-interest insofar as they were building the vision of 
Islam that makes them happy. Indeed, if acts of altruism make us feel good, 
that is a perceived benefit to us, psychologically if not genetically or somatically. Interest is relative, but it is always self-interest.
Self-sacrifice is immoral if the benefit does not actually exist. One would 
be trading one's life for nothing. Likewise, any act of love based on religion 
is immoral. Given that the worth of all people is theoretically equal, any loss 
of life caused by an unverifiable belief would be immoral or unnecessary. For 
example, let's say that out of religious reasons someone actually lays down his 
life for his friends, as stated in John 15:13 (e.g., Jesus dying on a cross to 
bring a supernatural reward called "salvation"). But since his body is equal in 
value to that of his friend, there really has been no net gain in life. There has 
instead been a net loss of life. One person died who did not need to die. Such 
an act would be immoral because it caused the death of one person when 
none needed to (lie in the first place.
This argument can be extended to less drastic and more benign levels. If 
we say, for example, that the Christian notion of agape causes us to love 
others, then there is no reason why such a notion must be interpreted in religious terms. First, by interpreting "love" in religious terms, one is not acting 
with any less self-interest than for nonreligious reasons. Second, when one 
does it for religious self-interest, one is again trading nonexistent or nonverifiable benefits for existent ones. Third, the creation of any scarce resource 
by a religious version of agape or love could be an unnecessary side effect that 
would not occur if we encouraged secular versions of love.


HOW MUCH CREDIT IS DUE?
Less well appreciated is that many of the benefits attributed to religion are 
intended to reverse problems caused by religion itself. For example, the abolition movement can be seen as a departure from biblical view of slavery 
rather than obedience to some New Testament prohibition of slavery. That 
slavery was accepted and endorsed throughout the Bible needs little demonstration, as is widely acknowledged by Christian writers (see Eph. 6:5, 1 Pet. 
2:18).'6
Having generally endorsed slavery for some nineteen hundred of the last 
two thousand years, Christianity can claim little credit for abolishing something that it could have abolished almost two millennia years earlier. In fact, 
it is because the Bible was considered an authority that the abolition of 
slavery was retarded in the first place. The first Christians apparently had no 
trouble overturning many other age-old institutions, and so it also is not very 
cogent to argue that Christianity could not speak against slavery in the first 
century.
The same can be said of many icons of charity. Mother Teresa 
(1910-1997), for example, opposed contraception on religious grounds. 
Thus, on the one hand, she indeed helped many poor people, but on the 
other hand, she advocated policies that helped to generate the very pool of 
poor people she was attempting to help. Religious beliefs are largely responsible for arguments against contraception, which helps to perpetuate poverty 
and conflicts over scarce resources. So in the end, did Mother Teresa help 
more people than were harmed by her religious belief?'
THE SLAVERY MODEL AND ABRAHAMIC RELIGIONS
Samir Amin, a noted Marxist theoretician, observed that the Abrahamic religions, among others, originated during a period in which a tributary economic system was in place. These religions were meant to legitimize that 
tributary system." A similar proposal was made by Karl Jaspers regarding the 
so-called Axial Age, when many of the most influential religions were born, 
presumably to help legitimize the state.'`' It is indeed intriguing that many of 
the world's major religions emerged between about 500 BCE and 600 BCE.
We can modify these ideas by observing that all the Abrahamic religions 
were born in slave model societies, wherein slavery was endorsed and/or seen 
as an important part of the economy. The Hebrew Bible, for example, sees 
the history of the Israelite people as a history of former slaves. Yet the 
Hebrew Bible also endorses slavery of people subjugated by the Israelites (Lev. 25:44). Christianity was horn in the Roman Empire, which was a slave 
21)society. Islam developed amid a slave society and a vigorous slave trade."


If there is anything "essential" about the Abrahamic religions, it is that 
they still are permeated by a slave mentality. All Abrahamic religions see God 
as the master of the universe. Israelite worshippers refer to themselves as 
"servants" of Yahweh, and circumcision was originally likely seen as a sort of 
slave mark demanded by God. Christ often appears to he nothing more than 
the Christian version of a Roman emperor. The meaning of the very term 
"Isla in"-submission-describes nothing less than becoming a slave of Allah.
SUMMARY
We acknowledge that some Jewish, Christian, and Muslim theologians 
accept, especially in more recent times, that some of their theologies are violent. But they do not seem able to surrender general religious traditions that 
are no more well grounded than the religiously violent ones. In fact, until the 
Abrahamic religions overthrow the master-slave model in which they were 
born, we see little progress to be made. Since all religious beliefs are ultimately unverifiable, the greatest scarce resource of all is verifiability. And one 
way to remedy or minimize unverifiabilitv in any decision-making process, 
especially that leading to violence, is to eliminate religion from human life 
altogether.
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[image: ]arl von Clausewitz may have cared little for the role of religion in war, 
but that outlook is certainly changing, especially following 9/11. 
Therefore, it behooves foreign policy makers to understand the implications 
of our thesis. First, our thesis should make clear that foreign policy must 
never be based on an appeal to unverifiable forces and/or beings. We have 
enough existing scarce resources over which to fight without creating unverifiable ones. On the other hand, understanding groups and states in which 
religion does play a role is an important tool in foreign policy. Here we 
survey some ideas and problems that are at issue in dealing with the explosive mixture of religion and foreign policy.
BUSH'S FOREIGN POLICY
As noted by Richard Clarke, "To the extent that religion was a political force 
during the Cold War, it was a weak one promoted by the United States as a 
counterpoint to the anti-religious ideology of the Soviet Union."' There is a 
resurgence of religious ideology in the foreign policy of George W. Bush.' 
Although the roles of oil and economics have been viewed by some as the 
primary factors in Bush's foreign policy on terrorism, it seems clear that religion also has an important role.; Bush, like many of the scholars we have discussed, is an essentialist when it comes to Islam. He believes that Islam is 
essentially good, and that Osama bin Laden is practicing a deviant form of 
Islam.
Bush's essentialism was most clear in his address on September 20, 2001, 
to a joint session of Congress in the aftermath of September 11. Concerning Islam, he stated: "It's practiced freely by many millions of Americans, and by 
millions more in countries that America counts as friends. Its teachings are 
good and peaceful, and those who commit evil in the name of Allah blaspheme the name of Allah. The terrorists are traitors to their own faith, 
trying, in effect, to hijack Islam itself."4


Ironically, Bush's critics have also accepted essentialism when it comes to 
Islam. Thus, Clarke, in his Against All Enemies, severely criticizes Bush's 
obsession with Iraq. Clarke served as the nation's first National Coordinator 
for Security, Infrastructure Protection, and Counterterrorism under Bill 
Clinton. On September 11, 2001, he was serving as the manager of the Situation Room in the White House. Despite his long career studying al Qaeda, 
he provides the following description for that organization: "Al-Qaeda is a 
worldwide political conspiracy masquerading as a religious sect. It engages in 
murder of innocent people to grab attention. Its goal is a fourteenth-century-style theocracy in which women have no rights, everyone is forced to be 
a Muslim, and the Sharia legal system is used to cut off hands and stone 
people to death.
So on the one hand, al Qaeda is not really a religious sect, and on the 
other hand, al Qaeda'.s main goal is forced theocracy. Clarke suggests that 
Bush "should have launched a concerted effort globally to counter the ideology of al-Qaeda and the larger radical Islamic terrorist movement with a 
partnership to promote the realIslamn."6 Likewise, The 9/11 Commission Report 
speaks of America opposing "a perversion of Islam."'
Given the unverifiability of the ultimate premises, promotion of the 
"real" version of any religion only regenerates conflict. Religious conflicts 
cannot be settled by any objective means, and this is where the danger of violence is ever present just underneath the surface of even the most pacifistic 
of religions. So in contrast to the essentialist solutions, which promote the 
"good Islam," foreign policy should center on exposing the fact that all versions of Islam-or any religion-are based on equally unverifiable premises. 
Foreign policy should seek to counteract, through aggressive and nonviolent 
educational programs, all modes of thought that are premised on the existence of supernatural beings and/or forces.
THE MECCA OPTION
The fact that our foreign policy makers do not see the potential use of belief 
in sacred space to quell violence is most obvious in the apparent impasse 
between the United States and al Qaeda. The rise of transnational militant 
groups such as al Qaeda has made deterrence even more problematic, as there is no national territory that may be targeted by the United States to 
counteract these groups. These difficulties have been outlined by, among 
other national security specialists, Paul K. Davis and Brian Michael Jenkins 
of the RAND Institute.' Davis and Jenkins are interested in the religious 
components of al Qaeda, and they cite John Esposito as one of their sources 
on Islamic religion.'


Briefly, Davis and Jenkins want to pursue a policy of influence combined 
with the threat of force as a main deterrent. Thus, they suggest:
Draw a line and credibly announce that anyone crossing that line by possessing or supporting the acquisition of WMD for terrorist purposes will be 
pursued relentlessly-forever, if necessary-with all the means necessary 
and with the United States willing to lower its standards of evidence, presume guilt, violate sovereignty, attack preemptively, and so on."
They add that a deterrent strategy should focus on what the enemy values:
An important theme dating from the mid-1970s consisted of determining 
what the Soviet Union's leaders held dear and "holding it at risk," a 
euphemistic way of saying that in the event of an attack on the United 
States, whatever the Soviet leaders valued (rather than what U.S. system 
analysis might imagine they should value) would be destroyed. Nuclear targeting, then, might have the objective of destroying the communist party's 
control structure, not just destructive devices such as missiles. Targeting 
might include attacks on the leaders themselves, even if they were in deep 
underground shelters.''
Davis and Jenkins certainly recognize that one of the most crucial issues 
in foreign policy during the nuclear era was deterrence.'' Nuclear weapons 
meant that the world could be destroyed. Consequently, a policy of deterrence evolved as different sides shifted in advantage. According to the Harvard Study Group, the United States was "substantially invulnerable to 
attack through the mid-1950s"" By the mid-1970s a rough parity existed 
that still favored the offensive side, even though neither side could eventually hope to win. 'Ne had arrived at the era of mutually assured destruction 
(MAD) as a state of affairs, even if not as a policy.14
The Soviet Union, the United States' main opponent during the nuclear 
era, was constantly reminded that any nuclear strike would be returned with 
one that would result in the obliteration of the Soviet Union, if not the 
planet. It was, therefore, not in the best interest of either side to use nuclear 
weapons. This stalemate became so costly to maintain that some believe it 
figured in the collapse of the Soviet Union. But the demise of the bipolar 
world meant that deterrence had to be reconfigured.'


However, Davis and Jenkins do not see the logical implications of their 
observations. Given the value of sacred space for Muslims, Davis and Jenkins 
fail to see that targeting what the opponent values could logically lead to a 
policy advocating the destruction of Mecca. Indeed, one of the things that all 
Muslims-including, presumably, the members of al Qaeda-value most is 
the sacred space called Mecca. The Hajj to Mecca is one of the five pillars of 
Islam. Osama bin Laden's proclamation of war speaks of the damage already 
being done to sacred space. Clearly bin Laden values sacred space.
Accordingly, the deterrent most analogous to that identified by Davis 
and Jenkins as effective against the Soviet Union is the potential destruction 
or occupation of Mecca. Announcing the possibility of the "Mecca Option" 
would be as good a deterrent as MAD. All Muslim militants would be put on 
notice that any attack on the United States would be met with the destruction or occupation of their most sacred site. If that did not deter them, few 
other things would work.
However, unlike MAD, the Mecca Option need not result in loss of life, 
because it is the space itself that is valued. Unlike the situation with the 
Soviet Union, a rapid response against Mecca would not he crucial, because 
attacks are unlikely to come directly from Mecca. Destroying Mecca inunediately would have no tactical value, so occupants could be evacuated prior 
to attack. The Mecca Option would also be cost-effective, as it would require 
very little military force or loss of American lives to destroy the most sacred 
areas of Mecca.
But what would be the consequences of an extension to Mecca of the 
hypothetical proposals made by Davis and Jenkins for the Soviet situation? 
The cost, of course, is enmity of the Muslim world. To what extent military 
theorists will be willing to pursue such a new way of thinking about sacred 
space is the big question to he answered. Ultimately, such strategists will 
need to weigh the cost of Muslim enmity against the potential destruction of 
our society. If Machiavelli had any insight at all perhaps it is best paraphrased 
by this question: It is better to be feared than loved if it deters our destruction, or are sacred spaces more valuable than human lives? This is the type 
of new question that emerges from the rethinking of the value of sacred 
space in foreign policy.
JERUSALEM AND ISRAEL
Jerusalem's sacred value has been created by religion, and its political and 
economic value derives from its religious value. Given that situation, the 
United States must decide whether supporting the state of Israel is in our national best interest. Here one finds at least two camps. One camp says that 
our relationship with Israel is in our national interest, while the other camp 
would argue that it is not. We look briefly here at each side.


Among those who support the idea that Israel is in our national interest 
are those who see Israel as a stable democracy on which we can rely in the 
Middle East. Advocates of such a policy include Nadav Safran and, most 
recently, Alan Dershowitz.16 To one degree or another, this has been the foreign policy of the United States since the birth of Israel in 1948.
Among those who say that Israel does not provide enough benefit to outweigh the hostility of the Muslim world are Jewish as well as non-Jewish theoreticians. Cheryl A. Rubenberg, who supports a two-state solution, 
nonetheless argues against the common assumptions that Israel is of strategic 
value to the United States and that Israel demonstrates enlightened democratic values that are consistent with those of the United States. Basing himself more on moral grounds, Marc l llis, a Jewish theologian, has also questioned the support that the United States has given to Israel.''
Our survey of the relationship between religion and violence indicates 
that Islamic violence against the West will not be resolved unless the Israel 
situation is resolved. The idea that Jews are the enemy is very deeply 
ingrained in Muslim history and philosophy. It goes back to first biographies 
of the prophet Muhammad, who serves as a paradigm of Muslim behavior. 
This hatred has existed before colonialism, during colonialism, and in our 
supposedly postcolonial world.
As long as Jerusalem and Israel continue to be regarded as sacred space, 
it will continue to be a problem. A pessimist would predict that violence in 
Jerusalem will continue indefinitely. An optimist would point to the fact that 
many Jews in Europe have indeed come to see Jerusalem and Israel as something best left in the past or in poetry (e.g., Geiger)." If we can descripturalize the argument and desacralize the space, there may be a slight 
glimmer of hope for resolution.
SUMMARY
Gilles Kepel has argued vigorously that terrorist "Islamist" movements, as he 
calls them, are in decline.'" The attacks of September 11, he observes, have 
failed to mobilize the Islamic world in the manner Osama bin Laden 
expected. Far from showing their vitality, the attacks show the desperation 
and frustration of Islamist movements to unite the Muslim world against the 
West. We hope that this is the case.
However, there are also grounds for pessimism. First, it does not take many Islamic terrorists to bring down a superpower. September I I had an 
incredibly negative impact on the US economy. Second, it is unclear whether 
the current wars in Iraq and Afghanistan are helping to disband Muslim militants or creating more of them. The latter scenario has a precedent in the 
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, which some scholars see as a turning point in 
the globalization of Islamic militancy.20 Third, our government is still very 
misinformed about religion. By seeking to promote "good" religion, it overlooks the inherent danger in all religion-the use of unverifiable propositions to further an agenda.


Solving political and economic problems is a very important part of our 
foreign policy. In fact, we have not argued that religion is the only problem 
in the Middle East. Certainly we must address educational, economic, and 
political problems. However, a sound foreign policy must recognize that disputes about ultimately unverifiable beliefs are a prime factor in religious violence. An effective foreign policy, therefore, must include an educational 
program that convinces world citizens that violence about resources that do 
not exist, or that cannot be verified to exist, is against their own interest. 
Ultimately, such a strategy would be in everyone's best interest.
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[image: ]eligion, as a mode of life and thought that is premised on relationships 
with supernatural forces and/or beings, is fundamentally prone to violence. Violence in religion may indeed be akin to a "recessive gene," as 
Kelton Cobb has described it.' The violence, first and foremost, resides in 
the unverifiability of a religion's basic premises and any consequences that 
follow. Since there are no objective means to adjudicate unverifiable claims, 
conflict and violence ensue when counterclaims are made. As such, the 
potential for violence is part of every religious tradition, though we have 
concentrated only on the Abrahamic traditions.'
We have embedded our critique of religious violence within the framework of scarce resource theory of violence. Within this framework, scarce 
resources, real or perceived, are a major mechanism for conflict. This is particularly the case because, by nature, religion creates scarcities. Any time 
someone says that he has received a revelation from God, a scarce resource 
has been created. Any time a group declares that it is the receptor, transmitter, and rightful custodian of written divine communication, scarce 
resources are created in the form of inscripturation and group privileging. 
Any time one physical space is declared to be more valuable than another, 
another scarce resource has been created-especially if others are competing 
for that same space.
Most scholars of religion and biblical scholars have been complicit in 
creating and propagating the value of violent texts at one time or another. 
Some may acknowledge that the mission of academics is to help faith communities in a benign and inclusivistic way, as does Charles Cosgrove, who 
thinks it is scholarship's mission to establish the "viability of other faith interpretations" (i.e., those outside of "Western theological academe").3 Anne Clark tells us that "the sympathetic treatment of Judaism or indeed any other 
non-Christian faiths, in schools, will benefit children from all faith communities."4 Most academic scholars are not so frank in acknowledging that their 
scholarship is an apologetic enterprise.


Given the violence in the scriptures we have examined, I would suggest 
that the opposite should be our mission. Our job as biblical scholars is to 
undermine the value of any scripture that endorses violence. We become 
complicit in violence when we attempt to maintain the value of a book whose 
main truth claims can never be verified. We are complicit when we maintain 
the value of violent scriptures by focusing on "aesthetics" that exist no more 
than the "aesthetics" of Mein Kanzpf: We need to ask ourselves, as academics, 
why the Bible and the Qur'an, among other scriptures, are worth privileging 
at all. Our final mission, as scholars of these scriptures, must be to help 
humanity close the book on a long chapter of human misery.
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