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Plato, Republic, Book VI: The Allegory of the Cave

The son of a wealthy and noble family, Plato (427-347 B.C.) was preparing for a career in 
politics when the trial and eventual execution of Socrates (399 B.C.) changed the course of 
his life. He abandoned his political career and turned to philosophy, opening a school on the 
outskirts of Athens dedicated to the Socratic search for wisdom. Plato's school, then known 
as the Academy, was the first university in western history and operated from 387 B.C. until 
A.D. 529, when it was closed by Justinian. 

Unlike his mentor Socrates, Plato was both a writer and a teacher. His writings are in the 
form of dialogues, with Socrates as the principal speaker. In the Allegory of the Cave, Plato 
described symbolically the predicament in which mankind finds itself and proposes a way of 
salvation. The Allegory presents, in brief form, most of Plato's major philosophical 
assumptions: his belief that the world revealed by our senses is not the real world but only a 
poor copy of it, and that the real world can only be apprehended intellectually; his idea that 
knowledge cannot be transferred from teacher to student, but rather that education consists 
in directing student's minds toward what is real and important and allowing them to 
apprehend it for themselves; his faith that the universe ultimately is good; his conviction that 
enlightened individuals have an obligation to the rest of society, and that a good society 
must be one in which the truly wise (the Philosopher-King) are the rulers. 

The Allegory of the Cave can be found in Book VII of Plato's best-known work, The 
Republic, a lengthy dialogue on the nature of justice. Often regarded as a utopian blueprint, 
The Republic is dedicated toward a discussion of the education required of a Philosopher-
King. 

The following selection is taken from the Benjamin Jowett translation (Vintage, 1991), pp. 
253-261. As you read the Allegory, try to make a mental picture of the cave Plato describes. 
Better yet, why not draw a picture of it and refer to it as you read the selection. In many 
ways, understanding Plato's Allegory of the Cave will make your foray into the world of 
philosophical thought much less burdensome. 
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*          *           *           *           *           * 

[Socrates] And now, I said, let me show in a figure how far our nature is enlightened or 
unenlightened: --Behold! human beings living in a underground cave, which has a mouth 
open towards the light and reaching all along the cave; here they have been from their 
childhood, and have their legs and necks chained so that they cannot move, and can only see 
before them, being prevented by the chains from turning round their heads. Above and 
behind them a fire is blazing at a distance, and between the fire and the prisoners there is a 
raised way; and you will see, if you look, a low wall built along the way, like the screen 
which marionette players have in front of them, over which they show the puppets.  

 
[Glaucon] I see.  

 
[Socrates] And do you see, I said, men passing along the wall carrying all sorts of vessels, 
and statues and figures of animals made of wood and stone and various materials, which 
appear over the wall? Some of them are talking, others silent. 

 
[Glaucon] You have shown me a strange image, and they are strange prisoners.  

 
[Socrates] Like ourselves, I replied; and they see only their own shadows, or the shadows of 
one another, which the fire throws on the opposite wall of the cave?  

 
[Glaucon] True, he said; how could they see anything but the shadows if they were never 
allowed to move their heads?  

 
[Socrates] And of the objects which are being carried in like manner they would only see 
the shadows?  

 
[Glaucon] Yes, he said.  

 
[Socrates] And if they were able to converse with one another, would they not suppose that 
they were naming what was actually before them?  

 
[Glaucon] Very true.  

 
[Socrates] And suppose further that the prison had an echo which came from the other side, 
would they not be sure to fancy when one of the passers-by spoke that the voice which they 
heard came from the passing shadow?  
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[Glaucon] No question, he replied.  

 
[Socrates] To them, I said, the truth would be literally nothing but the shadows of the 
images.  

 
[Glaucon] That is certain.  

 
[Socrates] And now look again, and see what will naturally follow if the prisoners are 
released and disabused of their error. At first, when any of them is liberated and compelled 
suddenly to stand up and turn his neck round and walk and look towards the light, he will 
suffer sharp pains; the glare will distress him, and he will be unable to see the realities of 
which in his former state he had seen the shadows; and then conceive some one saying to 
him, that what he saw before was an illusion, but that now, when he is approaching nearer to 
being and his eye is turned towards more real existence, he has a clearer vision, -what will 
be his reply? And you may further imagine that his instructor is pointing to the objects as 
they pass and requiring him to name them, -will he not be perplexed? Will he not fancy that 
the shadows which he formerly saw are truer than the objects which are now shown to him? 

  
[Glaucon] Far truer.  

 
[Socrates] And if he is compelled to look straight at the light, will he not have a pain in his 
eyes which will make him turn away to take and take in the objects of vision which he can 
see, and which he will conceive to be in reality clearer than the things which are now being 
shown to him?  

 
[Glaucon] True, he now.  

 
[Socrates] And suppose once more, that he is reluctantly dragged up a steep and rugged 
ascent, and held fast until he's forced into the presence of the sun himself, is he not likely to 
be pained and irritated? When he approaches the light his eyes will be dazzled, and he will 
not be able to see anything at all of what are now called realities.  

 
[Glaucon] Not all in a moment, he said.  

 
[Socrates] He will require to grow accustomed to the sight of the upper world. And first he 
will see the shadows best, next the reflections of men and other objects in the water, and 
then the objects themselves; then he will gaze upon the light of the moon and the stars and 
the spangled heaven; and he will see the sky and the stars by night better than the sun or the 
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light of the sun by day?  

 
[Glaucon] Certainly.  

 
[Socrates] Last of he will be able to see the sun, and not mere reflections of him in the 
water, but he will see him in his own proper place, and not in another; and he will 
contemplate him as he is.  

 
[Glaucon] Certainly.  

 
[Socrates] He will then proceed to argue that this is he who gives the season and the years, 
and is the guardian of all that is in the visible world, and in a certain way the cause of all 
things which he and his fellows have been accustomed to behold?  

 
[Glaucon] Clearly, he said, he would first see the sun and then reason about him.  

 
[Socrates] And when he remembered his old habitation, and the wisdom of the cave and his 
fellow-prisoners, do you not suppose that he would felicitate himself on the change, and pity 
them?  

 
[Glaucon] Certainly, he would.  

 
[Socrates] And if they were in the habit of conferring honors among themselves on those 
who were quickest to observe the passing shadows and to remark which of them went 
before, and which followed after, and which were together; and who were therefore best able 
to draw conclusions as to the future, do you think that he would care for such honors and 
glories, or envy the possessors of them? Would he not say with Homer,  

Better to be the poor servant of a poor master, 

and to endure anything, rather than think as they do and live after their manner?  

 
[Glaucon] Yes, he said, I think that he would rather suffer anything than entertain these 
false notions and live in this miserable manner.  

 
[Socrates] Imagine once more, I said, such an one coming suddenly out of the sun to be 
replaced in his old situation; would he not be certain to have his eyes full of darkness?  
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[Glaucon] To be sure, he said.  

 
[Socrates] And if there were a contest, and he had to compete in measuring the shadows 
with the prisoners who had never moved out of the cave, while his sight was still weak, and 
before his eyes had become steady (and the time which would be needed to acquire this new 
habit of sight might be very considerable) would he not be ridiculous? Men would say of 
him that up he went and down he came without his eyes; and that it was better not even to 
think of ascending; and if any one tried to loose another and lead him up to the light, let 
them only catch the offender, and they would put him to death.  

 
[Glaucon] No question, he said.  

 
[Socrates] This entire allegory, I said, you may now append, dear Glaucon, to the previous 
argument; the prison-house is the world of sight, the light of the fire is the sun, and you will 
not misapprehend me if you interpret the journey upwards to be the ascent of the soul into 
the intellectual world according to my poor belief, which, at your desire, I have expressed 
whether rightly or wrongly God knows. But, whether true or false, my opinion is that in the 
world of knowledge the idea of good appears last of all, and is seen only with an effort; and, 
when seen, is also inferred to be the universal author of all things beautiful and right, parent 
of light and of the lord of light in this visible world, and the immediate source of reason and 
truth in the intellectual; and that this is the power upon which he who would act rationally, 
either in public or private life must have his eye fixed. 

 
[Glaucon] I agree, he said, as far as I am able to understand you.  

 
[Socrates] Moreover, I said, you must not wonder that those who attain to this beatific 
vision are unwilling to descend to human affairs; for their souls are ever hastening into the 
upper world where they desire to dwell; which desire of theirs is very natural, if our allegory 
may be trusted.  

 
[Glaucon] Yes, very natural.  

 
[Socrates] And is there anything surprising in one who passes from divine contemplations to 
the evil state of man, misbehaving himself in a ridiculous manner; if, while his eyes are 
blinking and before he has become accustomed to the surrounding darkness, he is compelled 
to fight in courts of law, or in other places, about the images or the shadows of images of 
justice, and is endeavoring to meet the conceptions of those who have never yet seen 
absolute justice?  
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[Glaucon] Anything but surprising, he replied.  

 
[Socrates] Any one who has common sense will remember that the bewilderments of the 
eyes are of two kinds, and arise from two causes, either from coming out of the light or from 
going into the light, which is true of the mind's eye, quite as much as of the bodily eye; and 
he who remembers this when he sees any one whose vision is perplexed and weak, will not 
be too ready to laugh; he will first ask whether that soul of man has come out of the brighter 
light, and is unable to see because unaccustomed to the dark, or having turned from darkness 
to the day is dazzled by excess of light. And he will count the one happy in his condition and 
state of being, and he will pity the other; or, if he have a mind to laugh at the soul which 
comes from below into the light, there will be more reason in this than in the laugh which 
greets him who returns from above out of the light into the cave.  

 
[Glaucon] That, he said, is a very just distinction.  

 
[Socrates] But then, if I am right, certain professors of education must be wrong when they 
say that they can put a knowledge into the soul which was not there before, like sight into 
blind eyes.  

 
[Glaucon] They undoubtedly say this, he replied.  

 
[Socrates] Whereas, our argument shows that the power and capacity of learning exists in 
the soul already; and that just as the eye was unable to turn from darkness to light without 
the whole body, so too the instrument of knowledge can only by the movement of the whole 
soul be turned from the world of becoming into that of being, and learn by degrees to endure 
the sight of being, and of the brightest and best of being, or in other words, of the good.  

 
[Glaucon] Very true.  

 
[Socrates] And must there not be some art which will effect conversion in the easiest and 
quickest manner; not implanting the faculty of sight, for that exists already, but has been 
turned in the wrong direction, and is looking away from the truth?  

 
[Glaucon] Yes, he said, such an art may be presumed.  

 
[Socrates] And whereas the other so-called virtues of the soul seem to be akin to bodily 
qualities, for even when they are not originally innate they can be implanted later by habit 
and exercise, the of wisdom more than anything else contains a divine element which always 
remains, and by this conversion is rendered useful and profitable; or, on the other hand, 
hurtful and useless. Did you never observe the narrow intelligence flashing from the keen 
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eye of a clever rogue --how eager he is, how clearly his paltry soul sees the way to his end; 
he is the reverse of blind, but his keen eyesight is forced into the service of evil, and he is 
mischievous in proportion to his cleverness.  

 
[Glaucon] Very true, he said.  

 
[Socrates] But what if there had been a circumcision of such natures in the days of their 
youth; and they had been severed from those sensual pleasures, such as eating and drinking, 
which, like leaden weights, were attached to them at their birth, and which drag them down 
and turn the vision of their souls upon the things that are below --if, I say, they had been 
released from these impediments and turned in the opposite direction, the very same faculty 
in them would have seen the truth as keenly as they see what their eyes are turned to now.  

 
[Glaucon] Very likely.  

 
[Socrates] Yes, I said; and there is another thing which is likely. or rather a necessary 
inference from what has preceded, that neither the uneducated and uninformed of the truth, 
nor yet those who never make an end of their education, will be able ministers of State; not 
the former, because they have no single aim of duty which is the rule of all their actions, 
private as well as public; nor the latter, because they will not act at all except upon 
compulsion, fancying that they are already dwelling apart in the islands of the blest.  

 
[Glaucon] Very true, he replied.  

 
[Socrates] Then, I said, the business of us who are the founders of the State will be to 
compel the best minds to attain that knowledge which we have already shown to be the 
greatest of all-they must continue to ascend until they arrive at the good; but when they have 
ascended and seen enough we must not allow them to do as they do now.  

 
[Glaucon] What do you mean?  

 
[Socrates] I mean that they remain in the upper world: but this must not be allowed; they 
must be made to descend again among the prisoners in the cave, and partake of their labors 
and honors, whether they are worth having or not.  

 
[Glaucon] But is not this unjust? he said; ought we to give them a worse life, when they 
might have a better?  

 
[Socrates] You have again forgotten, my friend, I said, the intention of the legislator, who 
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did not aim at making any one class in the State happy above the rest; the happiness was to 
be in the whole State, and he held the citizens together by persuasion and necessity, making 
them benefactors of the State, and therefore benefactors of one another; to this end he 
created them, not to please themselves, but to be his instruments in binding up the State.  

 
[Glaucon] True, he said, I had forgotten.  

 
[Socrates] Observe, Glaucon, that there will be no injustice in compelling our philosophers 
to have a care and providence of others; we shall explain to them that in other States, men of 
their class are not obliged to share in the toils of politics: and this is reasonable, for they 
grow up at their own sweet will, and the government would rather not have them. Being 
self-taught, they cannot be expected to show any gratitude for a culture which they have 
never received. But we have brought you into the world to be rulers of the hive, kings of 
yourselves and of the other citizens, and have educated you far better and more perfectly 
than they have been educated, and you are better able to share in the double duty. Wherefore 
each of you, when his turn comes, must go down to the general underground abode, and get 
the habit of seeing in the dark. When you have acquired the habit, you will see ten thousand 
times better than the inhabitants of the cave, and you will know what the several images are, 
and what they represent, because you have seen the beautiful and just and good in their truth. 
And thus our State which is also yours will be a reality, and not a dream only, and will be 
administered in a spirit unlike that of other States, in which men fight with one another about 
shadows only and are distracted in the struggle for power, which in their eyes is a great 
good. Whereas the truth is that the State in which the rulers are most reluctant to govern is 
always the best and most quietly governed, and the State in which they are most eager, the 
worst.  

 
[Glaucon] Quite true, he replied.  

 
[Socrates] And will our pupils, when they hear this, refuse to take their turn at the toils of 
State, when they are allowed to spend the greater part of their time with one another in the 
heavenly light?  

 
[Glaucon] Impossible, he answered; for they are just men, and the commands which we 
impose upon them are just; there can be no doubt that every one of them will take office as a 
stern necessity, and not after the fashion of our present rulers of State.  

 
[Socrates] Yes, my friend, I said; and there lies the point. You must contrive for your future 
rulers another and a better life than that of a ruler, and then you may have a well-ordered 
State; for only in the State which offers this, will they rule who are truly rich, not in silver 
and gold, but in virtue and wisdom, which are the true blessings of life. Whereas if they go 
to the administration of public affairs, poor and hungering after their own private advantage, 
thinking that hence they are to snatch the chief good, order there can never be; for they will 
be fighting about office, and the civil and domestic broils which thus arise will be the ruin of 

 8

11



the rulers themselves and of the whole State.  

 
[Glaucon] Most true, he replied.  

 
[Socrates] And the only life which looks down upon the life of political ambition is that of 
true philosophy. Do you know of any other?  

 
[Glaucon] Indeed, I do not, he said.  

 
[Socrates] And those who govern ought not to be lovers of the task? For, if they are, there 
will be rival lovers, and they will fight.  

 
[Glaucon] No question.  

 
[Socrates] Who then are those whom we shall compel to be guardians? Surely they will be 
the men who are wisest about affairs of State, and by whom the State is best administered, 
and who at the same time have other honors and another and a better life than that of 
politics?  

 
[Glaucon] They are the men, and I will choose them, he replied.  

 
[Socrates] And now shall we consider in what way such guardians will be produced, and 
how they are to be brought from darkness to light, -- as some are said to have ascended from 
the world below to the gods?  

 
[Glaucon] By all means, he replied.  

 
[Socrates] The process, I said, is not the turning over of an oyster-shell, but the turning 
round of a soul passing from a day which is little better than night to the true day of being, 
that is, the ascent from below, which we affirm to be true philosophy?  

 
[Glaucon] Quite so.  

http://www.historyguide.org/intellect/allegory.html  

Copyright © 2000 Steven Kreis

 

 9

12

http://www.historyguide.org/intellect/allegory.html


“The Cares of a Family Man” (“Die Sorge des Hausvaters”) Franz Kafka (1884-1924) 
 
translated by Willa and Edwin Muir 
 
«Some say the word Odradek is of Slavonic origin, and try to account for it on that basis. 
Others again believe it to be of German origin, only influenced by Slavonic. The uncertainty 
of both interpretations allows one to assume with justice that neither is accurate, especially 
as neither of them provides an intelligent meaning of the word. 
 
No one, of course, would occupy himself with such studies if there were not a creature 
called Odradek. At first glance it looks like a flat star-shaped spool for thread, and indeed it 
does seem to have thread wound upon it; to be sure, they are only old, broken-off bits of 
thread, knotted and tangled together, of the most varied sorts and colors. But it is not only 
a spool, for a small wooden crossbar sticks out of the middle of the star, and another small 
rod is joined to that at a right angle. By means of this latter rod on one side and one of the 
points of the star on the other, the whole thing can stand upright as if on two legs. 
 
One is tempted to believe that the creature once had some sort of intelligible shape and is 
now only a broken-down remnant. Yet this does not seem to be the case; at least there is 
no sign of it; nowhere is there an unfinished or unbroken surface to suggest anything of the 
kind; the whole thing looks senseless enough, but in its own way perfectly finished. In any 
case, closer scrutiny is impossible, since Odradek is extraordinarily nimble and can never 
be laid hold of. 
 
He lurks by turns in the garret, the stairway, the lobbies, the entrance hall. Often for 
months on end he is not to be seen; then he has presumably moved into other houses; but 
he always comes faithfully back to our house again. Many a time when you go out of the 
door and he happens just to be leaning directly beneath you against the banisters you feel 
inclined to speak to him. Of course, you put no difficult questions to him, you treat him--he 
is so diminutive that you cannot help it--rather like a child. "Well, what's your name?" you 
ask him. "Odradek," he says. "And where do you live?" "No fixed abode," he says and 
laughs; but it is only the kind of laughter that has no lungs behind it. It sounds rather like 
the rustling of fallen leaves. And that is usually the end of the conversation. Even these 
anwers are not always forthcoming; often he stays mute for a long time, as wooden as his 
appearance. 
 
I ask myself, to no purpose, what is likely to happen to him? Can he possibly die? Anything 
that dies has had some kind of aim in life, some kind of activity, which has worn out; but 
that does not apply to Odradek. Am I to suppose, then, that he will always be rolling down 
the stairs, with ends of thread trailing after him, right before the feet of my children, and 
my children's children? He does no harm to anyone that one can see; but the idea that he 
is likely to survive me I find almost painful».	  
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BARBARA JOHNSON 

Roland Barthes. S!Z. TRANSLATED BY RICHARD MILLER. New York: Hill 
and Wang, 1974. 

Literary criticism as such can perhaps be called "the art of reread-
ing". ' I would therefore like to begin by quoting the remarks about 
rereading made by Roland Barthes in S!Z: 

Rereading, an operation contrary to the commercial and 
ideological habits of our society, which would have us "throw 
away" the story once it has been consumed ("devoured " ), so 
that we can then move on to another story, buy another book, 
and which is tolerated only in certain marginal categories of 
readers (children, old people, and professors), rereading is here 
suggested at the outset, for it alone saves the text from repeti-
tion (those who fail to reread are obliged to read the same story 
everywhere). [pp. 15-16; emphasis mine] 

What does this paradoxical statement imply? First, it implies that a single 
reading is composed of the already-read , that what we can see in a text 
the first time is already in us , not in it; in us insofar as we ourselves are a 
stereotype, an already-read text; and in the text only to the extent that 
the already-read is that aspect of a text which it must have in common 
with its reader in order for it to be readable at all. When we read a text 
once, in other words, we can see in it only what we have already learned 
to see before. 

Secondly, the statement that those who do not reread must read the 
same story everywhere involves a reversal of the usual properties of the 
words "same" and "different". Here, it is the consuming of different 
stories which is equated with the repetition of the same, while it is the 
rereading of the same which engenders what Barthes calls the "text's 
difference". This critical concept of difference, which has been valorized 
both by Saussurian linguistics and by the Nietzschean tradition in 
philosophy-particularly the work of Jacques Derrida-is crucial to the 
practice of deconstructive criticism. I would therefore like to examine 
here some of its implications and functions. 

In a sense, it could be said that to make a critical difference is the 
object of all criticism as such . The very word "criticism" comes from the 

1 This paper was prepared for a 1977 MLA Convention session, "Criticism as 
Deconstruction"; the unaltered text that is printed here is marked by that occa-
sion. 
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Greek verb krinein, "to separate or choose", that is, to differentiate. The critic not 
only seeks to establish standards for evaluating the differences between texts, but 
also tries to perceive something uniquely different within each text he reads and in 
so doing to establish his own individual difference from other critics . But this is not 
quite what Barthes means when he speaks of the text 's difference. On the first page 
of S!Z, he writes: 

This difference is not, obviously, some complete, irreducible quality (ac-
cording to a mythic view of literary creation), it is not what designates the 
individuality of each text, what names, signs, finishes off each work with a 
flourish; on the contrary, it is a difference which does not stop and which is 
articulated upon the infinity of texts, of languages, of systems: a difference 
of which each text is the return . [p. 3] 

In other words, a text's difference is not its uniqueness, its special identity. It is the 
text's way of differing from itself. And this difference is perceived only in the act of 
rereading. It is the way in which the text ' s signifying energy becomes unbound, to 
use Freud's term, through the process of repetition, which is the return not of the 
same but of difference. Difference, in other words, is not what distinguishes one 
identity from another. It is not a difference between (or at least not between inde-
pendent units) . It is a difference within. Far from constituting the text's unique 
identity, it is that which subverts the very idea of identity, infinitely deferring the 
possibility of adding up the sum of a text's parts or meanings and reaching a to-
talized, integrated whole. 

Let me illustrate this idea further by turning for a moment to Rousseau's Confes-
sions. Rousseau's opening statement about himself is precisely an affirmation of 
difference : " I am made unlike anyone I have ever met; I will even venture to say that 
I am like no one in the whole world . I may be no better, but at least I am different" 
[Penguin, 1954, p. 17]. Now, this can be read as an unequivocal assertion of unique-
ness, of difference between Rousseau and the whole rest of the world. This is the 
boast on which the book is based. But in what does the uniqueness of this self 
consist? It is not long before we find out: " There are times when I am so unlike 
myself that I might be taken for someone else of an entirely opposite character" [p. 
126]. " In me are united two almost irreconcilable characteristics, though in what way 
I cannot imagine" [p. 112]. In other words, this story of the self's difference from 
others inevitably becomes the story of its own unbridgeable difference from itself. 
Difference is not engendered in the space between identities; it is what makes all 
totalization of the identity of a self or the meaning of a text impossible. 

It is this type of textual difference which informs the process of deconstructive 
criticism. Deconstruction is not synonymous with " destruction", however. It is in 
fact much closer to the original meaning of the word "analysis" itself, which 
etymologically means " to undo" -a virtual synonym for " to de-construct" . The de-
construction of a text does not proceed by random doubt or arbitrary subversion, 
but by the careful teasing out of warring forces of signification within the text itself. If 
anything is destroyed in a deconstructive reading, it is not the text, but the claim to 
unequivocal domination of one mode of signifying over another. A deconstructive 
reading is a reading which analyzes the specificity of a text's critical difference from 
itself. 

I have chosen to approach this question of critical difference by way of Barthes' 
S!Z for three reasons: 
(1) Barthes sets up a critical value system explicitly based on the paradigm of differ-
ence, and in the process works out one of the earliest, most influential, and most 
lucid and forceful syntheses of contemporary French theoretical thought; 
(2) the Balzac story which Barthes chooses to analyze in S/Z is itself in a way a study 
of difference-a subversive and unsettling formulation of the question of sexual 
difference; 
(3) the confrontation between Barthes and Balzac may have something to say about 
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the critical differences between theory and practice, on the one hand, and between 
literature and criticism, on the other. 

I shall begin by recalling the manner in which Barthes outlines his value system: 

Our evaluation can be linked only to a practice, and this practice is that of 
writing. On the one hand, there is what it is possible to write, and on the 
other, what it is no longer possible to write. [ ... ] What evaluation finds is 
precisely this value: what can be written (rewritten) today: the writerly [le 
scriptible]. Why is the writerly our value? Because the goal of literary work 
(of literature as work) is to make the reader no longer a consumer, but a 
producer of the text. [ ... ] Opposite the writerly text is its countervalue, its 
negative, reactive value: what can be read, but not written: the readerly [le 
lisible]. We call any readerly text a classic text. [p. 4] 

Here, then, is the major polarity which Barthes sets up as a tool for evaluating texts: 
the readerly versus the writerly. The readerly is defined as a product consumed by 
the reader; the writerly is a process of production in which the reader becomes a 
producer: it is "ourselves writing." The readerly is constrained by considerations of 
representation: it is irreversible, "natural," decidable, continuous, totalizable, and 
unified into a coherent whole based on the signified. The writerly is infinitely plural 
and open to the free play of signifiers and of difference, unconstrained by represen-
tative considerations, and transgressive of any desire for decidable, unified, totalized 
meaning. 

With this value system, one would naturally expect to find Barthes going on to 
extoll the play of infinite plurality in some Joycean or Mallarmean piece of writerly 
obscurity, but no: he turns to Balzac, one of the most readerly of readerly writers, as 
Barthes himself insists. Why then does Barthes choose to talk about Balzac? Barthes 
himself skillfully avoids confronting this question. But perhaps it is precisely the way 
in which Barthes' choice of Balzac doesn't follow logically from his value system-
that is, the way in which Barthes somehow differs from himself-which opens up the 
critical difference which we must analyze here. 

Although Balzac's text apparently represents for Barthes the negative, readerly 
end of the hierarchy, Barthes' treatment of it does seem to illustrate all the charac-
teristics of the positive, writerly end. In the first place, one cannot help but be struck 
by the plurality of Barthes' text itself with its numerous sizes of print, its "systematic 
use of digression," and its successive superposable versions of the same but differ-
ent story, from the initial reproduction of Girodet's Endymion to the four appendices 
which repeat the book's contents in different forms. The reading technique proper 
also obeys the demand for fragmentation and pluralization, and consists in man-
handling the text: 

What we seek is to sketch the stereographic space of writing (which will 
here be a classic, readerly writing). The commentary, based on the affirma-
tion of the plural, cannot work with "respect" to the text; the tutor text will 
ceaselessly be broken, interrupted without any regard for its natural divi-
sions [ ... ]; the work of the commentary, once it is separated from any 
ideology of totality, consists precisely in manhandling the text, interrupting 
it [lui couper la parole]. What is thereby denied is not the quality of the text 
(here incomparable) but its "naturalness." [p. 15] 

Barthes goes on to divide the story diachronically into 561 fragments called lexias 
and synchronically into five so-called voices or codes, thus transforming the text into 
a "complex network" with "multiple entrances and exits." 

The purpose of these cuts and codes is to pluralize the reader's intake, to effect 
a resistance to the reader's desire to restructure the text into large, ordered masses 
of meaning: "If we want to remain attentive to the plural of a text [ ... ], we must 
renounce structuring this text in large masses, as was done by classical rhetoric and 

4 

16

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


This content downloaded from 128.122.149.145 on Mon, 23 Feb 2015 13:30:32 PM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

by secondary-school explication: no construction of the text" [pp. 11-12]. In leaving 
the text as heterogeneous and discontinuous as possible, in attempting to avoid the 
repressiveness of the attempt to dominate the message and force the text into a 
single ultimate meaning, Barthes thus works a maximum of disintegrative violence 
and a minimum of integrative violence. The question to ask is whether this "anti-
constructionist" (as opposed to "de-constructionist") fidelity to the fragmented sig-
nifier succeeds in laying bare the functional plurality of Balzac's text, or whether in 
the final analysis a certain systematic level of textual difference is not also lost and 
flattened by Barthes' refusal to reorder or reconstruct the text. 

Let us now turn to Balzac's Sarrasine itself. The story is divided into two parts, 
the story of the telling and the telling of the story. In the first part, the narrator 
attempts to seduce a beautiful Marquise by telling her the second part; that is, he 
wants to exchange narrative knowledge for carnal knowledge. The lady wants to 
know the secret of the mysterious old man at the party, and the narrator wants to 
know the lady. Story-telling, as Barth es points out, is thus not an innocent, neutral 
activity, but rather part of a bargain, an act of seduction. But here the bargain is not 
kept; the deal backfires. The knowledge the lady has acquired, far from bringing 
about her surrender, prevents it. The last thing she says is precisely: "No one will 
have known me." 

Is is obvious that the key to this failure of the bargain lies in the content of the 
story used to fulfill it. That story is about the passion of the sculptor Sarrasine for the 
opera singer La Zambinella, and is based not on knowledge but on ignorance : the 
sculptor's ignorance of the Italian custom of using castrated men instead of women 
to play the soprano parts on the operatic stage. The sculptor, who had seen in La 
Zambinella the perfect female body for the first time united in one person, a verita-
ble Pygmalion's statue come to life, thus finds out that this image of feminine perfec-
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tion literally has been carved by a knife, not in stone but in the flesh itself. He who 
had proclaimed his willingness to die for his love ends up doing just that, killed by La 
Zambinella's protector. 

How is it that the telling of this sordid little tale ends up subverting the very 
bargain it was intended to fulfill? Barthes' answer to this is clear: "castration is 
contagious": " contaminated by the castration she has just been told about, [the 
Marquise] impels the narrator into it" [p. 36]. 

What is interesting about this story of seduction and castration is the way in 
which it unexpectedly reflects upon Barthes' own critical value system . For in an-
nouncing that "the tutor text will ceaselessly be broken, interrupted without any 
regard for its natural divisions," is Barthes not implicitly privileging something like 
castration over what he calls the "ideology of totality"? " If the text is subject to some 
form," he writes, "this form is not unitary[ ... ], finite; it is the fragment, the slice, 
the cut up or erased network" [p . 20; translation modified]. Indeed, might it not be 
possible to read Balzac's opposition between the ideal woman and the castrato as 
metaphorically assimilable to Bart hes' opposition between the readerly and the writ-
erly? Like the readerly text, Sarrasine's deluded image of La Zambinella is a glorifica-
tion of perfect unity and wholeness: 

At that instant he marveled at the ideal beauty he had hitherto sought in life , 
seeking in one often unworthy model the roundness of a perfect leg ; in 
another, the curve of a breast; in another, white shoulders ; finally taking 
some girl's neck , some woman's hands, and some child's smooth knees , 
without ever having encountered under the cold Parisian sky the rich , sweet 
creations of ancient Greece . La Zambinella displayed to him, united, living, 
and delicate, those exquisite female forms he so ardently desired [pp. 237-
38 ; emphasis mine]. 

But like the writerly text, Zambinella is actually fragmented, unnatural , and sexually 
undecidable. Like the readerly, the soprano is a product to be "devoured" ("With his 
eyes, Sarrasine devoured Pygmalion's statue, come down from its pedestal" [p. 238]) , 
while , like the writerly, castration is a process of production, an active and violent 
indetermination. The soprano's appearance seems to embody the very essence of 
"woman" as a signified ("This was woman herself ... " [p . 248]) , while the castrato's 
reality, like the writerly text, is a mere play of signifiers, emptied of any ultimate 
signified, robbed of what the text calls a "heart": " I have no heart," says Zambinella , 
" the stage where you saw me [ ... ] is my life, I have no other" [p. 247] . 

Here, then, is a first answer to the question of why Barthes might have chosen 
this text: it explicitly thematizes the opposition between unity and fragmentation, 
between the idealized signified and the discontinuous empty play of signifiers, 
which underlies his opposition between the readerly and the writerly. The traditional 
value system which Barthes is attempting to reverse is thus already mapped out 
within the text he analyzes. Two questions, however, immediately present them-
selves : (1) Does Balzac's story really uphold the unambiguousness of the readerly 
values to which Barthes relegates it? Does Balzac simply regard ideal beauty as a lost 
paradise and castration as a horrible tragedy? (2) If Barthes is really attempting to 
demystify the ideology of totality, and if his critical strategy implicitly gives a positive 
value to castration, why does his analysis of Balzac's text still seem to take castration 
at face value as an unmitigated and castastrophic horror? 

In order to answer these questions, let us take another look at Balzac's story. To 
regard castration as the ultimate narrative revelation and as the unequivocal cause of 
Sarrasine 's tragedy, as Barth es repeatedly does, is to read the story more or less from 
Sarrasine's point of view. It is in fact Barthes' very attempt to pluralize the text which 
thus restricts his perspective: however "disrespectfully" he may cut up or manhan-
dle the story, his reading remains to a large extent dependent on the linearity of the 
signifier, and thus on the successive unfoldings of the truth of castration to Sarrasine 
and to the reader . Sarrasine's ignorance, however, is not a simple lack of knowledge, 
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but also a blindness to the injustice which is not only being done to him, but which 
he is also potentially doing to the other. This does not mean that Balzac's story is a 
plea for the prevention of cruelty to castrati, but that the failure of the couple to 
unite can perhaps not simply be attributed to the literal fact of castration. Let us 
therefore examine the nature of Sarrasine's passion more closely. 

Upon seeing La Zambinella for the first time, Sarrasine exclaims: "To be loved 
by her, or to die!" [p. 238). This alternative places all of the energy of the passion not 
on the object La Zambinella, but on the subject, Sarrasine himself. To be loved, or to 
die; to exist as the desired object, or not to exist at all. What is at stake is not the 
union between two people, but the narcissistic awakening of one. Seeing La Zam-
binella is Sarrasine's first experience of himself as an object of love. By means of the 
image of sculpturesque perfection, Sarrasine thus falls in love with none other than 
himself. Balzac's fictional narrator makes explicit the narcissistic character of Sar-
rasine's passion and at the same time nostalgically identifies with it himself when he 
calls it "this golden age of love, during which we are happy almost by ourselves" [p. 
240). Sarrasine contents himself with La Zambinella as the product of his own 
sculptor's imagination ("This was more than a woman, this was a masterpiece!" [p. 
238)), and does not seek to find out who she is in reality(" As he began to realize that 
he would soon have to act,[ ... ] to ponder, in short, on ways to see her, speak to 
her, these great, ambitious thoughts made his heart swell so painfully that he put 
them off until later, deriving as much satisfaction from his physical suffering as he 
did from his intellectual pleasures" (p. 240)). When the sculptor is finally forced into 
the presence of his beloved, he reads in her only the proof of his own masculinity-
she is the ideal woman, therefore he is the ideal man. When Sarrasine sees La 
Zambinella shudder at the pop of a cork, he is charmed by her weakness and says, 
"My strength fpuissance) is your shield" [p. 244). La Zambinella's weakness is thus 
the inverted mirror image of Sarrasine's potency. In this narcissistic system, the 
difference between the sexes is based on symmetry, and it is precisely the castrato 
that Sarrasine does indeed love-the image of the lack of what he thereby thinks he 
himself possesses. When Sarrasine says that he would not be able to love a strong 
woman, he is saying in effect that he would be unable to love anyone who was not 
his symmetrical opposite and the proof of his masculinity. This is to say that even if La 
Zambinella had been a real woman, Sarrasine's love would be a refusal to deal with 
her as a real other. This type of narcissism is in fact just as contagious in the story as 
castration: the Marquise sees the narcissistic delusion inherent in the narrator's own 
passion, and, banteringly foreshadowing one of the reasons for her ultimate refusal, 
protests: "Oh, you fashion me to your own taste. What tyranny! You don't want me 
for myself!" [p. 233) 

Sarrasine cannot listen to the other as other. Even when Zambinella suggests the 
truth by means of a series of equivocal remarks culminating in the question (directed 
toward Sarrasine's offers to sacrifice everything for love)-" And if I were not a 
woman?"-Sarrasine cries: "What a joke! Do you think you can deceive an artist's 
eye?" [p. 247) Sarrasine's strength is thus a shield against La Zambinella, not for her. 
He creates her as his own symmetrical opposite and through her loves only himself. 
This is why the revelation of the truth is fatal. The castrato is both outside the 
difference between the sexes and at the same time the literalization of its illusory 
symmetry. He is that which subverts the desire for symmetrical, binary difference by 
fulfilling it. He is what destroys Sarrasine's reassuring masculinity by revealing that it 
is based on castration. But Sarrasine's realization that he himself is thereby castrated, 
that he is looking at his true mirror image, is still blind to the fact that he had never 
been capable of loving in the first place. His love was from the beginning the cancel-
lation and castration of the other. 

What Sarrasine dies of, then, is precisely a failure to reread in the exact sense 
with which we began this paper. What he devours so eagerly in La Zambinella is 
actually located within himself: a collection of sculpturesque cliches about feminine 
beauty and his own narcissism. In thinking that he knows where difference is 
located-between the sexes-what he is blind to is precisely a difference that cannot 
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be situated between, but only within. In Balzac's story, the fact of castration thus 
stands as the literalization of the "difference within" which prevents any subject 
from coinciding with itself. In Derrida's terms, Sarrasine reads the opera singer as 
pure Voice ("his passion for La Zambinella's voice" [p. 241]), as an illusion of imagi-
nary immediacy ("The distance between himself and La Zambinella had ceased to 
exist, he possessed her" [p. 239]), as a perfectly readable, motivated sign ("Do you 
think you can deceive an artist's eye?"), as full and transparent Logos, whereas she is 
the very image of the empty and arbitrary sign, of writing inhabited by its own 
irreducible difference from itself. And it can thus be seen that the failure to reread is 
hardly a trivial matter: for Sarrasine, it is fatal. 

Balzac's text thus itself demystifies the logocentric blindness inherent in Sar-
rasine's reading of the Zambinellian text. But if Sarrasine's view of La Zambinella as 
an image of perfect wholeness and unequivocal femininity is analogous to the clas-
sic, readerly conception of literature according to Barthes' definition, then Balzac's 
text has already worked out the same type of deconstruction of the readerly ideal as 
that which Barthes is trying to accomplish as if it were in opposition to the classic 
text. In other words, Balzac's text already "knows" the limits and blindnesses of the 
readerly, which it personifies in Sarrasine. Balzac has already in a sense done 
Barthes' work for him. The readerly text is itself nothing other than a deconstruction 
of the readerly text. 

But at the same time, Balzac's text does not operate a simple reversal of the 
readerly hierarchy: Balzac does not proclaim castration as the truth behind the 
readerly's blindness in as unequivocal away as Barthes' own unequivocality would 
lead one to believe. For every time Balzac's text is about to use the word castration, it 
leaves a blank instead. "Ah, you are a woman," cries Sarrasine in despair; "for even a 
... " He breaks off. "No," he continues, "he would not be so cowardly" [p. 251]. 
Balzac repeatedly castrates his text of the word castration . Far from being the un-
equivocal answer to the text's enigma, castration is the way in which the enigma's 
answer is withheld. Castration is what the story must, and cannot, say. But what 
Barthes does in his reading is to label these textual blanks "taboo on the word 
castrato" [pp. 75, 177, 195, 210]. He fills in the textual gaps with a name. He erects 
castration into the meaning of the text, its ultimate signified. In so doing, however, 
he makes the idea of castration itself into a readerly fetish, the supposed answer to 
all the text's questions, the final revelation in the "hermeneutic" code. Balzac indeed 
shows that the answer cannot be this simple not only by eliminating the word "cas-
tration" from his text, but also by suppressing the name of its opposite. When 
Sarrasine first feels sexual pleasure, Balzac says that this pleasure is located in "what 
we call the heart, for lack of any other word" [p. 238]. Later Zambinella says "I have 
no heart" [p. 247]. Barthes immediately calls "heart" a euphemism for the sexual 
organ, but Balzac's text, in stating that what the heart represents cannot be named, 
that the word is lacking, leaves the question of sexuality open, as a rhetorical prob-
lem which the simple naming of parts cannot solve. Balzac's text thus does not 
simply reverse the hierarchy between readerly and writerly by substituting the truth 
of castration for the delusion of wholeness; it deconstructs the very possibility of 
naming the difference. 

On the basis of this confrontation between a literary and a critical text, we could 
perhaps conclude that while both involve a study of difference, the literary text 
conveys a difference from itself which it "knows" but cannot say, while the critical 
text, in attempting to say the difference, reduces it to identity. But in the final 
analysis, Barthes' text, too, displays a strange ambivalence. For although every 
metaphorical dimension in Barthes' text proclaims castration as the desirable es-
sence of the writerly-the writerly about which "there may be nothing to say" [p. 4] 
just as the castrato is one "about whom there is nothing to say" [p. 214]-the literal 
concept of castration is loudly disavowed by Barthes as belonging to the injustices of 
the readerly: "To reduce the text to the unity of meaning, by a deceptively univocal 
reading, is [ ... ] to sketch the castrating gesture" [p. 160] . By means of this split, 
Barthes own text reveals that it, like Balzac's, cannot with impunity set up any un-
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equivocal value in opposition to the value of unequivocality. Just as Balzac's text, in 
its demystification of idealized beauty, reveals a difference not between the readerly 
and the writerly, but within the very ideals of the readerly, Barthes' text, in its 
ambivalence toward castration , reveals that the other of the readerly cannot but be 
subject to its own difference from itself. Difference as such cannot ever be affirmed 
as an ultimate value because it is that which subverts the very foundations of any 
affirmation of value. Castration can neither be assumed nor denied, but only enacted 
in the return of unsituable difference in every text. And the difference between 
literature and criticism consists perhaps only in the fact that criticism is more likely to 
be blind to the way in which its own critical difference from itself makes it, in the 
final analysis, literary. 

Barbara Johnson teaches in the French Department and the Literature Program at Yale. She is 
currently at work on a translation of Jacques Derrida's La Dissemination. 
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SEVEN • Coping 

107 • Deathfugue (Paul Celan) 

Perhaps t11e most hmm ting poem about genocide ever composed, "Deathfugue" was penned by Paid 
Celan

1 
a Jewish Holocaust survivor Jro1n Ron1a11ia whose parents were murdered in Ukraine. 111~ 

spired by accounts of concentration camp survivors who were returning to Romania late in i9441 the 
modernist poem (with its spliced and recombined sentence fragments as well as demcmding imagery) 
was Intended by Cela11 to be a literal depiction of Jewish suffering. In the eyes of some interpreters1 

the creativity of Cefa11's language and its metapliorical density constitute acts of defiance against 
the German idion1 that lie was unable to leave behind. JohnPelstiner's remarkable translation comes 
close to conveying the evocative language of the German origi11al1 notably the singsong rhythm that1 

in combination with the poem's fugue aspect1 is its defining arrangement.As a poetic device, Pelstiner 
subtly reintrod11ees tl1e original language of some fragments, including De11tschla11d (Germany), 
"goldenes Haar" ("golden hair")1 and "asd1enes Haar" ("ashen hair"), and he retains the poem's 
final line, "der Tod ist ein Meister aus Deutschfand" ("Death ls a master from Germany"). The effect 
of this unexpected c~lmination in the Gern1a11 is one of apt disturbance. 

Black milk of daybreak we drink it at evening 
we drink it at midday and morning we drink it at night 
we drink and we drink 
we shovel a grave in the air there you won't lie too cramped 
A man lives in the house he plays with his vipers he writes 
he writes when it grows dark to Deutschland your golden hair Margareta 
he writes it and steps out of doors and the stars are all sparkling 

he whistles his hounds to come close 
he whistles his Jews into rows has them shovel a grave in the ground 
he commands us play up for the dance 

Black milk of daybreak we drink you at night 
,.,.e drink you at morning and midday we drink you at evening 
we drink and we drink 
A man lives in the house he plays with his viper he writes 
he writes when it grows dark to Deutschland your golden hair Margareta 
your ashen hair Shulamith we shovel a grave in the air there you won't lie too 

cramped 
He shouts jab this earth deeper you lot there you others sing up and play 
he grabs for the rod in his belt he swings it his eyes are so blue 
jab your spades deeper you lot there you others play on for the dancing 

Black milk of daybreak we drink you at night 
we drink you atmiddayandmorningwe drink you at evening 
we drink and we drink 
a man lives in the house your goldenes Haar Margareta 

so URCE: Paul Celan, ~Deathfugue;' in John Fels tin er, Paul Ct/an: Pott, Survivor, Jtw {New Haven, Conn.: Yale 
University Press, 1995), 31-32. Reprinted with pennission of the editor and translator. 
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your aschenes Haar Shulamith he plays 1vith his vipers 
He shouts play death more sweetly Death is a n1aster from Deutschland 
he shouts scrape your strings darker you'll rise then as smoke to the sky 
you'll have a grave then in the clouds there you won't lie too cramped 

Black ntllk of daybreak we drink you at night 
we drink you at midday Death is a master aus Deutschland 
we drink you at evening and morning we drink and we drink 
this Death is ein Meister aus Deutschland his eye it is blue 
he shoots you \Vi th shot made of lead shoots you level and true 
a man lives in the house your goldenes Haar Margarete 
he looses his hounds on us grants us a grave in the air 
he plays with his vipers and daydreams 

der Tod ist ein Meister aus Deutschland 

deirt goldenes Haar Margarete 
dein aschenes Haar Shulamith 

108 • HominesLudentes (Jean Amery) 

Born H~ns .Afa.~t:; the Austrian writer Jean An1try1 a member of the Belgian Re/sfance and mi 
Auschwitz sur~ivdr,~hanged his name in the wake of World ivar II to dissociate himself from Ger
many,. embrac~.11g the Fl'.!,~ch language and culture instead. With the publi ion ofJenseits von 
Schuld und Suhne (tater translated into English asAttheMind'sL· · · 66 A ' · d 

td ·d S "'· ~ s 11119 , m1:rygame 
wor Wt e renown. earching dn4(ho11ght-provoking, the book insi$t51hat the reality of Ausdiwitz-
and that of the Holocaitst-defies"~mprehension. /// 

........... . //" 

When the big Auschwitz trial began ~\Pr~rtu<~64 I wrote the fu t . h -~-~./ 1 s essayonmyexperi-
e.nces int e lhird Reich, after twenty ye. ar~~ silence. At first, I did not consider a continua-
~1on; I merelywanted to become clear ab9ttt a sP~ial problem: the situation of the intellectual 
in the. concentration camp. But wh"this essaywa~~mp1eted, I felt that it was impossible to 
leave it at that. . . . // . ~ · 

I cannot say that du~g·the time I was silent I had!~gotten or "repressed" the tWelve 
!ears of German fate, or/of n1yown. For two decades I had bee_n in search of the time thatW~s 
tmposslble to lose,,onfy it had been difficult for me to talk ab' t "t Tu h - -- · ,/ JOU t • en, owever1 once a 
gl~omy spell}.P_peared to be broken by the writing of the essayonA.u$chwitz, suddenly·every.~ 
thing de,anded telling. lhat is how this book came about.At the sam) tjme I discovered that 

::o~g~:~~;~:'::~! ;,!::~ :r:,;:;~:~~~,:::~,::h::11::~!~::ti~~~~!~r i;i 
S~URCE: J~anAmfry,At the Mind's Limits: Con;empfotfons by a Survivor of Auschwitz a~d jf;}i~~;ff~~~~~fj ·~;~~;;.:.: 

ated by Sidney Rosenfeld and Stella P. Rosenfeld (Bloomington: Indiana University Pr~ ·{98o)"~·tg:7;~ 
io, 11, 12, 19-20. Reprinted with permission of the publisher. :· :.;~'- ~·i:)}:.:;:~fr-t/f~if?'-~;-;~"-5··" 

>,·{?~:;;:-;,.-·>:cc .::;y~---;-
, ·: ~;-· ;:-:j<: \j~~~(~· .. _,, __ ,,. 
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Pronunciation:

peace, n.
  Brit. /piːs/ , U.S. /pis/

Forms:  eME pies, ME pais, ME paise, ME pasch, ME payse, ME peaix, ME peasse , ME peaxce, ME péés,
ME peese, ME peis, ME peix, ME peos, ME pess, ME peyce, ME peys, ME þees (transmission error), ME–15
pays, ME–15 peax, ME–15 pece, ME–15 pees, ME–15 pes, ME–15 pese, ME–15 pesse, ME–16 peas, ME–16
pease, ME–16 peece, ME– peace, 15 peaxe, 16 piece, 18– pays (Irish English (north.)); Sc. pre-17 pache, pre-17
paiche, pre-17 pais, pre-17 paise, pre-17 paix, pre-17 pasch, pre-17 pasche, pre-17 payce, pre-17 peac, pre-17
peasche, pre-17 peax, pre-17 peaxe, pre-17 pece, pre-17 peche, pre-17 peece, pre-17 pees, pre-17 peex, pre-17
peice, pre-17 peich, pre-17 peis, pre-17 peiss, pre-17 peix, pre-17 pes, pre-17 pese, pre-17 pess, pre-17 pesse,
pre-17 pex, pre-17 pexe, pre-17 peys, pre-17 pice, pre-17 17– peace, pre-17 18 paice, pre-17 18 pease, pre-17 19–
pace (now Shetland), pre-17 19– peas, 18 peese, 18– paece (Shetland). N.E.D. (1904) also records a form ME
payes.
Etymology:  < Anglo-Norman pes, peas, pees, pais, etc., and Old French pais, pes, pez, Old French, Middle French,
French paix tranquillity in relations between two or more individuals (second half of the 10th cent.), state of
tranquillity which comes about as a result of fulfilling religious duties (c1050), peaceful relations between fellow
citizens (c1100), condition of a nation or state which is not at war (c1100), freedom from anxiety or inner conflict
(12th cent.), truce (c1200), peace treaty (1317) < classical Latin pac- , pāx peace, order, security, amity, concord,
tranquillity, calm, stillness, pact or settlement, peace personified, goddess of peace, in post-classical Latin also the
kiss of peace (3rd cent.), enforcement of public order (6th cent.), protection guaranteed by the monarch to certain
people (9th cent.), osculatory (from 12th cent. in British sources) < a stem pāc- , parallel form of pāg- , stem of
pāgina (also pag- , stem of pangere : see further s.v. PACT n.). Compare Old Occitan paz (c1070; Occitan patz ),
Catalan pau (1251; earlier as paz (c1150) and pad (c1200)), Spanish paz (1207), Portuguese paz (1145), Italian pace
(13th cent.). Compare PAX n.
In Middle English the vowel shows monophthongization of ai to open ē (as reflected also in the Anglo-Norman forms). Middle English final

-s shows an unvoiced final consonant, subsequently represented by -ce .

 

In sense 4b, following post-classical Latin pax and Hellenistic Greek εἰρήνη , ‘peace’ often represents Hebrew šālōm , properly denoting

‘safety, welfare, prosperity’.

 

With the king's peace (see sense 9) compare Old English cyninges grið ; compare also:

c1290   in F. M. Nichols Britton (1865) I. 4 (MED),   En dreit des Justices..de terminer apeaus et autres trespas fetz encountre nostre pes.

1327   KING EDWARD III De Assumptione Rogiminis in A. Clarke & F. Holbrooke Rymer & Sanderson's Fœdera (1821) II. I. 183   Ne

quis..dictam pacem nostram infringere, seu violere, præsumat.

 

With to keep the peace (see Phrases 5a) compare:

1326–7   in Statutes of Realm (1810) I. 257 (MED),   Pur la pees meultz garder..le Roi veot qen chescun Countee que bones gentz..soient

assignez a la garde de la pees.

 I. General uses.
 1.

1

Oxford English Dictionary | The definitive record of the English
language

23

http://www.oed.com.proxy.libraries.rutgers.edu/view/Entry/135873#eid32398901
http://www.oed.com.proxy.libraries.rutgers.edu/view/Entry/139161#eid31288500
http://www.oed.com.proxy.libraries.rutgers.edu/viewdictionaryentry/Entry/139215?print#eid31320164
http://www.oed.com.proxy.libraries.rutgers.edu/viewdictionaryentry/Entry/139215?print#eid31321559
javascript:void(0)
http://www.oed.com.proxy.libraries.rutgers.edu/viewdictionaryentry/Entry/139215?print#eid31322905
http://www.oed.com.proxy.libraries.rutgers.edu/


 

 

 a. Freedom from civil unrest or disorder; public order and security.
to make peace : to enforce public order (now arch.).
 
In quot. ?a1160    with reference to the forest laws.

?a1160   Anglo-Saxon Chron. (Laud) (Peterborough contin.) anno 1140,   Pais he makede men & dær.
?a1160   Anglo-Saxon Chron. (Laud) (Peterborough contin.) anno 1140,   Alle diden him manred, & suoren

þe pais to halden, & hit ward sone suythe god pais.
c1300  (▸?a1200)    LAȜAMON Brut (Otho) 1261   Al Brutaine ȝeo wiste..in griþe and paise [c1275 Calig. friðe].
c1400  (▸?c1280)    Old Test. Hist. in F. J. Furnivall Adam Davy's 5 Dreams (1878) 98 (MED),   Good pais

þere was in hil londe þer while he kyng was.
1474   in J. B. Sheppard Literare Cantuariensis (1889) 275 (MED),   Tranquillite and assured peax within

forth is the oonly moyen by the which any reame or comynalte..hath growen to abundance and
richesse.

a1533   LD. BERNERS tr. Bk. Duke Huon of Burdeux (1882–7) lxvi. 228,   I haue..maynteyned the countre in
peace & rest and good iustyce.

a1586   R. MAITLAND Complaint aganis Lang. Law-suites in W. A. Craigie Maitland Folio MS (1919) I. clxxiv.
431   Thair sall daylie incress In to this land guid pece & polacie.

1643   W. PRYNNE Soveraigne Power Parl. I. 21   Perswaded, while that King-bane breathed, peace could never
be maintained in the Realme.

1670   EARL OF CLARENDON Ess. in Tracts (1727) 209   Peace is that harmony in the state, that health is in the
body.

1740   D. HUME Treat. Human Nature III. II. 150   Now this is exactly the case with regard to our civil duties,
or obedience to the magistrate; without which no government cou'd subsist, nor any peace or order
be maintain'd in large societies.

1794   tr. J.-P. Brissot de Warville To his Constituents Pref. 24   Roland and the Brissotins..endeavouring to
preserve peace.

1835   E. BULWER-LYTTON Rienzi I. I. iii. 43   He belongs to a horrible gang of miscreants, sworn against all
order and peace.

1875   W. STUBBS Constit. Hist. III. xviii. 243   In the task of defence against foreign foes and in the
maintenance of internal peace.

1955   G. GORER Exploring Eng. Char. App.1 308   From its foundation, the emphasis of the British Police
force has been on the preservation of peace, on the prevention of crime and violence, rather than the
apprehension of criminals and rioters.

1992   J. L. ESPOSITO Islamic Threat ii. 39   Religious communities were required to pay a poll or head tax, in
exchange for which they were entitled to peace and security.

 b. With the: the public order of a state as provided for by law.
Now esp. in institutional and personal titles, as officer of the peace, precept of the peace;
commission, conservator, justice, sergeant, sessions of the peace, etc. (see under first elements).
 
Also (now arch.) with possessive: local public order maintained under the authority or jurisdiction
specified (as the king's (also queen's) peace , etc.; similarly God's peace). See also British peace
n. at BRITISH adj. and n. Special uses 2, English peace n. at ENGLISH adj. and n. Special uses 3.
 
to be sworn of the peace : to be made a magistrate or justice of the peace (now rare).

1
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c1300   St. Thomas Becket (Laud) 440 in C. Horstmann Early S.-Eng. Legendary (1887) 119 (MED),   Him
þouȝt þat swuch lawe scholde þe pais of þe londe a-spille.

1387–8   Petition London Mercers in R. W. Chambers & M. Daunt Bk. London Eng. (1931) 34   In the same
yere the forsaid Nichol..ayein the pees made dyuerse enarmynges.

a1400  (▸c1303)    R. MANNYNG Handlyng Synne (Harl.) 6803   Swych ryche men þat are aȝens Goddys pes.
1426   in H. Nicolas Proc. & Ordinances Privy Council (1834) III. 220   Item, þat þe justices of pees be every

yeer chaunged..and semblably þe clercs of þe pees.
1467   in T. Smith & L. T. Smith Eng. Gilds (1870) 388 (MED),   That no man go armed..in distorbynge of

the kynges pease and people.
1499   in N. Riding Rec. (1894) I. 180   Ther was a precept of the peax made.
1538   KING HENRY VIII Let. to Wyatt 4 May (R.),   The world percase fantazing us to be an interturber of the

peace, rather than an indifferent mediator.
1569   R. GRAFTON Chron. II. 633   Continuall watch was kept by the Maior and senate of London,..for the

preseruacion of the peace, and continuance of good order.
1607   J. COWELL Interpreter sig. Rrr2/2,   Suyte of the Kings peace..is the persiewing of a man for breach of

the K. peace.
a1616   SHAKESPEARE Merry Wives of Windsor (1623) II. iii. 49,   I am sworn of the peace.
1667   in W. Cramond Ann. Cullen (1888) 51,   £20 to be peyt to the toune for..disturbing the peace theroff.
1755   R. BURN Justice of Peace II. 429   Surety for the peace is the acknowledging a recognizance, or bond, to

the king,..for the keeping the peace.
1765   W. BLACKSTONE Comm. Laws Eng. I. Introd. iv. 117   Offences were said to be done against his peace in

whose court they were tried: in a court-leet, contra pacem domini.
1816   SCOTT Antiquary II. vii. 187   Better than he deserves, for disturbing us with his vixen brawls, and

breaking God's peace and the king's.
1848   J. J. S. WHARTON Law Lexicon 554/1   Public prosecutor, the Queen, in whose name criminals are

prosecuted, because all offences are said to be against the Queen's peace, her Crown, and dignity.
1883   J. R. GREEN Conq. Eng. v. 212   The public peace, or observance of the customary right by man towards

man, has become the king's peace, the observance of which is due to the will of the lord.
1900   J. G. SCOTT & J. P. HARDIMAN Gazetteer Upper Burma I. I. ix. 547   This personage orders a couple to be

married, and married they are, just as a man might be sworn of the peace.
1900   Daily News 16 July 6/3   In Durham,..it was correct to speak, not of the king's peace, but of the

bishop's peace.
1927   F. M. THRASHER Gang I. 3   Delinquencies among its members all the way from truancy to serious

crimes, disturbances of the peace [etc.].
1987   N. WARD Dawson's Govt. Canada (ed. 6) xiii. 256   They accepted precedents as trustworthy guides in

maintaining the king's peace in his realm.
2003   Asheville (N. Carolina) Citizen-Times (Nexis) 18 May 13 A,   Conscientious officers who exercise

mature self-control and sound judgment as they go about their duties as public servants and officers
of the peace.

 2. Freedom from quarrels or dissension between individuals (or, esp. in
early use, between an individual and God); a state of friendliness; amity,
concord.
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Sometimes used in a generalized sense, with elements of senses 3   and 4. See also senses to make
peace phr. at Phrases 2   and Phrases 3.

a1225  (▸?OE)    MS Lamb. in R. Morris Old Eng. Homilies (1868) 1st Ser. 141 (MED),   Sunnedei makede
ure drihten pes..bi-tweone gode and monne.

a1225  (▸c1200)    Vices & Virtues 59 (MED),   Siec ðat tu haue pais aȝeanes gode.
c1225  (▸?c1200)    St. Juliana (Bodl.) 732   & custe ham coss os [read of] peis.
a1325  (▸c1280)    Southern Passion (Pepys 2344) 990 (MED),   Ich bytwene ywis Pees among ȝow ȝiue, þe

pees þat myn is.
▸c1384   Bible (Wycliffite, E.V.) (Douce 369(2)) (1850) Eph. iv. 3   Bisy for to kepe vnite of spirit in the bond

of pees [L. vinculo pacis].
?a1425   Chron. Papacy 29 in Jrnl. Eng. & Germanic Philol. (1942) 41 176 (MED),   Pope Innocente

ordeyned..þe cusse of pesse to be ȝeuun in þe masse.
c1475  (▸?c1300)    Guy of Warwick (Caius) 10256 (MED),   Lyve in pease and not in stryfe, Dysheryt no

man.
a1500  (▸a1450)    Generides (Trin. Cambr.) 3416   The pese shall sone be twix vs twoo.
1534   T. CROMWELL in R. B. Merriman Life & Lett. Cromwell (1902) I. 396   All malice and evill will

being..expulsed.., good amyte peax & quyetnes may take place.
1645   MILTON On Time in Poems 20   When every thing that is sincerely good..With Truth, and Peace, and

Love shall ever shine.
a1648   LD. HERBERT Life Henry VIII (1649) 549   But that this question..might well be omitted for Peace

sake.
1794   S. T. COLERIDGE Domest. Peace in Compl. Poet. Wks. (1912) I. 71   Tell me, on what holy ground May

Domestic Peace be found, Halcyon daughter of the skies.
1833   C. WILLIAMS Fall River ii. 32   A contention which has embittered many former friends against each

other, created many heart-burnings, assailed the peace of families,..and in some places almost
depopulated churches.

1845   C. BRONTË Let. in E. C. Gaskell Life C. Brontë (1857) xiii,   As long as he remains at home, I scarce dare
hope for peace in the house.

1864   DICKENS Our Mutual Friend (1865) I. I. iii. 14   We should have no peace in our place, if that got
touched upon.

1915   V. WOOLF Voy. Out xxiv,   There seemed to be peace between them. It might be love, but it was not the
love of man for woman.

2002   R. PADEL Voodoo Shop 1   A philanderer Who says what he doesn't mean.., who couldn't give a toss for
domestic peace.

 3.

 a. Freedom from anxiety, disturbance (emotional, mental, or spiritual),
or inner conflict; calm, tranquillity.

a1225  (▸c1200)    Vices & Virtues 95   He bitt ðat pais bie aiðer on licame and on saule, and þat pies hali
mihte sibsumnesse bie rixende on ȝeu baðe.

c1225  (▸?c1200)    Hali Meiðhad (Bodl. 34) (1940) 601 (MED),   Gleadschipe i þe hali gast & pes i þi breoste
of onde & of wreadðe.
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c1300   St. Francis (Laud) 472 in C. Horstmann Early S.-Eng. Legendary (1887) 67 (MED),   With þis word
he gan deiȝe and is soule al in pes To þe Ioye of heouene wende.

▸c1384   Bible (Wycliffite, E.V.) (Douce 369(2)) (1850) Phil. iv. 7   The pees of God, that passith al witt, kepe
ȝoure hertis.

c1450  (▸1410)    J. WALTON tr. Boethius De Consol. Philos. (Linc. Cathedral 103) 20 (MED),   Worldly wynd
wiþ meschief and distresse Haþ hym byraft al out of merthe and pesse.

?1504   W. ATKINSON tr. Ful Treat. Imytacyon Cryste (Pynson) III. xxxiii. 102   Lete not þi pes be in þe mouþes
of men.

1549   Bk. Common Prayer (STC 16267) Celebr, Holye Communion f. xciii ,   Graunt..to thy faithfull people
pardon and peace.

?a1603   E. GRYMESTON Miscelanea (1604) iii. sig. B4,   While I had rest in my substance, and peace in my
riches.

1671   MILTON Samson Agonistes 1334   Off. Regard thy self... Sam. My self? my conscience and internal
peace.

1710   M. CHUDLEIGH Ess. Several Subj. 59   [He] dies as he liv'd, consistent with himself, full of Serenity and
Peace.

1769   W. DRAPER in ‘Junius’ Stat Nominis Umbra (1772) I. vi. 46,   I could, by malicious interrogation,
disturb the peace of the most virtuous man in the kingdom.

a1817   J. AUSTEN Lady Susan xiv, in Wks. (1954) VI. 263,   I entreat you..to quiet your mind, & no longer
harbour a suspicion which cannot be more injurious to your own peace than to our Understandings.

1851   F. W. ROBERTSON Serm. 3rd Ser. xi. 138   Peace..is the opposite of passion, and of labour, toil and effort.
Peace is that state in which there are no desires madly demanding an impossible gratification.

1902   W. JAMES Varieties Relig. Experience iii,   All the solemnity that makes religious peace so different
from merely animal joys.

1948   Z. N. HURSTON Seraph on Suwanee xiv. 136   The weak but handsome face was..inhabited at last by a
peace and a calm.

1994   Kindred Spirit Autumn 4/2   His impressive weightlifting feats have been performed to show the
power of inner peace latent within us all.

 b. With of and the name of the organ, faculty, etc., in which such peace is
considered to reside; now esp. in peace of mind.

1340   Ayenbite (1866) 92 (MED),   Zueche guodes yefþ god to man ine þise wordle huanne he yefþ pays of
herte.

?a1425   Orcherd of Syon (Harl. 3432) (1966) 198 (MED),   A meke soule..schulde deeme hersilf vnworþi for
to haue sich reste and pees of soule.

a1450  (▸a1396)    W. HILTON Eight Chapters on Perfection 16   Whanne a man..slepiþ in pees of conscience
and restiþ with-oute strogelynge of veyn þouȝtis.

1583   B. MELBANCKE Philotimus (new ed.) sig. Bb4 ,   Let Pluto send thee peace of mind, and stay thy moodie
manacings, and as in yeares and welth thou wantst of me, so yeeld thy nauale forces.

1623   J. WEBSTER Dutchesse of Malfy IV. ii. sig. K4,   What would I doe, were this to do againe? I would not
change my peace of conscience For all the wealth of Europe.

1737   POPE Epist. of Horace II. ii. 6   He stuck to Poverty with Peace of Mind.
1792   M. WOLLSTONECRAFT Vindic. Rights Woman ii,   A rough inelegant husband may shock her taste without

v

v
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ONE 

SHAPING A VISION: 
THE NATURE OF PEACE 
STUDIES 

CONRAD G. BRUNK 

A. Why Study Peacel 

The twentieth century has been described by many historians as 
the bloodiest century in recorded human history. Judging sim-
ply by the numbers of people who have suffered violent death 
or the many other terrors of warfare and social strife, they are 

surely justified in their claim. The majority of those killed in the two 
major world wars, like most of the victims of the many regional wars 
that followed, were terrified, innocent civilians. The latter half of the 
century was dominated by a "cold war" in which the superpower 
nations of the world, having developed weapons of mass destruction, 
threatened massive genocide upon each other's populations. Their 
weapons, many scientists believed, held the potential to terminate 
human life on the planet Although this "cold war" came to an end in 
the last decade, the nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons it pro-
duced remain in existence and continue to place the peoples of the world 
at risk. 

This is only a part of the bloody story of the twentieth century, how-
ever. The rest includes chapter upon chapter of border wars between 
smaller nations, and ethnic, religious, and revolutionary conflict, in 
which acts of terrorism, guerilla war, and even genocide have become 
commonplace. The hum.an race has achieved many apparent economic, 
scientific, and political advances :in the modern era, but when it comes to 

SHAPING A VISION: THE NATURE OF PEACE STUDIES~ xx 

28



managing our conflicts our most recent record demonstrates that we 
have made little, if any, progress. Indeed, it appears that the human race 
has a decided penchant for turning its most impressive technological 
achievements to the task of finding ever more painful and destructive 
ways of dealing with its conflicts. . 

Surely one of the most important tasks for humanity in the new mil-
lennium is to learn how to handle individual, social, and national or 
international strife in more constructive and peaceful ways. The toll in 
human misery and the threat to our survival on this planet have become 
far too great. Rather than continuing to rely on entrenched procedures, 
we need to find less destructive, less violent ways of dealing with conflict 
at every level, from the family and the neighbourhood all the way up to 
the community of nations and states. · 

For this reason increasing numbers of educators and scholars have 
developed the conviction in recent years that the problem of conflict and 
violence in our world requires focused attention to the conditions that 
can tum human conflicts so quickly and easily to violence and war, as 
well as new ways of thinking about the alleviation of these conditions. 
After seeing the horrible power of the atomic bombs dropped upon the 
Japanese people at the end of World War II, Albert Einstein observed that 
nuclear weapons technology had "changed everything, except our way 
of thinking." What he meant by this was that the awesome power .this 
technology introduced had radically changed the world, especially 
humanity's ability to threaten the life of the planet. This, of course, 
should have altered just as dramatically the way we think about the 
place of violence and war in dealing with human conflicts, but it did not. 
Many people concluded that the only serious way to respond to the 
problem noted by Einstein was to set issues of peace and conflict apart as 
a special area of research and education in the university. 

Of course, problems of conflict and its resolution have always been the 
subject of study and research by the traditional disciplines represented in 
the university. Historians study the history of conflict. In fact, many peo-
ple think that historians tend to focus too much of their attention on 
wars and violence, as if these were the only important events in history. 
Psychologists study human behaviour at the individual level, to try to 
understand what influences us to choose violent or nonviolent means of 
handling our disputes. Social psychologists, anthropologists, and sociol-
ogists focus their attention on the behaviour of social groups; political 
scientists try to understand the behaviour of nations and political organi-
zations. Philosophers and theologians are interested in the moral and 

11 ~CONRAD G. BRUNK 

religious significance of conflicts and the most appropriate means of 
dealing with them. Even some of the so-called "hard sciences" like biolo-
gy, zoology, and ethology claim insights into the problems of human 
violence. 

But each of these disciplines tends to study only a narrow aspect of 
human behaviour; that is, the one that most naturally fits its own 
methodological approaches and assumptions. And it is clear that the 
problems of human conflict and their peaceful resolution are much larg-
er than any single discipline can capture. Each discipline has important 
insights to offer, but none can understand these problems fully in their 
real-life contexts. Further, there are aspects of these problems that can 
fall in the cracks between disciplines. This is why the proper study of 
human conflict and its resolution is interdisciplinary - understanding the 
problem requires the insights both contained in and overlooked by many 
disciplines. Only by setting the study of conflict and peace apart as a sep-
arate problem area is it possible to stimulate the "new ways of thinking" 
necessary for our radically changed world. 

B. Objections to Peace Studies 

1. Is it Really a Disdpline? 

The points just mentioned indicate the usual rationale for the develop-
ment of "Peace Studies" as an independent course of study in many col-
leges and universities. But some traditional academics have argued that 
Peace Studies really isn't a "discipline" in the commonly understood 
sense of that term, and therefore should not really be a separate field of 
study. This argument is not very persuasive, because it is not at all clear 
what defines academic ((disciplines" in the first place. They are not 
identified by a common methodology, since in many disciplines there 
are lively debates about the proper methods to use (especially in the 
humanities and social sciences). Nor are they characterized by common 
.assumptions shared by their members, since these too are constantly 
debated. It appears that many disciplines are defined by the range of 
problems, or the suhject matter, they study. History is defined by its concern 
with events in the past, psychology with human behaviour, anthropolo-
gy with practices of different cultures, and so on. 

In this respect, Peace Studies, which takes as its subject matter the 
problem of human conflict and its peaceful resolution, is no less a disci
pline than many of the well-recognized academic disciplines which have 

SHAPING A VISION: THE NATURE OF PEACE STUDIES )!9" I3 

29



emerged over time, especially in the t\Venti.eth century. But it is not nec
essary to establish Peace Studies as a distinct academic discipline in order 
to establish its value as a separate course of study, because it is clear that 
some of the most significant and highly respected courses of study to 
emerge in colleges and universities in the past several decades are, like 
Peace Studies, attempts to explore highly important social issues which 
require the perspectives of many disciplines. 

Take, for instance, the emergence ofEnvironmental Studies in univer-
sities around the world in the past forty years. Environmental issues have 
come to be recognized as demanding immediate, well-founded responses 
in personal behaviour and in economic and political policy. 
Understanding these issues requires input from many sciences, as well as 
disciplines in the humanities: physics, biology, geology, zoology, ecology, 
psychology, sociology, geography, political science, economics, ethics, 
and religious studies, just to name the most relevant. But these disci-
plines cannot tackle environmental problems in an integrated and 
coherent way in their own isolated comers. They need to be brought 
together around real environmental problems, where the solutions 
require insights from each and require each to recognize the limitations 
and possibilities identified by the others. Environmental Studies is one of 
the best examples of the importance of interdisciplinary research and educa-
tion in dealing with critical social problems. Other similar examples in 
the university include Development Studies, Area Studies (e.g., 
Canadian Studies, African Studies), and Ethnic Studies (e.g., Aboriginal 
Studies). Few people today would argue that these do not have a legiti-
mate place in the university, even though many of the traditional 
"disciplinarians" were highly suspicious of them when they were first 
proposed because they infringed on their "disciplinary turf." 

2. Is Peace Studies Too PoliticalJ 

Even though Environmental Studies is now an accepted and highly 
respected course of study, when it was first introduced into college and 
university curricula many people opposed it on the grounds that it was 
not an "objective" science. It was, they said, merely an excuse for intro
ducing environmentalist political activism into the academic curricu
lum, and this was a violation of the scholarly commitment to 
maintaining a neutral or «objective" attitude. It is not appropriate for 
colleges and universities to be supporting items on the "green" agenda 
(like "limited growth," sustainability, or "saving the spotted owl"). 
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which are controversial and challenge many entrenched ways of think-
mg and acting within our society. 

Peace Studies programs meet with the same arguments. They, too, are 
charged with being "too political" because they are often critical of 
mainstream ways of thinking about government behaviour and policy. 

.Thus they are often seen as promoting pacifism, socialism, or other "left-
wing"_ political agendas and providing a platform for engaging students 
m anti-war protests and other forms of activism, rather than maintain
ing the appropriate level of scholarly "objectivity."' Now it is certainly 
true that. Peace Studies, like Environmental Studies, looks for new ways 
of thlnking about conflict and violence that often are critical of 
entrenched ways of thinking about these things. But there is nothing 
mherently more "political" about this than other accepted forms of crit-
ical scholarly inquiry. Indeed, most people would argue that this is just 
what the university is all about: the promotion of new, and often very 
unpopular, ways of thinking. "Politicization" is something to worry 
about in universities, but the "politicization" to be feared is not that of 
ideas critical of mainstream politics. It is rather that which suppresses the 
free expression. of unpopular viewpoints for political reasons. We might 
also ask which JS the greater threat to the objectivity of the university: a 
research grant of millions from a government defence department to a 
physics professor to study the feasibility of a laser weapon, or a Peace 
Studies course which investigates nonviolent alternatives for national 
defence or international peacekeeping? 

J. Is Peace Studies Value-Free? 

An important related question is whether Peace Studies is defined by a 
cornzmtment to a certain set of values. Some of its academic critics have 
claimed that it is defined priTllllrily by such a value commitment, and that 
this is the sense in which it is really the inappropriate introduction of a 
moral or political agenda into scholarly research and education. Thus it 
is often said that Peace Studies is defined by a common con:unitrnent to 
pacifism or nonviolence as a mor'.31 or political ideology, or that it shares 
a common opposition to patriotic nationalism in favour of trans-nation
alist or internationalist sentiments. Some of its harshest critics have even 
claimed that it is motivated by strong socialist or Marxist ideology. 

There is an important sense in which it is true that Peace Studies is 
defined by certain values. One of these is certainly the value of peace 
itself; that is, the belief that peaceful relations among people and nations 
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are better than unpeaceful ones. This implies another closely related 
value central to the very definition of Peace Studies - that violence is 
undesirable, and that where the same human goods can be achieved by 
them, nonviolent means are preferable to violent ones. But these two 
values are, as just stated, hardly controversial ones. They would be 
shared by most people and should not be identified with any particular 
"political" agenda. . . 

With respect to these value commitments, Peace Studies IS no 
different from many, probably most, other academic and scholarly 
endeavours, which are also motivated by underlying values or goals. For 
example, the whole point of Environmental Studies is to find ways to 
ameliorate destructive impacts upon the environment. This distinguish
es it from Geology, which is more often taught with an eye towards 
facilitating the extraction ofresources from the environment (this, after 
all, is what most geology graduates do). Administrative and Manage-
ment Studies have as underlying values such things as efficiency and 
profitability. Aboriginal Studies is premised upon the explicit value of 
preservation of cultural and ethnic traditions and practices. Even 
Strategic Studies, often hailed by its proponents as a "value-free" or 
"realistic" enterprise, is based upon national interest. These are, in each 
case, values appropriate to the community served by the area of study 
and appropriate to the area of study itself. Peace Studies is committed, 
equally appropriately, to the values of peace. 

C. The Subject Matter of Peace Studies 

As already suggested, Peace Studies is defined, not so much in terms of its 
methods and assumptions, but in terms of its subject matter, the problems 
with which it is concerned. This problem area has been loosely identified 
as that of "human conflict and its peaceful resolution." The domain of 
human conflict is, of course, extremely broad, because we are very confl-
ict-Prone creatures who construct many levels of social interaction and 
generate conflict at every level of that interaction. Individuals find them-
selves in conflict with others in a variety of social contexts: in families, in 
schools, in the workplace, and in the community. We organize ourselves 
within racial, religious, ethnic, economic, and political groupings which 
regularly come into conflict with each other. And we also form nation 
states and alliances in the international arena which vie with each other 
for power, influence, resources, and territory. If we ever encounter 
beings from other galaxies, we will surely add intergalactic conflict to the 
list! 
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That humans come into conflict with each other at various levels of 
individual and group interaction is normal and expected. Conflict is itself 
inevitable among beings who live together in situations where common 
interests meet finite resources, and where different interests lead to 
incompatible activities. There is nothing particularly bad, or even unde-
sirable, about the inevitability of conflict. It is, in itself, neither bad nor 
good, though it can have both good and bad consequences. It can lead to 
misunderstanding, hostility, alienation, and violence. But conflict can 
also be a stimulus to creative thinking and the development of new 
ideas, new technologies, or new forms of social interaction, all of which 
can make things better for everyone. Nothing would be more boring and 
unsatisfying than life without conflict. The only human community 
without conflict, it has been said, is to be found in a cemetery! 

Conflict can be defined (and usually is defined in conflict theory) sim-
ply as what results from the existence, real or imagined, of incompatible 
~nterests, goals, beliefs, or activities. It is a situation in which one party's 
mterests cannot be fully realized without their impinging upon the real-
ization of some other party's interests - or a situation in which one of 
them thinks that the interests are incompatible. Defined this way, it 
should be clear that conflict among finite beings on this earth is 
inevitable. It would be inevitable even if humans were perfectly good 
beings. It is not our failure to be good that brings us into conflict with 
others. It is simply the fact that, being the same kinds of beings, with sim-
ilar interests, we will naturally want the same things when there is not 
enough for everyone at the same time. But we also have different beliefs 
and values, and these too come into conflict with the beliefs and values of 
others. This is normal and natural- there is nothing bad about it at all. 

The important thing about human conflicts, then, is not so much the 
conflicts themselves as the means we clwose to deal with them. These means 
largely determine whether the conflict leads to good or ill. Not only do 
we generate strife at various levels of sod.al interaction, from the individ
ual to the international, we also have developed habits, practices, and 
institutions for dealing with it at all these levels. Some of these work bet-
ter than others, are better at preventinB hostility and violence, while others 
seem to pr1YmOte hostility and violence or even depend upon them. 

The primary concern of Peace Studies is to understand how conflicts 
among human beings arise, what causes them to become harmful for 
some or all the parties, and what means are most likely to deal with 
them in less harmful ways. Adam Curle, founder of one of the first Peace 
Studies programs in Britain, defined the function of Peace Studies as 
identifying and analyzing "unpeaceful relationships" in order to "devise 
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means of changing unpeaceful into peaceful relationships.'" A useful 
aspect of Curie's definition is the way it points out that human conflicts 
can be handled in "unpeaceful" as well as "peaceful" ways, and that the 
point is to find ways of turning conflicts of the former type into conflicts 
of the latter type. What this amounts to depends, of course, upon what '.s 
meant by "peaceful relationships," and, as we shall see in a m_oment, this 
is a matter of much interesting debate within the Peace Studies commu-

ni:::nother useful aspect of Curie's definition is that it defines Peace 
Studies very broadly, since it includes the study of peaceful and unpeace-
ful relations at every one of the levels of human conflict from the 
individual to the international. Peace Studies is interested in the analysis 
of conflict between individuals and groups in communities and in finding 
methods of transforming violent and harmful relations arising in these 
conflicts into more constructive or "peaceful" relations. This is the focus 
of what is often called "Community Conflict Resolution Studies." (These 
aspects of conflict and its peaceful management are discussed by 
Loraleigh Keashly and Bill Warters in Chapter 2 of this boo~.) . . ,, 

But Peace Studies is interested in conflicts at the more polio.cal lev-
els as well. These include the unpeaceful relations that often arise in 
conflicts between the diverse racial, religious, ethnic, and political groups 
within our communities and nations. While most states have legal and 
political institutions for dealing with these conflicts-police, courts'. pris-
ons, social agencies, elected councils, and legislatures, which are designed 
to "keep the peace" - they often do not perform in ways that resolve the 
underlying conflicts or transform them into more peaceful relao.onships 
between the parties. Creative nonviolent means of confrontatJ.on and 
conflict transformation, such as those used by Mohandas Gandhi and 
Martin Luther King, Jr., have therefore been a major subject for study. 
(These issues are addressed here by Jo Vellacott and Nigel Young, in 
Chapters 4 and 5, respectively.) 

Conflict between nations and betv:een ethnic or nationalist groups 
within nations, which typically leads to the organized violence of civil or 
international war, has been a major focus of Peace Studies in the past. 
Indeed, during the past several decades the major impetus for the estab-
lishment of such programs in European and North American 
universities and colleges has often been concern about the growing 
destructiveness of regional wars around the world, the high risks of 
nuclear war during the cold war period, and the emergence of ever more 
horrifying military technologies, such as chemical and biological 
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weapons. The search for more peaceful ways of managing regional and 
national conflicts rightfully remains a high priority. There is a desperate 
need for investigating new methods of intervention in highly volatile sit-
uations: peacebuilding or peacekeeping roles which do not simply 
multiply the violence and suffering of the people in conflict, .S tradition-
al military methods of intervention so often do. (Chapter 3, by Alex 
Morrison, reflects this interest.) 

Peace Studies researchers and educators have also been interested in 
undertaking critical examination of the prevailing doctrines and ideolo-
gies that shape the mainstream ways of thinking about human conflict. 
This is especially true at the level of international conflict, where inter-
national relations theory has been strongly dominated by debates 
between "realism" and "idealism," Marxism and capitalism, liberalism 
and fascism, and similar dichotomies. Many people think that these 
debates are based upon assumptions about individual, group, and nation-
al behaviour that are outmoded and prevent the emergence of new, 
creative solutions to conflict at this level. Perhaps these assumptions -
the identification of political power with force and violence, the idea that 
human individual or group behaviour is essentially egoistically motivat-
ed, that social order is dependent upon the monopoly of violence, and so 
on - need to be challenged. Here Peace Studies provides a useful service 
by examining the evidence from the many sciences which may call these 
assumptions into question. For example, the "political realist" assump
tion that social order and cooperation can only be maintained by the 
existence of a scheme of centralized enforcement has been called into 
serious question by recent research on the emergence of cooperation and 
altruism among insects and animals in their natural evolutionary adap-
tation to their environment.; There is reason to believe that the same 
might be true of the human animal in social contexts. 

So we see that Peace Studies is defined by concerns with human 
conflicts and their peaceful resolution across a broad spectrum of human 
interaction. The chapters in this book speak to this wide variety of 
conflict issues and introduce critical challenges to entrenched ways of 
thinking. It is thus clear in what ways Peace Studies can be distinguished 
from many other disciplines and research programs. For instance, 
Strategic Studies, a growing area of research in universities and non-aca
demic research institutes, generally limits its focus to international 
conflict situations, and it views them from the point of view of the 
national interest of a particular national actor or government. It tends to 
make certain assumptions about the interests of states and their use of 
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power and examines conflict situations with the :ilm of finding the most 
effective "strategy" for maximizing the interests of the parncular state. It 
provides useful input for policy-makers who are interested in serving the 
particular interests of their own country, however these interests may be 
defined (and they are usually defined in terms of economic advantage 
and political influence). Peace Studies, on the other hand, attempts to 
take a broader view, which may include the critical assessment of 
assumptions made by Strategic Studies and their implications for peace-
ful relations among nations. 

D. Central Concepts in Peace Studies 

1. Peace 

The best evidence against the claim that Peace Studies is defined by any 
particular ideology lies in the existence of an ongoing vigorous debate 
within the field about how to define "peace," the concept central to 
Peace Studies as a field of research and education. If we accept anything 
like Adam Curie's definition of the field, as the analysis of unpeaceful 
relationships and the means of transforming them into peaceful ones, 
then the first question we must address when undertaking our study is: 
What do we mean by "unpeaceful" and "peaceful" relationships between 
peoplel 

Curle himself defines these terms in the following way. ''Peaceful rela-
tionships," he says, are "those in which individuals or groups are enabled 
to achieve together goals which they could not have reached separately." 
In contrast, "unpeaceful relationships are those in which the units con
cerned damage each other so that, in fact, they achieve less then they 
could have done independently, and in one way or another harm each 
other's capacity for growth, maturation or fulfilment."' Curle clearly 
includes more within the concept of "peace" than is usual in newspapers 
and popular language. He does not mean merely the absence of war or 
other forms of overt violence which kill or m:ilm persons and does not 
believe that a situation is "peaceful" simply when there is a cease-fire or 
temporary truce in hostilities between parties. There are many subtle 
and inconspicuous ways in which people can harm each other psycho-
logically, socially, and economically even though they are not actually 
engaged in acts of violence in the usual sense of this term. 

Curie's definition of peace is an example of what has come to be 
kno-..vn as "positive peace,'' because it is said to define peace in terms of 

20 .o11 CONRAD G. BRUNK 

the presence of a state of affairs that is beneficial for all the parties in a rela-
tionship. "Positive peace" is contrasted Vilith "negative peace," which 
defines peace negatively- as the absence of certain kinds of specific violent 
actions, like those which physically m:llm or kill other persons. From the 
point of view of "negative peace," a situation is peaceful among individu
als and groups if they are not engaging in specific acts of physical or 
psychological violence, such as occur in assaults in which people are seri-
ously injured or even killed. Among nations there is "negative peace" if 
they are not at war or are not using the threat of war to advance their 
diplomatic objectives. The concept of "negative peace" is the one that we 
typically use in our ordinary speech when we talk about peace among 
nattons or among conflicting political groups within a society. 

Curle prefers to use a «positive" as opposed to a "negative" conception 
of peace because he thinks that there are many ways in which relations 
among individuals and groups can be harmful to some or all the parties 
to the relationship even when they do not involve overt acts of violence. 
A situation should not be called "peaceful" if persons are suffering harm 
from the nature of the relationship. A marriage is not "peaceful" if one 
of the partners is being exploited, oppressed, or prevented from realizing 
his or her potennal as a person because of power imbalances or simply 
habitual ways of structuring the roles, even when these are unrecog-
rnzed or unintended. A society is not "peaceful" if, as in a slaveholding 
society, its laws or social practices demean or impoverish certain groups 
or exclude them from the opportunities and benefits available to others. 
Those who, like Curle, prefer the notion of "positive peace" would say 
that any relationship of extreme injustice should hardly be considered 
~peaceful." Furthermore, a situation that places people in such positions 
lS a fertile breeding ground for overt forms of violence, and thus is not 
likely to be peaceful even in the "negative" sense for very long. 

The well-known Scandinavian peace researcher, Johan Galtung, has 
defended an even stronger conception of positive peace than Curie's. He 
calls any situation unpeaceful in which "human beings are being 
rnfluenced so that their actual (physical) and mental realizations are 
below their potential realization.'" Galtung has been much criticized for 
this view because it suggests that we have peace only when we have 
reached a perfect utopia! Others have pointed out that on this definition 
there is.no ditlerence between the concept of peace and the concept of 
perfect JUStlce. We will return to this criticism a bit later. 
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2. Violence 

Johan Galtung also has an interesting way of explaining the distinction 
between positive and negative peace by pointing out that really each of 
them has a "negative" definition - peace is the absence of somethmg, 
which can be called "violence." But negative and positive peace, it may be 
said, refer to the absence of two different kinds of violence. The violence 
with which negative peace is concerned Galtung calls "direct, personal 
violence." This is what we normally think of when we hear the word. 
Violence in this sense has four essential elements: a) an identifiable actor 
or groups of actors, b) an identifiable physical action or behaviour, c) a 
clear physical or psychological hann which results from the acnon, and d) 
an identifiable victim who suffers the harm. The usual things that come to 
mind when we hear the word "violence" - such as physical assaults, stab
bings, shootings, bombings -have all four of these elements. 

But Gal tung points out that some of the most pernicious ways people 
are harmed do not have all these elements, and hence they tend to be 
ignored or not recognized as "violent," even though they should be. 
People can be harmed, not only by the actions of others, but also as a 
result of the way the relevant relationships or social practices are struc
tured. In these cases it is not anybody's particular actions but the 
structures themselves that cause the harm. The examples cited earlier of 
the lack of "positive peace" - slavery, apartheid, or an oppressive mar
riage - are for Galtung perfect examples of what he calls "structur.al 
violence." In these cases there is a clear "victim" who is being harmed m 
some W")' in the situation, or by the situation, but the victim may be 
unable to identify any particular action of any particular person or group as 
the cause of the harm. It is the way things go as a result of the relevant 
social arrangements that puts the person :in the disadvantaged situation. 
The poverty and dehumanization of the slave is the result of the system of 
slavery, not the result of any identifiable act of violence on the part of the 
slavemaster. The fact that a specific slavemaster may be very "nonvio
lent" (in the sense of direct, personal violence), or even unusually 
benevolent, in the treatment of his or her slaves does not mean that the 
situation of the slaves is not extremely detrimental to them. There is a 
sense :in which slavery "does violence" to the slaves, even though no one 
may be "acting violently" toward them. This is what Galtung means by 
"structural violence." 

This distinction between direct, personal violence and structural vio-
lence makes it easier to clarify the distinction between negative peace and 
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positive peace. Negative peace can simply be understood as the absence 
of direct, personal violence. Positive peace is the absence of structural 
violence. When viewed this way, it becomes evident that the common 
element in both conceptions of peace and violence is the element of harm. 
How broadly we understand the notion of peace depends in large part 
upon what we include as the types of harm that are "violent" or 
i'unpe:aceful." 

This is not just an academic question about terminology, as it might 
appear to be on the surface. Very important debates about the nature of 
peace studies, peace research, and peacemaking tum on this issue. 
Consider, fur example, the debate that raged among peace researchers in 
the 1960s and 1970s, when Galtung and Curle were writing about the issue. 
Many of the most visible wars occurring in the world then were "wars of 
liberation," in which dissident groups fought revolutionary guerilla wars 
against very oppressive, undemocratic regimes. Even if we agree that the 
goal of peace research is to find ways to help these societies restore a 
peaceful situation (to "turn unpeaceful relationships into peaceful 
ones," as Curle puts its), we must still ask whether this means finding 
ways to end the wars (restoring negative peace) or finding ways to end 
the oppression of the governments, against which the wars were being 
fought (restoring or creating positive peace). 

Not surprisingly, peace researchers did not agree about this, nor did 
many of the people involved directly in the violent situation. Some peo-
ple (like Galtung and Curle) argued that merely to focus on the direct, 
personal violence of the fighting and to advocate ways of stopping it was 
to take sides with the oppressive status quo which the people were 
fighting to end, to side with the political and economic structures that 
were structurally violent, and to prefer a negative peace to a positive 
peace. If one wanted to contribute to peacemaking :in this situation, it 
was argued, then one should focus upon ways of ending the oppression, 
not just on ways of ending the war. Further, the revolutionaries fighting 
these wars claimed that they were not the ones who should be criticized 
for being "unpeaceful". They were, in fact, fighting against the structural 
violence of the oppressive regime and for positive peace (as well as for 
negative peace in the long run). They needed to break the negative peace 
(with direct, personal violence) in order to achieve positive peace. Those 
who were truly on the side of "real" (positive) peace should, they said, 
side with the revolutionaries. Those who merely wanted to stop the 
fighting weren't really on the side of peace. 

Other peace researchers, like the well-known American economist 
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Kenneth Boulding, were strongly critical of this position. They argued 
that this emphasis on positive peace confuses the issues. By de.fining 
"peace" and "violence" so broadly, they said, the ideas become mdistm-
guishable from the concepts of "justice" and "injustice," thus obscurmg 
an important and enduring moral question that arises when we face the 
need to choose between peace and justice. We value neganve peace too, 
the critics argued, and sometimes it comes into conflict with justi_ce. 
When it does, we simply have to make a moral decision about which 
value is more important: whether the injustice is so great that ending it 
justifies breaking the peace by using direct, personal violence. 
Recognizing that this is a real choice between two values also forces us to 
look seriously for the least violent (or as we should say, most "peaceful") 
ways of struggling against injustice. This, Boulding argued, was exactly 
what Peace Studies and peace research should be seeking to do - to find 
effective nonviolent ("negatively peaceful") ways of fighting against 
injustice. So, negative peace should be the central conception of peace-
making. 

Those who in this way prefer the concept of negative peace as the con-
trolling idea in Peace Studies point out an important fact ab.out human 
beings and their propensity to violence in dealing with conflict. The fact 
is that people nearly always believe in the rightness of their own cause. 
So, when they fight, they are fighting "for justice." If the injustice against 
which they fight is perceived to be grave, then the temptation is to use 
whatever means are considered necessary to succeed. This is why intense 
conflicts have the well-known tendency to spiral into ever-increasing 
levels of violence and horro" And as they do, the parties on both sides 
become ever more firmly convinced that their horrible deeds are 
justified by the end of the justice they seek. The more people use the 
term "structural violence" to describe the injustice of their opponents, 
the easier it becomes for them to tbink of themselves as "peacemakers" 
and the more difficult it becomes for them to see the violence of their 
own actions. The language of "structural violence" and "positive peace" 
helps warriors to avoid making an explicit moral choice about . the 
justification of their own violent actions, or about whether there might 
be morally preferable, nonviolent ways of dealing with the conflict. 

The debate about justice and peace cannot be resolved here. Perhaps 
the best thing to say at this point is simply that the two concepts of vio-
lence and peace call our attention to importantly different aspects of 
conflict and its peaceful resolution. We know that situations of structural 
violence are often fertile breeding grounds for the outbreak. of many 
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kinds of direct, personal violence and that, in most cases, structural vio
lence is maintained by the regular use or threat of direct personal 
violence, which often incites those who suffer to employ violent resis-
tance. So there is a clear sense in which it is true that the only real peace 
is a positive peace. It is also dear that to be concerned about negative 
peace, without taking into account the underlying conditions that pro-
duce the direct, personal '\tiolence, is to take too narrow a view. Those 
who seek negative peace as a goal must also be concerned about how to 
achieve positive peace (or justice) peacefully. 

Different "peacemaking" approaches can give high priority to both 
these values. Jo Vellacott illustrates how both the historical practice and 
the theory of nonviolence address situations of injustice with methods 
that do not require direct, personal violence. Loraleigh Keashly and 
William Warters also show how the injustices that characterize many 
conflicts between individuals can be addressed, even transformed, by 
effective non'\tiolent strategies of conflict intervention. Alex Morrison's 
chapter on international conflict points out that the peacekeeping roles 
of the United Nations focus directly on the maintenance of "negative 
peace" between warring parties in the world, but this often helps create 
conditions of greater "positive peace" as well. 

This allows us to suggest an alternative definition of Peace Studies to 
that provided by Adam Curle. Perhaps we can say that its aim is to ana-
lyze human conflicts in order to find the most peaceful (negatively 
peaceful) ways to turn unjust relationships into more just (positively 
-peaceful). This definition has the advantage of capturing the full impor-
tance of the concept of positive peace without losing sight of the 
distinction between peace and justice. 

J. Cmjlict 

We often think of conflict among human beings as a bad thing - some-
thing to be avoided at all costs. Partly as a result of this perception many 
people avoid conflict as much as possible. We might even think that 
peace is the absence of conflict, and that the aim of Peace Studies is to 
find ways of avoiding or reducing conflict among human individ1,1als, 
groups, and nations. This would be a mistake, however. The reader will 
notice that the definitions of "peace" we have reviewed so far have 
referred to the absence of violence - both direct and personal and struc-
tural - but not the absence of conflict. 

This is because conflict is not necessarily a bad thing, although it is the 
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occasion for the well-known unpleasant things people may do when they 
are not very good at handling it. In fact, conflict can cause many good 
things. Loraleigh Keashly and William Warters point out in Chapter 2 the 
many positive functions that conflict can play in human relations, such 
as fostering creative solutions to problems, facilitating personal and 
social change, and maintaining personal and social identities. In addition, 
it can be exciting and fun. This is the whole point of competitive games, 
of course - to engage in a contrived, but controlled, conflict for the 
enjoyment of the participants and the spectators. 

Many people think that if they find themselves in a conflict with 
another person or group, it must be because someone- me, another per
son, or both of us-is doing ~omething wrong. Psychologists have found 
that people have tendencies toward one or other of these alternatives. 
Some people tend to assume that they, themselves, are doing something 
wrong when they find themselves in a conflict. They feel guilty and tend 
to resolve the conflict by giving in immediately to the other parry. 
Others assume the opposite. They feel threatened by the conflict, blame 
the other party, and are more likely to be combative and aggressive. Still 
others blame themselves and others. These people are either very pes-
simistic and fatalistic about conflict and avoid or 'Withdraw from it, or 
they look for ways to reach quick compromises. None of these are very 
constructive ways to deal with the problem. None of them motivate the 
person to engage in constructive problem-solving. A person who does 
not immediately assume that conflict is a sign of someone doing some-
thing wrong is less likely to engage in blaming (oneself or the other) and 
is therefore less likely to be aggressive and competitive and more likely to 
look for constructive ways of dealing with the situation. 

So the point of Peace Studies and peacemaking is not necessarily to 
find ways to end conflicts, but to handle them more constructively. 
Because conflict is so often the occasion for people to become nasty 
toward one another - to become hateful, distrustful, alienated, aggres-
sive, and violent - we need to find ways to carry on conflicts without 

becoming nasty ourselves. 

4, Power 

Another central concept in Peace Studies, power, is like conflict, com-
monly understood in many different ways. Throughout human history 
there has been a tendency to think of power (especially political power) 
as synonymous with force and violence or the threat of force or violence. 
Western political theorists from the Greek historian Thucydides to the 
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seventeenth-century philosopher Thomas Hobbes and modern social 
theorists like Max Weber and Mao Zedong have all claimed that the use 
or threat of force or violence was the source and measure of political 
power. They believed that the greater the ability of a person or state to 
wreak violence upon others, the greater its power. Hobbes, for example, 
believed that all forms of social cooperation and trust, including moral 
relations between people (and presumably all animals), were possible 
only because a strong leader could punish with violence those who 
refused to cooperate.' Apparently he had never observed "social" ani-
mals and insects, who seem to cooperate regularly, without threat from 
such a centralized leader. 

However, throughout this same history there have also been thinkers 
such as Socrates, Jesus, and the Buddha, and such influential modem 
political theorists as Gandhi, Hannah Arendt, and Gene Sharp, who have 
seriously questioned this equation of power and violence. They define 
power in broader, more general terms, as the ability to organize persons 
and groups into cooperative enterprises for the accomplishment of social 
goals. When power is defined as cooperation, it leaves open the question of 
its relationship with violence. Threat of violence or force may be one way 
to exercise power, but it may not be the only or even the most effective 
way. As Arendt puts it, violence may be an efficient means of exercising 
destructive power, but it is an extremely inefficient and often ineffective way 
of exercising constructive power.7 

At the centre of the argument for nonviolent action, as can be seen in 
Chapter 4, is the view, shared by Gandhi, King, and Sharp, that there are 
forms of social power, made possible by the willingness of people to 
stand up to threats of violence against them, which can undermine the 
power of those who depend upon the threat of force and violence. The 
argument is based upon a simple;: but often ignored fact: a person who 
threatens others with violence in order to get them to cooperate and do 
his or her will is powerless if those others refuse to give in to the threat. 
All that is left for the threatener to do is to wreak his violence upon the 
refusers. In doing so, he or she destroys those who are needed to carry 
out the purpose. This is what Leo Tolstoy taught Gandhi about the 
British subjugation of India: the British colonizers needed cooperative 
Indian colonists to do their labour and buy their goods. When Gandhi 
gave the Indian people the courage to resist the British threats of vio-
lence, there was nothing the latter could do to get the cooperation they 
sought. It is the subjugated, Gandhi realized, who ultimately have the 
power over the subjugators. 

Part of the task of Peace Studies is to understand the dynamics and 
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uses of power. It is one of the most important elements in conflict, since 
balances of power among conflicting parties have a significant impact 
upon the "outcome" of the conflict or the way it is handled. If peace-
making is concerned with both peace and justice (or "negative" and 
"positive" peace), then it is concerned to .find ways of managing conflict 
which do not simply allow powerful parties to impose unfair settlements 
upon weaker parties. Keashly and Warters in Chapter z, Morrison in 
Chapter 3, and Fisk in Chapter 6 are all concerned with this problem. 

E. Approaches to Peacemaking 

One of the primary objectives of Peace Studies is to identify, test, and 
implement many different strategies for dealing with conflict situations. 
Human beings have had such strategies for as long as they have experi- · 
enced conflicts. However, some are more violent than others, and some 
are more effective at achieving positive peace, or justice. Some aim at 
"winning" the conflict or imposing a loss on the opponent; others try to 
.find some way of ending the conflict altogether by .finding a "win-win" 
solution. Some attempt to "manage" the conflict through agreed-upon 
procedures (like tossing a coin or voting) or systems of rules, while oth-
ers aim at actually intensifying the conflict in order to motivate one or 
more of the parties to resolve it in a constructive way. 

Some conflicts are between parties that are relatively equal in power 
and resources; some are not. A strategy likely to reach a fair resolution 
between parties (such as a mediated negotiation) is not nearly as likely to 
do so if they are highly unequal The outcome of a negotiation between 
two unequal parties is predictable: it will favour the interests of the party 
who has the greater power. So an unrestrained negotiation between 
unequals will not necessarily produce a more just, or positively peaceful, 
outcome than will an unrestrained .fight between two parties of unequal 
strength. Negotiation is a more negatively peaceful means than .fighting 
or war between parties, but it does not necessarily guarantee that the 
resulting relationship will be good (or even better). This is why methods 
of conflict resolution that may be good in one type of conflict may not be 
as good in others . 

Figure I provides a helpful way to understand important ways in 
which strategies of peacemaking de.fine their objectives differently and 
employ different procedures with different implications for "peaceful-
ness," in both of the senses we have discussed. It distinguishes three very 
different approaches, each de.fined by a different underlying conception 
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of the "peace" to be attained. Within each of these three general 
approaches both coercive (and violent) and non-coercive (and nonvio-
lent) methods can be used. The bottom row provides some examples of 
actual conflict resolution techniques that can be used to achieve the 
goals of each approach. You will notice that some techniques, such as 
bargaining and debating, can be used to accomplish quite different goals. 

The most important things to notice in Figure 1 are the three very 
different aims that a peacemaking approach might have. In the first, 
which I have called "Conflict Resolution," the goal of the approach is to 
end the conflict between the parties altogether. There are many ways to 
do this, of course, some more constructive than others. Conflict resolu-
tion is most appropriate and constructive in those situations where the 
parties may perceive their interests to be incompatible, but where there is a 
"win-win" solution available which would allow them both fully to 
achieve their goals. Careful problem-solving through negotiation, often 
with the help of a mediator, can be the most constructive or "peaceful" 
approach. A typical way to "end the conflict" is for one of the parties sim-
ply to inflict defeat on the other and "win" by imposing terms in its own 
favour. Complete elimination of the opponent will end a conflict, of 
course, but hardly in a constructive way. 

In the second peacemaking approach, "Conflict Management," the 
aim is not to end the conflict, but rather to get the parties to live with it 
or to carry it on in ways that keep it within limits that are beneficial to 
both parties. What else is a recreational competitive game like hockey or 
chess but a contrived conflict that is carried on by the opponents because 
they both derive certain benefits (fun, exercise, thrill of competition, 
etc.)l The success of the game rests upon keeping the conflict within the 
rules that regulate it. Many real-life conflicts are like competitive games 
in this respect. For example, most of the political conflicts within soci-
eties can never be terminated completely. People's political beliefs and 
preferences don't change that easily. What a good political system does is 
to find effective rules and mechanisms for deciding what laws and poli-
cies to follow, without actually ending the diversity of opinion and 
disagreement about these things. 

Democracy, for example, is a system of conflict management. It 
resolves questions by a set of rule-governed mechanisms like voting 
(majority rule), establishing rules to protect the minority (or minori-
ties), and so on. Courts are rule-governed institutions that decide 
disputes by imposing an arbitrated settlement on the parties (which does 
not necessarily end the conflict between them). One of the best-known 

mechanisms for settling conflicts between good friends is through some 
"ritual" such as coin-tossing, straw-drawing, or dice-throwing, which 
the parties consider a fair procedure.' Another common, and very 
effi:ctive, conflict management device is that of compromise. In a com-
promise, both parties agree not to end the conflict, but to "live with it" in 
a way that allows each to get some of what they want. Negotiation and 
problem-solving cannot always end a conflict by finding a complete win-
win solution; sometimes parties have to settle for compromise. 

What about the third approach to peacemaking, "Conflict Transform-
ation"? Some people find it hard to understand how intens.ifJing a conflict 
can be called "peacemaking" or conflict resolution. Sometimes, howev-
er, itis necessary to intensify conflict before it can be resolved in a fuir and 
constructive way. Earlier we discussed the problem of the apparent 
conflict between negative peace and positive peace, or between peace and 
JUStice. There we saw that a negative peace between parties that is 
destructive o: oppressive for one of them is hardly an acceptable peace: it 
IS not peace m the fullest sense of the word. Conflict Transformation 
models attempt to deal with this issue. They recognize that often, before 
a conflict can be resolved (regulated or terminated) in an acceptable way, 
1t may have to be intensified first. Maybe the power balance between the 
conflicting parties is extremely unequal, so that one has the power to 
rmpose terms on the other in negotiation, bargaining, debating, voting-
or fighting. In such cases, one must try to restore a more equal balance of 
power between them. Or, maybe, one party gains much more from the 
conflict than the other. In such cases the party getting the benefits may 
find 1t hard to see that there is a conflict to be resolved, and even if they 
see It they may not be motivated to enter into any resolution. These are 
cases in which the first step of conflict resolution has to include ways of 
"getting the attention" of the other party. 

That is why Conflict Transformation approaches to peacemaking are 
usually. confronta~onal in nature. They are concerned with finding ways 
to motivate unwilling parties to make peace. Often they are aimed at 
either strengthening the power of the weaker party or weakening the 
power of the stronger party. Various forms of persuasive or even coercive 
pressure, such as demonstrations, strikes, boycotts, non-cooperation or 
civil disobedience, and other tactics associated with nonviolent resistance 
have power equalization and motivation as their intermediate goal. 
The primary goal is to achieve a "positive peace." This is what distin-
guishes Conflict Transformation from Conflict Resolution that aims 
merely at beating or eliminating one's opponents. The political actions 
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discussed in this book by Jo Vellacott and Nigel Young are important 
examples of the this approach. 

The various chapters of this book explore very different approaches to 
conflict. They recommend strategies for dealing with it that are most 
appropriate to the relevant level of engagement, the types of persons or 
groups involved, the power relationships between the parties, and their 
conceptions of justice. All of the authors are concerned With finding 
conflict regulation, or "peacemaking," strategies which meet the aim of 
Peace Studies as we have defined it. That is, they are looking for the most 
"peaceful" (nonviolent) ways to establish peaceful (just and good) rela-
tionships among persons and groups of persons. These are not 
necessarily the strategies that are traditionally, or habitually, employed. 
Many of them are metwith scepticism by members of the general public, 
not only because they challenge deeply entrenched assumptions about 
what are the most "effective" or appropriate responses to conflict, but 
also because they may be relatively untried and untested. Responding to 
such issues, in Chapter 6, Larry Fisk discusses why it is important for 
Peace Studies to be concerned with education about peacemaking as well as 
with research. 

Notes 
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Mutual Help," Scientific American Gune 1995): 76-81. 
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s Rituals like these are common ways of settling important disputes withm certain 
so-called primitive tribes and cultures, often with great success. MOre 
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"advan~ed," scien~fic cultures are suspicious of ritualistic ways of deciding dis-
putes, Since we ~el~eve that conflict resolution should be "rational." But maybe 
our modern societles would be better off if we tossed coins to decide very t 

li · al dis b ense po nc putes etween warring parties! 
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Cultural Violence* 

JOHAN GALTUNG 
College of Social Sciences, University of Hawaii, Manoa 

This article introduces a concept of 'cultural violence', and can be seen as a follow-up of the author's 
introduction of the concept of 'structural violence' over 20 years ago (Gal tung, 1969). 'Cultural violence' is 
defined here as any aspect of a culture that can be used to legitimize violence in its direct or structural form. 
Symbolic violence built into a culture does not kill or maim like direct violence or the violence built into 
the structure. However, it is used to legitimize either or both, as for instance in the theory of a Herrenvolk, 
or a superior race. The relations between direct, structural and cultural violence are explored. using a 
violence triangle and a violence strata image, with various types of casual flows. Examples of cultural 
violence are indicated, using a division of culture into religion and ideology, art and language, and 
empirical and formal science. The theory of cultural violence is then related to two basic points in 
Gandhism, the doctrines of unity of life and of unity of means and ends. Finally, the inclusion of culture as 
a major focus of peace research is seen not only as deepening the quest for peace. but also as a possible 
contribution to the as yet non-existent general discipline of 'culturology'. 

1. Definition 
By 'cultural violence' we mean those aspects 
of culture, the symbolic sphere of our exist-
ence - exemplified by religion and ideology, 
language and art, empirical science and 
formal science (logic, mathematics) - that 
can be used to justify or legitimize direct or 
structural violence. 1 Stars, crosses and 
crescents; flags, anthems and military 
parades; the ubiquitous portrait of the 
Leader; inflammatory speeches and posters -
all these come to mind. However, let us post-
pone the examples until section 4 and start 
with analysis. The features mentioned above 
are 'aspects of culture', not entire cultures. A 
person encouraging a potential killer, shout-
ing 'Killing is self-realization!', may prove 
that the English language is capable of 
expressing such thoughts, but not that the 
English language as such is violent. Entire 
cultures can hardly be classified as violent; 
this is one reason for preferring the expres-
sion 'Aspect A of culture C is an example of 
cultural violence' to cultural stereotypes like 
'culture C is violent'. 

On the other hand, cultures could be 
imagined and even encountered with not 

* Presented as a lecture at the University of Melbourne 
Peace Studies Group, March 1989; at the summer 
Schools in Peace Studies at the University of Oslo and 
the University of Hawaii, July 1989; and at the Inter-
national Peace Research Institute, Oslo, August 1989. I 
am indebted to discussants at all these places. 

only one but a set of aspects so violent, exten-
sive and diverse, spanning all cultural 
domains, that the step from talking about 
cases of cultural violence to violent cultures 
may be warranted. For that, a systematic 
research process is needed. This article is 
part of that process. 

One place to start would be to clarity 'cul-
tural violence' by searching for its negation. 
If the opposite of violence is peace, the sub-
ject matter of peace research/peace studies, 
then the opposite of cultural violence would 
be 'cultural peace', meaning aspects of a cul-
ture that serve to justify and legitimize direct 
peace and structural peace. If many and 
diverse aspects of that kind are found in a 
culture, we can refer to it as a 'peace culture'. 
A major task of peace research, and the 
peace movement in general, is that never-
ending search for a peace culture - proble-
matic, because of the temptation to institu-
tionalize that culture, making it obligatory 
with the hope of internalizing it everywhere. 
And that would already be direct violence,2 

imposing a culture. 
Cultural violence makes direct and struc-

tural violence look, even feel, right - or at 
least not wrong. Just as political science is 
about two problems - the use of power and 
the legitimation of the use of power -
violence studies are about two problems: the 
use of violence and the legitimation of that 
use. The psychological mechanism would be 

40



292 Johan Ga/tung 

Table I. A Typology of Violence 

Survival 
Needs 

Well-being 
Needs 

Identity 
Needs 

Freedom 
Needs 

Direct Violence Killing Maiming 

Structural Violence Exploitation A 

Siege. Sanctions 
Misery 
Exploitation B 

Desocialization 
Resocialization 
Secondary Citizen 
Penetration 
Segmentation 

Repression 
Detention 
Expulsion 
Marginalization 
Fragmentation 

internalization. 3 The study of cultural 
violence highlights the way in which the act 
of direct violence and the fact of structural 
violence are legitimized and thus rendered 
acceptable in society. One way cultural 
violence works is by changing the moral color 
of an act from red/wrong to green/right or at 
least to yellow/acceptable; an example being 
'murder on behalf of the country as right, on 
behalf of oneself wrong'. Another way is by 
making reality opaque, so that we do not see 
the violent act or fact, or at least not as 
violent. Obviously this is more easily done 
with some forms of violence than with 
others; an example being abortus provoca
tus. Hence, peace studies is in need of a 
violence typology, in much the same way as a 
pathology is among the prerequisites for 
health studies. 

2. A Typology of Direct and Structural 
Violence 
I see violence as avoidable insults to basic 
human needs, and more generally to life, 
lowering the real level of needs satisfaction 
below what is potentially possible. Threats of 
violence are also violence. Combining the 
distinction between direct and structural 
violence with four classes of basic needs we 
get the typology of Table I. The four classes 
of basic needs - an outcome of extensive 
dialogs in many parts of the world (Galtung, 
l 980a)-are: survival needs (negation: death, 
mortality); well-being needs (negation: mis-
ery, morbidity); identity, meaning needs 
(negation: alienation); and freedom needs 
(negation: repression). 

The result is eight types of violence with 
some subtypes, easily identified for direct 
violence but more complex for structural 

violence (see Table I). A first comment could 
be that Table I is anthropo-centric. A fifth 
column could be added at the beginning for 
the rest of Nature, the sine qua non for 
human existence. 'Ecological balance' is 
probably the most frequently found term 
used for environment system maintenance. 
If this is not satisfied, the result is ecological 
degradation, breakdown, imbalance. Eco-
balance corresponds to survival + well-being 
+ freedom + identity for human basic main-
tenance. If not satisfied, the result is human 
degradation. The sum of all five, for all, will 
define 'peace'. 

But 'ecological balance' is a very broad 
category encompassing abiota (non-life) and 
biota (life) alike. Violence defined as insults 
to life would focus on biota, only indirectly 
on abiota. Moreover, there are difficult and 
important questions, such as 'balance for 
whom?' For human beings to reproduce 
themselves? At what level of economic 
activity and what numbers? Or, for the 
'environment' (what an anthropo-centric 
term!) to reproduce itself? All parts, equally, 
at what level, what numbers? Or for both? 

Second, the mega-versions of the pale 
words used above for violence should also be 
contemplated. For 'killing' read extermi
nation, holocaust, genocide. For 'misery' 
read silent holocaust. For 'alienation' read 
spiritual death. For 'repression' read gulag/ 
KZ. For 'ecological degradation' read eco
cide. For all of this together read 'omnicide'. 
The words might sound like someone's effort 
to be apocalyptic - were it not for the fact 
that the world has experienced all of this 
during the last 50 years alone, closely asso-
ciated with the names of Hitler, Stalin and 
Reagan4 and Japanese militarism.5 In short, 
violence studies, an indispensable part of 
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peace studies, may be a horror cabinet; but 
like pathology they reflect a reality to be 
known and understood. 

Then some comments on the content of 
the Table as it stands. The first category of 
violence, killing, is clear enough, as is maim-
ing. Added together they constitute 'casual-
ties', used in assessing the magnitude of a 
war. But 'war' is only one particular form of 
orchestrated violence, usually with at least 
one actor, a government. How narrow it is to 
see peace as the opposite of war, and limit 
peace studies to war avoidance studies, and 
more particularly avoidance of big wars or 
super-wars (defined as wars between big 
powers or superpowers), and even more par-
ticularly to the limitation, abolition or 
control of super-weapons. Important inter-
connections among types of violence are left 
out, particularly the way in which one type of 
violence may be reduced or controlled at the 
expense of increase or maintenance of 
another. Like 'side-effects' in health studies, 
they are very important and easily over-
looked. Peace research should avoid that 
mistake.6 

Included under maiming is also the insult 
to human needs brought about by siege/ 
blockade (classical term) and sanctions 
(modern term). To some, this is 'non-
violence', since direct and immediate killing 
is avoided. To the victims, however, it may 
mean slow but intentional killing through 
malnutrition and lack of medical attention, 
hitting the weakest first, the children, the 
elderly, the poor, the women. By making the 
causal chain longer the actor avoids having to 
face the violence directly. He even 'gives the 
victims a chance', usually to submit, meaning 
loss of freedom and identity instead of loss of 
life and limbs, trading the last two for the first 
two types of direct violence. But the mechan-
ism is the threat to the livelihood brought 
about by siege/boycott/sanctions. The Gand-
hian type of economic boycott combined 
refusal to buy British textiles with the collect-
ing of funds for the merchants, in order not to 
confuse the issue by threatening their 
livelihood. 

The category of 'alienation' can be defined 
in terms of socialization, meaning the inter-
nalization of culture. There is a double 
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aspect: to be desocialized away from own 
culture and to be resocialized into another 
culture - like the prohibition and imposition 
of languages. The one does not presuppose 
the other. But they often come together in 
the category of second class citizenship, 
where the subjected group (not necessarily a 
'minority') is forced to express dominant cul-
ture and not its own, at least not in public 
space. The problem is, of course, that any 
socialization of a child - in the family, at 
school, by society at large - is also forced, a 
kind of brainwashing, giving the child no 
choice. Consequently, we might arrive at the 
conclusion (not that far-fetched) that non-
violent socialization is to give the child a 
choice, e.g. by offering him/her more than 
one cultural idiom. 

The category of 'repression' has a similar 
double definition: the 'freedom from' and 
the 'freedom to' of the International Bill of 
Human Rights, 7 with historical and cultural 
limitations (Galtung, 1988a). Two categories 
have been added explicitly because of their 
significance as concomitants of other types of 
violence: detention, meaning locking people 
in (prisons, concentration camps), and 
expulsion, meaning locking people out 
(banishing them abroad or to distant parts of 
the country). 

To discuss the categories of structural 
violence we need an image of a violent 
structure, and a vocabulary, a discourse, in 
order to identify the aspects and see how 
they relate to the needs categories. The 
archetypal violent structure, in my view, has 
exploitation as a center-piece. This simply 
means that some, the topdogs, get much 
more (here measured in needs currency) out 
of the interaction in the structure than 
others, the underdogs (Galtung, 1978, parts 
I-III). There is 'unequal exchange', a 
euphemism. The underdogs may in fact be 
so disadvantaged that they die (starve, waste 
away from diseases) from it: exploitation 
A. Or they may be left in a permanent, 
unwanted state of misery, usually including 
malnutrition and illness: exploitation B. The 
way people die differs: in the Third World, 
from diarrhea and immunity deficiencies; in 
the 'developed' countries, avoidably and 
prematurely, from cardio-vascular diseases 
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and malignant tumors. All of this happens 
within complex structures and at the end of 
long, highly ramified causal chains and 
cycles. 

A violent structure leaves marks not only 
on the human body but also on the mind and 
the spirit. The next four terms can be seen as 
parts of exploitation or as reinforcing compo-
nents in the structure. They function by 
impeding consciousness formation and 
mobilization, two conditions for effective 
struggle against exploitation. Penetration, 
implanting the topdog inside the underdog 
so to speak, combined with segmentation, 
giving the underdog only a very partial view 
of what goes on, will do the first job. And 
marginalization, keeping the underdogs on 
the outside, combined with fragmentation, 
keeping the underdogs away from each 
other, will do the second job. However, 
these four should also be seen as structural 
violence in their own right, and more par-
ticularly as variation on the general theme 
of structurally built-in repression. They have 
all been operating in gender contexts -
even if women do not always have higher 
mortality and morbidity rates but in fact 
may have higher life expectancy than men, 
provided they survive gender-specific 
abortion, infanticide and the first years 
of childhood. In short, exploitation and 
repression go hand in hand, as violence: but 
they are not identical. 

How about violence against nature? There 
is the direct violence of slashing, burning, 
etc., as in a war. The structural form of such 
violence would be more insidious, not 
intended to destroy nature but nevertheless 
doing so: the pollution and depletion asso-
ciated with modern industry, leading to 
dying forests, ozone holes, global warming, 
and so on. What happens is transformation 
of nature through industrial activity, leaving 
non-degradable residues and depleting non-
renewable resources, combined with a 
world-encompassing commercialization that 
makes the consequences non-visible to the 
perpetrators. 8 Two powerful structures at 
work, indeed, legitimized by economic 
growth. The buzzword 'sustainable econ-
omic growth' may prove to be yet another 
form of cultural violence. 

3. Relating Three Types of Violence 
With these comments 'violence' is defined in 
extension by the types given in Table I, using 
direct and structural violence as overarching 
categories or 'super-types'. 'Cultural 
violence' can now be added as the third 
super-type and put in the third corner of a 
(vicious) violence triangle as an image. When 
the triangle is stood on its 'direct' and 'struc-
tural violence' feet, the image invoked is 
cultural violence as the legitimizer of both. 
Standing the triangle on its 'direct violence' 
head yields the image of structural and cul-
tural sources of direct violence. Of course, 
the triangle always remains a triangle - but 
the image produced is different, and all six 
positions (three pointing downward, three 
upward) invoke somewhat different stories, 
all worth telling. 

Despite the symmetries there is a basic 
difference in the time relation of the three 
concepts of violence. Direct violence is an 
event; structural violence is a process with 
ups and downs; cultural violence is an invar
iant, a 'permanence' (Galtung, 1977, ch. 9), 
remaining essentially the same for long per-
iods, given the slow transformations of basic 
culture. Put in the useful terms of the French 
Anna/es school in history: 'evenementielle, 
conjoncturelle, la longue duree.' The three 
forms of violence enter time differently, 
somewhat like the difference in earthquake 
theory between the earthquake as an event, 
the movement of the tectonic plates as a 
process and the fault line as a more perma-
nent condition. 

This leads to a violence strata image (com-
plementing the triangle image) of the pheno-
menology of violence, useful as a paradigm 
generating a wide variety of hypotheses. At 
the bottom is the steady flow through time of 
cultural violence, a substratum from which 
the other two can derive their nutrients. In 
the next stratum the rhythms of structural 
violence are located. Patterns of exploitation 
are building up, wearing out, or torn down, 
with the protective accompaniment of pene-
tration-segmentation preventing conscious-
ness formation, and fragmentation-margina-
lization preventing organization against 
exploitation and repression. And at the top, 
visible to the unguided eye and to barefoot 
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empiricism, is the stratum of direct violence 
with the whole record of direct cruelty perpe-
trated by human beings against each other 
and against other forms of life and nature in 
general. 

Generally, a causal flow from cultural via 
structural to direct violence can be identi-
fied. The culture preaches, teaches, admo-
nishes, eggs on, and dulls us into seeing 
exploitation and/or repression as normal and 
natural, or into not seeing them (particularly 
-not exploitation) at all. Then come the erup-
tions, the efforts to use direct violence to get 
out of the structural iron cage (Weber, 1971), 
and counter-violence to keep the cage intact. 
Ordinary, regular criminal activity is partly 
an effort by the underdog to 'get out', to 
redistribute wealth, get even, get revenge 
('blue-collar crime'), or by somebody to 
remain or become a topdog, sucking the 
structure for what it is worth ('white-collar 
crime'). Both direct and structural violence 
create needs-deficits. When this happens 
suddenly we can talk of trauma. When it 
happens to a group, a collectivity, we have 
the collective trauma that can sediment into 
the collective subconscious and become raw 
material for major historical processes and 
events. The underlying assumption is simple: 
'violence breeds violence'. Violence is 
needs-deprivation; needs-deprivation is ser
ious; one reaction is direct violence. But that 
is not the only reaction. There could also be a 
feeling of hopelessness, a deprivation/frus-
tration syndrome that shows up on the inside 
as self-directed aggression and on the outside 
as apathy and withdrawal. Given a choice 
between a boiling, violent and a freezing, 
apathetic society as reaction to massive 
needs-deprivation, topdogs tend to prefer 
the latter. They prefer 'governability' to 
'trouble, anarchy'. They love 'stability'. 
Indeed, a major form of cultural violence 
indulged in by ruling elites is to blame the 
victim of structural violence who throws the 
first stone, not in a glasshouse but to get out 
of the iron cage, stamping him as 'aggressor'. 
The category of structural violence should 
make such cultural violence transparent. 

However, the violence strata image does 
not define the only causal chain in the 
violence triangle. There are linkages and 
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causal flows in all six directions, and cycles 
connecting all three may start at any point. 
This is a good reason why the triangle may 
sometimes be a better image than the three-
tier stratum model. Africans are captured, 
forced across the Atlantic to work as slaves; 
millions are killed in the process - in Africa, 
on board, in the Americas. This massive di-
rect violence over centuries seeps down and 
sediments as massive structural violence, 
with whites as the master topdogs and blacks 
as the slave underdogs, producing and repro-
ducing massive cultural violence with racist 
ideas everywhere. After some time, direct 
violence is forgotten, slavery is forgotten, 
and only two labels show up, pale enough for 
college textbooks: 'discrimination' for mas-
sive structural violence and 'prejudice' for 
massive cultural violence. Sanitation of lan-
guage: itself cultural violence. 

The vicious violence cycle can also start in 
the structural violence corner. Social differ-
entiation slowly takes on vertical characteris-
tics with increasingly unequal exchange, and 
these social facts would then be in search of 
social acts for their maintenance, and cul-
tural violence for their justification - to 
generalize 'materialist' (meaning structural) 
Marxist theory. Or, the vicious cycle could 
start in combined direct and structural 
violence, with one group treating another 
group so badly that they feel a need for justi-
fication and eagerly accept any cultural ratio-
nale handed to them. More than one thou-
sand years ago Nordic Vikings attacked, 
cheated and killed Russians. Might that not 
be a good enough reason for formulating the 
idea that Russians are dangerous, wild, 
primitive - meaning that one day they may 
come back and do the same to us as we did to 
them?9 Even to the point that when Ger-
many attacked Norway in April 1940, the 
official conclusion became that the Russians 
are dangerous because they may one day do 
the same. And here we see the surprise 
attack trauma. 

Could there be still a deeper stratum, 
human nature, with genetically transmitted 
dispositions or at least predispositions for 
aggression (direct violence) and domination 
(structural violence)? The human potential 
for direct and structural violence is certainly 
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there - as is the potential for direct and struc-
tural peace. In my view, however, the most 
important argument against a biological 
determinism that postulates a drive in human 
nature for aggression and dominance, com-
parable to drives for food and sex, is the high 
level of variability in aggressiveness and 
dominance. We find people seeking food and 
sex under (almost) all external circum-
stances. But aggression and dominance exhi-
bit tremendous variation, depending on the 
context, including the structural and cultural 
conditions. Of course, the drive may still be 
there, only not strong enough to assert itself 
under all circumstances. In that case, the 
concern of the peace researcher would be to 
know those circumstances, and to explore 
how to remove or modify them. Here my 
hypothesis would be that the two terms 
'structure' and 'culture' can accommodate 
this exploration very comfortably. 

Let us reap an important harvest from this 
taxonomic exercise: we can use it to clarify 
the concept of militarization as a process, and 
militarism as the ideology accompanying that 
process. Obviously, one aspect is a general 
inclination toward direct violence in the form 
of real or threatened military action, whether 
provoked or not, whether to settle conflict or 
initiate it. This inclination brings in its wake 
the production and deployment of the appro-
priate hardware and software. However, it 
would be superficial to study militarization 
only in terms of past military activity records, 
and present production and deployment pat-
terns; 10 this would lead to facile conclusions 
in terms of personnel, budget and arms 
control only. Good weeding presupposes 
getting at the roots, in this case at the struc-
tural and cultural roots, as suggested by the 
three-strata paradigm. Concretely, this 
means identifying structural and cultural 
aspects that would tend to reproduce the 
readiness for military action, production and 
deployment. This would include mobbing of 
young boys at school, primogeniture, 11 

unemployment and exploitation in general. 
Further, the use of military production and 
deployment to stimulate economic growth 
and economic distribution; heavily national-
ist, racist and sexist ideologies, 12 and so on. 
The combination of building military teach-

ing and exercise components into high school 
and university curricula and structure, 13 and 
disseminating militarism as culture, should 
merit particular attention. Yet structure and 
culture are usually not included in 'arms 
control' studies, both being highly sensitive 
areas. Those taboos have to be broken. 

4. Examples of Cultural Violence 
We turn now to the listing of six cultural 
domains mentioned in the introduction -
religion and ideology, language and art, 
empirical and formal science - giving one or 
two examples of cultural violence from each 
domain. The logic of the scheme is simple: 
identify the cultural element and show how it 
can, empirically or potentially, be used to 
legitimize direct or structural violence. 

4.1 Religion 
In all religions there is somewhere the 
sacred, das Heilige; let us call it 'god'. A basic 
distinction can be made between a transcen-
dental God outside us and an immanent god 
inside us, maybe also inside all life. 14 The 
Judaism of the Torah, founded almost 4000 
years ago, envisaged God as a male deity 
residing outside planet Earth. A catastrophic 
idea; a clear case of transcendentalism as a 
metaphor from which many consequences 
follow, taken over by the other Semitic or 
occidental religions, Christianity and Islam. 
With god outside us, as God, even 'above' 
('Our Father, who art in Heaven') it is not 
inevitable but indeed likely that some people 
will be seen as closer to that God than others, 
even as 'higher'. Moreover, in the general 
occidental tradition of not only dualism but 
Manichaeism, with sharp dichotomies be-
tween good and evil, there would also have 
to be something like an evil Satan corres-
ponding to the good God, for reasons of 
symmetry. Again transcendental and imma-
nent representations are possible, with God 
and Satan possessing or at least choosing 
their own; or with god or satan - not to 
mention god and satan - being inside us. All 
combinations are found in all occidental reli-
gions. But the focus here is on the hard 
version, belief in a transcendental God and a 
transcendental Satan. 
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Whom does God choose? Would it not be 
reasonable to assume that He chooses those 
most in His image, leaving it to Satan to take 
the others, as indicated in Table II? This 
would give us a double dichotomy with God, 
the Chosen Ones (by God), The Unchosen 
Ones (by God, chosen by Satan) and Satan; 
the chosen heading for salvation and close-
ness to God in Heaven, the unchosen- for 
damnation and close.ness to Satan in Hell. 
However, Heaven and Hell can also be 
reproduced on earth, as a foretaste or indica-
tion of the afterlife. Misery/luxury can be 
seen as preparations for Hell/Heaven - and 
social class as the finger of God. 

An immanent concept of god as residing 
inside us would make any such dichotomy an 
act against god. With a transcendental God, 
however, this all becomes meaningful. The 
first three choices listed in Table II are found 
as early as Genesis. The last one is more 
typical of the New Testament with its focus 
on right belief, not just on right deeds. The 
other two are found a!' scattered references 
to slaves, and to rendering unto the Lord 
what is of the Lord and unto Caesar what is 
Caesar's. The upper classes referred to as 
being closer to God have actually tradition-
ally been three: Clergy, for the obvious 
reason that they possessed special insight in 
how to communicate with God; Aristocracy, 
particularly the rex gratia dei, and Capita-
lists, if they are successful. The lower classes 
and the poor were also chosen, even as the 
first to enter Paradise (the Sermon on the 
Mount), but only in the after-life. The six 
together constitute a hard Judaism-Christia-
nity-Islam which can be softened by giving 
up some positions and turned into softer 
Islam, softer Christianity and softer Judaism 

Table II. The Chosen and the Unchosen 
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by adoptjng a more immanent concept of god 
(sufism, Francis of Assisi, Spinoza). 

The consequences in the right-hand col-
umn of Table II could also follow from 
premises other than a theology of chosen-
ness; the table only postulates contributing, 
sufficient causes. 

For a contemporary example consider the 
policies of Israel with regard to the Palesti-
nians. The Chosen People even have a Pro-
mised Land, the Eretz Yisrael. They behave 
as one would expect, translating chosenness, 
a vicious type of cultural violence, into all 
eight types of direct and structural violence 
listed in Table I. There is. killing; maiming, 
material deprivation by denying West Bank 
inhabitants what is needed for livelihood; 
there is desocialization within .the theocratic 
state of Israel with second class citizenship to 
non-Jews; there is detention, individual 
expulsion and perennial threat of massive 
expulsion. There is exploitation, at least as 
exploitation B. 

The four structural concomitants of 
exploitation are all well developed: efforts to 
make the Palestinians see themselves as born 
underdogs, at most heading for second class 
citizenship by 'getting used to it'; giving them 
small segments of economic activity; keeping 
them outside Jewish society both within and 
outside the Green Line, and dealing with 
Palestinians in a divide et impera mode (as in 
the Camp David process), never as one peo-
ple. There is neither massive extermination 
nor massive exploitation A of the sort found 
in many Third World couqtries under the 
debt burden, which above all hits children. 
The violence is more evenly distributed over 
the whole repertory of eight types. To some, 
who set their sights low, defined by Hitlerite 

God Chooses And Leaves to Satan With the Consequence of 

Human Species 
Men 
His People 
Whites 
Upper Classes 
True Believers 

Animals, Plants, Nature 
Women 
The others 
Colored 
Lower Classes 
Heretics, Pagans 

Speciesism, Ecocide 
Sexism, Witch-burning 
Nationalism, Imperialism 
Racism, Colonialism 
'Classism', Exploitation 
'Meritism', Inquisition 
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or Stalinist extermination and Reaganite 
exploitation A, this means that no mass 
violence is going on, thus proving how 
humane the Israelis are. Such perspectives 
are also examples of cultural violence, indi-
cative of how moral standards have become 
in this century. 15 

4.2 Ideology 
With the decline, and perhaps death, not 
only of the transcendental but also the imma-
nent god through secularization, we could 
expect successors to religion in the form of 
political ideologies, and to God in the form 
of the modern state, to exhibit some of the 
same character traits. Religion and God may 
be dead- but not the much more basic idea of 
sharp and value-loaded dichotomies. The 
lines may no longer be drawn between God, 
the Chosen, the Unchosen and Satan. 
Modernity would reject God and Satan but 
might demand a distinction between Chosen 
and Unchosen; let us call them Self and 
Other. Archetype: nationalism, with State as 
God's successor. 

A steep gradient is then constructed, 
inflating, even exalting, the value of Self; 
deflating, even debasing, the value of Other. 
At that point, structural violence can start 
operating. It will tend to become a self-fulfill-
ing prophecy: people become debased by 
being exploited, and they are exploited 
because they are seen as debased, dehuma-
nized. When Other is not only dehumanized 
but has been successfully converted into an 
'it', deprived of humanhood, the stage is set 
for any type of direct violence,16 which is 
then blamed on the victim. This is then rein-
forced by the category of the 'dangerous it', 
the 'vermin', or 'bacteria' (as Hitler de-
scribed the Jews); the 'class enemy' (as Stalin 
described the 'kulaks'); the 'mad dog' (as 
Reagan described Qadhafi); the 'cranky cri-
minals' (as Washington experts describe 'ter-
rorists'). Extermination becomes a psycholo-
gically possible duty. The SS guards become 
heroes to be celebrated for their devotion to 
duty. 

Using the six dimensions of Table II, we 
can easily see how the chosen ones can 
remain chosen without any transcendental 

god. Thus, only human beings are seen as 
capable of self-reflection; men are stronger/ 
more logical than women; certain nations are 
modern/carriers of civilization and the his-
torical process more than others; whites are 
more intelligent/logical than non-whites; in 
modern 'equal opportunity' society the best 
are at the top and hence entitled to power 
and privilege. And certain tenets of belief in 
modernization, development, progress are 
seen as apodictic; not to believe in them 
reflects badly on the non-believer, not on the 
belief. 

All of these ideas have been and still are 
strong in Western culture, although the faith 
in male, Western, white innate superiority 
has now been badly shaken by the struggles 
for liberation by women, non-Western peo-
ples (such as the Japanese economic success 
over the West), and colored people inside 
Western societies. The United States, the 
most Christian nation on earth, has served as 
a major battleground, inside and outside, for 
these struggles. Reducing US cultural 
violence becomes particularly important pre-
cisely because that country sets the tone for 
others. 

These three assumptions - all based on 
ascribed distinctions, gender, race and 
nation already given at birth - are hard to 
maintain in an achievement-oriented 
society. But if modern society is a meritoc-
racy, then to deny power and privilege to 
those on the top is to deny merit itself. To 
deny a minimum of 'modern orientation' is to 
open the field to any belief, including deny-
ing power and privilege for the meritorious 
and a strict border between human life and 
other forms of life. In short, residual chosen-
ness will stay on for a while as speciesism, 
'classism' and 'meritism', regardless of the 
status of God and Satan. 

The ideology of nationalism, rooted in the 
figure of Chosen People and justified 
through religion or ideology, should be seen 
in conjunction with the ideology of the state, 
statism. Article 9 in the postwar Japanese 
Peace Constitution, that short-lived effort to 
make some cultural peace, stipulated that 
'The right of belligerence of the [Japan] state 
will not be recognized'. Evidently Japan had 
forfeited that right - whereas others, presu-

47



mably the victors, exited from the war with 
the right intact, maybe even enhanced. 

Where did that right of belligerence come 
from? There are feudal origins, a direct 
carry-over from the prerogative of the rex 
gratia dei to have an ultimo ratio regis. The 
state can then be seen as an organization 
needed by the Prince to exact enough taxes 
(and, after 1793, conscripts) to pay for 
increasingly expensive armies and navies. 
The state was created to maintain the mili-
tary rather than vice versa, as Krippendorff 
(1985) maintains. But the state can also be 
seen as one of the successors to God, inherit-
ing the right to destroy life (execution), if not 
the right to create it. Many also see the state 
as having the right to control the creation of 
life, exerting authority superior to that of the 
pregnant woman. 

Combine nationalism with steep Self-
Other gradients, and statism with the right, 
even the duty to exercise ultimate power, 
and we get the ugly ideology of the nation-
state, another catastrophic idea. Killing in 
war is now done in the name of the 'nation', 
comprising all citizens with some shared eth-
nicity. The new idea of democracy can be 
accommodated with transition formulas such 
as vox populi, vox dei. Execution is also done 
in the name of 'the people of the state X'; but 
like war has to be ordered by the State. Much 
of the pro-life sentiment against abortion is 
probably rooted in a feeling that abortion on 
the decision of the mother erodes the power 
monopoly of the state over life. If anti-abor-
tion sentiment were really rooted in a sense 
of sacredness of the fetus (homo res sacra 
hominibus), then the pro-life people would 
also tend to be pacifists; they would be 
against the death penalty, and be outraged at 
the high mortality levels of blacks in the USA 
and others around the world. Of course, the 
priority for choice rather than life is another 
type of cultural violence, based on a denial of 
fetal life as human, making the fetus an 'it'. 17 

Combine the ideology of the nation-state 
with a theologically based Chosen People 
complex and the stage is set for disaster. 
Israel (Yahweh), Iran (Allah), Japan (Ama-
terasu-okami), South Africa (a Dutch 
'reformed' God), the United States (the 
Judeo-Christian Yahweh-God) are relatively 
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clear cases; capable of anything in a crisis. 
Nazi Germany (the Nazi Odin/Wotan-God) 
was in the same category. The Soviet Union 
under Gorbachev - who sees himself as the 
successor to Lenin after 61 years of stagna-
tion - is probably still laboring under its call-
ing as a Chosen People, chosen by History 
(capital h) as the first nation-state to enter 
Socialism. And France has the same superi-
ority complex - only that any idea of being 
chosen by somebody would indicate that 
there is something above France, an intoler-
able idea. France chose herself, un peuple 
elu, mais par lui-meme, exemplified by the 
archetypal act when Napoleon was to be 
crowned by the Pope in 1804. He took the 
crown from his hands and crowned himself. 

4.3 Language 
Certain languages - those with a Latin base 
such as Italian, Spanish, French (and modern 
English), but not those with a Germanic base 
such as German and Norwegian - make 
women invisible by using the same word for 
the male gender as for the entire human 
species. The important movement for non-
sexist writing (Miller & Smith, 1988) is a 
good example of deliberate cultural trans-
formation away from cultural violence. The 
task must have looked impossible when some 
courageous women got started, and yet it is 
already bearing fruit. 

Then there are more subtle aspects of lan-
guage where the violence is less clear, more 
implicit. A comparison of basic features of 
ludo-European languages with Chinese and 
Japanese (Galtung & Nishimura, 1983) 
brings out certain space and time rigidities 
imposed by the Indo-European languages; a 
corresponding rigidity in the logical structure 
with strong emphasis on the possibility of 
arriving at valid inferences (hence the 
Western pride in being so 'logical'); a 
tendency to distinguish linguistically be-
tween essence and apparition, leaving room 
for the immortality of the essence, and by 
implication for the legitimacy of destroying 
what is only the apparition. However, this is 
deep culture, the deeper layers of that bot-
tom stratum in the violence triangle. The 
relations to direct and structural violence 
become much more tenuous. 
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4.4 Art 
Let me make just one point, important for 
the present emergence of a European Union 
as the successor to the European Community 
of 1967 (Galtung, 1989c, ch. 2) .. How does 
Europe understand itself? The story tied to 
the 'Europa' of Greek mythology is not very 
helpful. The understanding of Europe as the 
negation of the non-European environment 
carries us much further. And that environ-
ment at the time of the transition from the 
Middle Ages to the Modern Period was the 
gigantic Ottoman Empire to the east and the 
south, reaching the walls of Vienna (1683), 
conquering Syria and Egypt (1517), vassaliz-
ing Tripolitania, Tunisia arid Algeria after-
wards, leaving only the Sultanate of Fez and 
Morocco with the small Spanish Habsburg 
enclaves, two of them still there. The only 
non-Oriental (meaning Arab, Muslim) 
environment was Russia, poor, vast in space 
and time. Sleeping, but giant (Larsen, 1988, 
pp. 21, 23); 

Europe thus ha_d to understand herself as 
the negation of the enemy to the south and 
the southeast. Thus developed the metaphor 
of 'oriental despotism', still very prominent 
in the European mind, to come to grips with 
the 'environment'. Typical of the 'oriental 
despot' was callousness and arbitrariness. 
Like the European Prince he killed: but he 
ruled by his own whim, not by law. Sexually 
he enjoyed an access (the harem) his Euro-
pean colleagues could only approximate by 
sneaking out at night to violate peasant girls. 
So did Muslims not constrained by Christian 
monogamy. In France a school of painting 
emerged in the 19th century representing 
oriental despotism in a setting of sex and/or 
violence. Henri Regnault's Execution With
out Process and Eugene Delacroix's The 
Death of Sardanapal are good examples. 
Hegel, copied by Marx, also saw oriental 
despotism and oriental (or Asian) mode of 
production as negative, homogeneous, 
stagnant. 

It belongs to this syndrome that the non-
Arab part of the semicircle around Europe, 
Russia, also had to be seen in terms of orien-
tal despotism. That 'despotism' could fit the 
tsars as a description is perhaps less objec-
tionable- but 'oriental?' The figure has prob-

ably influenced the European image of Rus-
sia and the Soviet Union for centuries, and 
still does, as intended slurs on either. 

4.5 Empirical Science 
One example of cultural violence would be 
neoclassical economic doctrine, understand-
ing itself as the science of economic activity. 
Strongly influenced by the Adam Smith tra-
dition, neoclassical economics now studies 
empirically the system prescribed by its own 
doctrines, and finds its own self-fulfilling pro-
phecies often confirmed in empirical reality. 
One part of neoclassical dogma or 'conven-
tional wisdom' is trade theory based on 'com-
parative advantages', originally postulated 
by David Ricardo, developed further by 
Heckscher and Ohlin and by Jan Tinbergen. 
This is the doctrine that prescribes that each 
country should enter the world market with 
those products for which that country has a 
comparative advantage in terms of produc-
tion factors. 

In practice this means that countries well 
endowed with raw materials and unskilled 
labor are to extract raw materials, while 
those well endowed with capital and techno-
logy, skilled labor and scientists, are to pro-
cess them. And thus it was that Portugal gave 
up its textile industry and became a mediocre 
wine producer, whereas England got the sti-
mulus, the challenge needed to develop her 
industrial capacity still further. The conse-
quences of this doctrine in the form of 
today's vertical division of labor in the world 
are visible for most people to see. Structural 
violence everywhere (Galtung, 1971, 
1988b): among countries and within 
countries. 

Thus, the doctrine of comparative advan-
tages serves as a justification for a rough 
division of the world in terms of the degree of 
processing which countries impart to their 
export products. Since this is roughly propor-
tionate to the amount of challenge they 
receive in the production process, the prin-
ciple of comparative advantages sentences 
countries to stay where the production-factor 
profile has landed them, for geographical 
and historical reasons. Of course, there is no 
law, legal or empirical, to the effect that 
countries cannot do something to improve 
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their production profile - a basic point made 
by the Japanese economist Kaname Aka-
matsu.18 But to do so is not easy when there 
are immediate gains to be made by not 
changing the status quo, for those who own 
the raw materials/commodities. And thus it 
is that the 'law' of comparative advantages 
legitimizes a structural1y intolerable status 
quo. In short, this 'law' is a piece of cultural 
violence buried in the very core of 
economics. 

4.6 Formal Science 
But surely this cannot be said of mathemat-
ics? This is not so obvious. If mathematics is 
viewed as a formal game with one basic rule, 
that a theorem T and its negation - T cannot 
both be valid, then there may be violent 
consequences. Even when mathematical 
logic explores polyvalent logic, the tool used 
is bivalent logic with its strict line between 
valid and invalid; tertium non datur. And it is 
easily seen that it has to be that way, infer-
ence being the mortar of the mathematical 
edifice, with modus ponens and modus to/
lens being the key procedures. No inference 
can be made with ambiguous truth values for 
the antecedents or the inference (Galtung, 
1988c, ch. 4, esp. section 4.4). 

This means that mathematics disciplines us 
into a particular mode of thought highly com-
patible with black-white thinking and polari-
zation in personal, social and world spaces. 
The either-or character of mathematical 
thought makes it an exciting game: but as a 
·model for a highly dialectic human, social 
and world reality it is far from adequate. And 
adequatio is the basic requirement for cul-
ture, symbolic space, if it is to guide us in 
visioning a less violent potential reality. 

4. 7 Cosmology 
We return to the problem of the transition 
from cultural violence to violent culture. As 
mentioned in section 1 above, such global 
judgements could be arrived at by identifying 
an extensive and diverse number of cultural 
aspects, in religious and ideological thought, 
in language and art, in empirical and formal 
science; all of them serving to justify 
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violence. However, there is also another 
approach: to explore the substratum of the 
culture for its 'deep culture(s)', of which 
there may be several. 19 We would be looking 
at the roots of the roots, so to speak: the 
cultural genetic code that generates cultural 
elements and reproduces itself through 
them. That this becomes very speculative is 
not so problematic; it is in the nature of 
science to postulate deeper layers, spelling 
out implications, testing the hard core of the 
theory around the ragged edges. 

The cosmology concept is designed to har-
bor that substratum of deeper assumptions 
about reality,20 defining what is normal and 
natural. Assumptions at this level of depth in 
the collective subconscious are not easily 
unearthed, not to mention uprooted. And 
yet, it is at this level that occidental culture 
shows so many vioknt features that the 
whole culture starts looking violent. There is 
chosenness, there are strong center-peri-
phery gradients. There is the urgency, the 
apocalypse now! syndrome precluding the 
slow, patient building and enactment . of 
structural and direct peace. There is atomis-
tic, dichotomous thought with deductive 
chains counteracting the unity-of-means-
and-ends. There is anogance toward nature 
counteracting the unity-of-life. There is a 
strong tendency to individualize and rank 
human beings, breaking up the unity-of-
man. And there is a transcendental, absolute 
God with awesome successors. The whole 
culture possesses a tremendous potential for 
violence that can be expressed at the more 
manifest cultural level and then be used to 
justify the unjustifiable. That there is also 
peace in the Occident, sometimes even ema-
nating from the Occident, is something of a 
miracle, possibly due to the softer strands. 

The problem is that this type of thinking 
easily leads to a sense of hopelessness. 
Changing the cultural genetic code looks at 
least as difficult as changing the biological 
genetic code. Moreover, even if it were poss-
ible, 'cultural engineering' might be a form of 
violence as problematic as genetic engineer-
ing is proving. Should it be left to 'chance' -
meaning to those with power and privilege?21 
This is a very difficult and important field for 
future peace research. 
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5. Gandhi and Cultural Violence 
What did Gandhi himself have to say about 
these tricky problems, open as he was to 
exploring alternatives to both direct and 
structural violence? His answer was to repro-
duce, from his ecumenism, two axioms that 
in a sense summarize Gandhism: unity-of-life 
and unity-of-means-and-ends. The first 
follows from the second if it is assumed that 
no life, and particularly no human life, can be 
used as a means to an end. If the end is 
livelihood, then the means has to be life-
enhancing. But how do we understand 
'unity'? A reasonable interpretation, using 
the ideas developed in the preceding 
sections, would be in terms of closeness, 
against separation. In our mental universe all 
forms of life, particularly human life, should 
enjoy closeness and not be kept apart by 
steep Self-Other gradients that drive wedges 
in social space. Any justification derived 
from the hard core of a culture, e.g. a calling 
as a Chosen People, would be rejected when 
it conflicted with this even higher, even 
'harder' axiom. 

We can understand unity-of-means-and-
ends as bringing other mental elements, such 
as acts, and facts brought about by acts, close 
together. They should not be kept separate 
by long causal chains that drive wedges in 
social time. To initiate long social sequences 
leading to take-off or revolution, investing in 
industry or the industrial proletariat, is not 
good enough. The means must be good in 
themselves, not in terms of distant goals, way 
down the road - as witnessed by the millions 
sacrificed on the altars of industrialism in the 
name of 'growth/capitalism' and 'revolution/ 
socialism'. Justification derived from empiri-
cal confirmation, 'it works', is rejected when 
it conflicts with this even higher, even 
'harder' axiom. 

Any Self-Other gradient can be used to 
justify violence against those lower down on 
the scale of worthiness; any causal chain can 
be used to justify the use of violent means to 
obtain non-violent ends. Gandhi would be as 
skeptical of Marxist ideas of revolution and 
hard work, of sacrificing a generation or two 
for presumed bliss the day after tomorrow, as 
he would of liberal/conservative ideas of 
hard work and entrepreneurship, of sacrific-

ing a social class or two for the bliss of the 
upper classes even today. 

The conclusion drawn by Gandhi from 
these two axioms was respect for the sacred-
ness of all life (hence vegetarianism) and 
acceptance of the precept 'take care of the 
means and the ends will take care of them-
selves'. Thus the unity-of-life doctrine is very 
different from a doctrine of 'ecological 
balance', since it means enhancing all life, 
not just human life; and all human life, not 
just the categories chosen by some (to 
Gandhi, distorted or misunderstood) reli-
gion or ideology. And the unity-of-means-
and-ends would lead to a doctrine of synch-
rony, calling for work on all issues simul-
taneously22 rather than the diachrony of one 
big step that is assumed to trigger the force 
motrice. Archetype: the Buddhist wheel 
where elements of thought, speech and 
action tend to be at the same level of priority, 
not a Christian pyramid with more focus 
on some than others (e.g. faith vs. deeds) 
(Galtung, 1988, ch. 1.1, esp. pp. 25f.). 

6. Conclusion 
Violence can start at any corner in the direct-
structural-cultural violence triangle and is 
easily transmitted to the other corners. With 
the violent structure institutionalized and the 
violent culture internalized, direct violence 
also tends to become institutionalized, repe-
titive, ritualistic, like a vendetta. This trian-
gular syndrome of violence should then be 
contrasted in the mind with a triangular syn-
drome of peace in which cultural peace 
engenders structural peace, with symbiotic, 
equitable relations among diverse partners, 
and direct peace with acts of cooperation, 
friendliness and love. It could be a virtuous 
rather than vicious triangle, also self-rein-
forcing. This virtuous triangle would be 
obtained by working on all three corners at 
the same time, not assuming that basic 
change in one will automatically lead to 
changes in the other two. 

But does this inclusion of culture not broa-
den the agenda for peace studies considera-
bly? Of course it does. Why should peace 
studies be narrower than, for instance, 
health studies (medical science)? Is peace 
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easier than health, less complex? And how 
about biology, the study of life; physics, the 
study of matter; chemistry, the study of the 
composition of matter; mathematics, the 
study of abstract form - all of these are fairly 
broad .. Why should peace studies be more 
modest? Why draw borderlines at all in a 
field so terribly important in its conse-
quences, and also so attractive to the 
inquisitive mind? If culture is relevant to 
violence and peace, and surely it is, then only 
the dogmatic mind will exclude it from ex-
plorations as penetrating and tenacious as 
the countless studies devoted to the many 
aspects of direct and structural violence. The 
only thing that is new is that the field opens 
for new areas of competence, such as the 
humanities, history of ideas, philosophy, 
theology. In other words, an invitation to 
new disciplines to join the quest for peace, 
and to established researchers in the field to 
retool - a little. 

In so doing, maybe peace research could 
even make some contribution to founding a 
major scientific enterprise still conspicuously 
absent from the pantheon of academic pur-
suits, the science of human culture, 'culturo
logy'. Today the field is divided between 
'humanities' for 'higher' civilizations and cul-
tural anthropology for 'lower' ones; with 
philosophy, history of ideas and theology 
filling in some pieces. Concepts like 'cultural 
violence' span all of that, just as 'structural 
violence' spans the whole spectrum of social 
sciences. Peace research has to much to 
learn, so much to take, to receive. Perhaps 
we shall also in due time have some contribu-
tions to make: in the spirit of diversity, 
symbiosis and equity. 

NOTES 
1. Thus, 'cultural violence' follows in the footsteps of 

the concept of 'structural violence', introduced in 
this journal over 20 years ago (Galtung, 1969). For a 
recent very constructive critique and effort to de-
velop the idea further see Roth (1988). A similar 
concept is introduced in Saner (1982). 

2. There have been many efforts to create the 'new 
man' (and woman?). In the West each new branch 
of Christianity is an effort, so is humanism, so is 
socialism. But any inculcation in others of any single 
culture is in itself an act of direct violence (meaning 
intended by the actor), usually implying desocializa-
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tion from one culture and resocialization into 
another - including the very first socialization of the 
young (defenseless) child. However, if culture is a 
conditio sine qua non for a human being, we are 
born with none (only predispositions), and incul-
cation is an act of violence, then we are faced with 
the basic problem of education: is 'educate' a 
transitive or intransitive verb? Of course it is both, 
related hermeneutically. Peaceful education, 
including socialization would probably imply expo-
sure to multiple cultures and then a dialogue, as 
argued below. Neither Christianity nor humanism is 
good at this; in fact, we still do not know how to do 
it. It should be noted that to impose a culture on 
somebody, whether done directly or structurally, is 
not what is meant here by cultural violence. Cultural 
aspects legitimizing that imposition, however, for 
instance because the culture is 'higher' (monotheis-
tic, modern, scientific, etc.), would be violence built 
into that culture, in other words, cultural violence. 
'Empirical or potential legitimation of violence' is 
the key to cultural violence. 

3. We then schematically divide control mechanisms 
into internal and external, positive and negative: 
identifying 'internal, both positive and negative' as 
good and bad conscience respectively; external 
positive as reward and external negative as punish-
ment. 'Internalization' is conscience deeply rooted 
in the person system, 'institutionalization' is punish-
ment/reward deeply rooted in the social system. 
Both serve to make the act come forth 'naturally, 
normally, voluntarily'. This piece of elementary 
social science may serve to locate cultural and struc-
tural violence centrally in general social science 
theory construction. 

4. For an attempt to compare the three systems (not 
just Hitlerism and Stalinism, as is now very common 
under glasnost' revisionism), see Galtung (1984). 

5. There are strong similarities built around shinto 
themes of chosenness. For an analysis see Ienaga 
(1978), particularly p. 154 for the concept of hakko 
ichiu (the eight corners of the world under one 
roof). 

6. The easy approach is to dump all 'side-effects' at the 
doorsteps of some other disciplines demanding that 
they shall clean it up conceptually, theoretically, 
and in practice - as economists are wont to do. 

7. A document consisting of the Universal Declaration 
of 1948, the two Convenants of 1966 and an 
Optional Protocol. The Bill has not yet attained the 
standing it deserves, among other reasons because 
of US failure to ratify the Convenants. 

8. Hence it is at this level environmental degradation 
has to be counteracted, through de-industrializing 
and de-commercializing processes, not by convert-
ing one type of pollution or depletion to another 
through patchwork approaches to this major global 
problem. 

9. Rather, it is almost incredible how peaceful that 
border high up in the North has been between such a 
small and such a big country, supposed by some to 
be eager to fill any 'power vacuum'. 

10. This, of course, is the general approach taken by the 
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Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, 
in the SJPRJ Yearbook and other publications; very 
useful as documentation at the surface level, but it 
does not deepen the understanding sufficiently for 
any real counter-measures to be imagined and 
enacted. 

11. These factors are very often held to be important in 
explaining Japanese aggressiveness, e.g. by Ben-
edict (1972). Ienaga (1978) also quotes these 
factors. 

12. When the tram passed the Imperial Castle in Tokyo, 
passengers used to stand up and bow toward the 
Emperor. And the shinto Yasukuni shrine is still a 
major center of the national and nationalist con-
structions in Japan. After his party's defeat in the 23 
July 1989 elections, the new LOP Prime Minister, 
Kaifu, did not visit the shrine on the anniversary of 
the capitulation 15 August 1945, well knowing that 
the winds were blowing more from the left. 

13. Nowhere have I seen a clearer example of such deep 
integration of the military into the university as with 
the Reserve Officers Training Corps (ROTC) in the 
USA, which even permits the military to buy 
students with scholarships and to give classes filled 
with militarist propaganda. 

14. Another theological distinction of equal importance 
is whether we are born with original sin (as some 
Christians would claim), original blessing (as others 
would claim), both (a Hindu-Buddhist karmaist 
position?) or neither (an atheist position). The com-
bination transcendental God/original sin has 
tremendous implications for controlling people, as 
Luther understood well. 

15. For more details, see Galtung (1989a, ch. 3; 1989b). 
For an excellent study of the theme of chosenness, 
see Weber (1971). 

16. This is a major theme of a fascinating and scary 
dystopian novel (Atwood, 1987). I am indebted to 
Carolyn DiPalma for this reference. 

17. My own position, not very original, is this: the fetus 
is life, hence sacred. Everything possible should be 
done to avoid a situation where life is destroyed, 
wilfully or not. After all alternatives have been 
exhausted, the decision belongs to those who 
created that life, generally a woman and a man, with 
veto power to the woman and right of consultation 
to the man. 

18. His basic point is simply this: use all surplus value 
accumulated to improve the factors of production, 
not for luxury consumption by the owners of the 
factors of production, to get out of the trap. Simple 
and wise, this is what Japan did, but hardly what 
Japan today would like to see too many others do. 

19. An important poststructuralist position: digging 
deep, below the surface, is not a transition from 
multiplicity to simplicity. 'Deep occidental culture', 
for instance, is not unambiguous. I would, for 
instance, argue that Christianity can be understood 
only in terms of at least two readings, a hard reading 
(more transcendental, original-sin oriented) and a 
soft reading (immanent, original-blessing oriented). 
Others see a more complex variety of deep cultures. 
The step from one to two is a necessary condition. 

20. Cosmology is then defined, roughly, as 'the deep 
cultural assumptions of a civilization, including the 
general assumptions underlying the deep structures; 
defining the normal and natural'. 

21. When does the culture, particularly the deep cul-
ture, have sufficient plasticity (Scholem) for the 
culture to be moulded, reshaped? In times of crises? 
After a deep trauma has been inflicted, including 
the trauma of inflicting deep traumas on others? We 
know little except that these are crucial questions. 

22. Look at Gandhi's life: The political agenda he took 
on was staggering - swaraj; the exploration of satya
graha and sarvodaya; the uplift of the Indians in 
South Africa, the harijans in India, the women; and 
the communal struggle between Hindus and Mus-
lims. At no point did Gandhi say: I will concentrate 
on one of these, and the rest will follow. 
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Immanuel Kant
Perpetual Peace: A Philosophical Sketch

1795

PERPETUAL PEACE

Whether this satirical inscription on a Dutch innkeeper's sign upon which a burial ground was painted had for
its object mankind in general, or the rulers of states in particular, who are insatiable of war, or merely the
philosophers who dream this sweet dream, it is not for us to decide. But one condition the author of this essay
wishes to lay down. The practical politician assumes the attitude of looking down with great self-satisfaction
on the political theorist as a pedant whose empty ideas in no way threaten the security of the state, inasmuch
as the state must proceed on empirical principles; so the theorist is allowed to play his game without
interference from the worldly-wise statesman. Such being his attitude, the practical politician--and this is the
condition I make--should at least act consistently in the case of a conflict and not suspect some danger to the
state in the political theorist's opinions which are ventured and publicly expressed without any ulterior
purpose. By this clausula salvatoria the author desires formally and emphatically to deprecate herewith any
malevolent interpretation which might be placed on his words.

SECTION I

CONTAINING THE PRELIMINARY ARTICLES FOR PERPETUAL PEACE AMONG STATES

1. "No Treaty of Peace Shall Be Held Valid in Which There Is Tacitly Reserved Matter for a Future War"

Otherwise a treaty would be only a truce, a suspension of hostilities but not peace, which means the end of all
hostilities--so much so that even to attach the word "perpetual" to it is a dubious pleonasm. The causes for
making future wars (which are perhaps unknown to the contracting parties) are without exception annihilated
by the treaty of peace, even if they should be dug out of dusty documents by acute sleuthing. When one or
both parties to a treaty of peace, being too exhausted to continue warring with each other, make a tacit
reservation (reservatio mentalis) in regard to old claims to be elaborated only at some more favorable
opportunity in the future, the treaty is made in bad faith, and we have an artifice worthy of the casuistry of a
Jesuit. Considered by itself, it is beneath the dignity of a sovereign, just as the readiness to indulge in this
kind of reasoning is unworthy of the dignity of his minister.

But if, in consequence of enlightened concepts of statecraft, the glory of the state is placed in its continual
aggrandizement by whatever means, my conclusion will appear merely academic and pedantic.

2. "No Independent States, Large or Small, Shall Come under the Dominion of Another State by Inheritance,
Exchange, Purchase, or Donation"

A state is not, like the ground which it occupies, a piece of property (patrimonium). It is a society of men
whom no one else has any right to command or to dispose except the state itself. It is a trunk with its own
roots. But to incorporate it into another state, like a graft, is to destroy its existence as a moral person,
reducing it to a thing; such incorporation thus contradicts the idea of the original contract without which no
right over a people can be conceived.1

Everyone knows to what dangers Europe, the only part of the world where this manner of acquisition is
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known, has been brought, even down to the most recent times, by the presumption that states could espouse
one another; it is in part a new kind of industry for gaining ascendancy by means of family alliances and
without expenditure of forces, and in part a way of extending one's domain. Also the hiring-out of troops by
one state to another, so that they can be used against an enemy not common to both, is to be counted under
this principle; for in this manner the subjects, as though they were things to be manipulated at pleasure, are
used and also used up.

3. "Standing Armies (miles perpetuus) Shall in Time Be Totally Abolished"

For they incessantly menace other states by their readiness to appear at all times prepared for war; they incite
them to compete with each other in the number of armed men, and there is no limit to this. For this reason,
the cost of peace finally becomes more oppressive than that of a short war, and consequently a standing army
is itself a cause of offensive war waged in order to relieve the state of this burden. Add to this that to pay men
to kill or to be killed seems to entail using them as mere machines and tools in the hand of another (the state),
and this is hardly compatible with the rights of mankind in our own person. But the periodic and voluntary
military exercises of citizens who thereby secure themselves and their country against foreign aggression are
entirely different.

The accumulation of treasure would have the same effect, for, of the three powers--the power of armies, of
alliances, and of money--the third is perhaps the most dependable weapon. Such accumulation of treasure is
regarded by other states as a threat of war, and if it were not for the difficulties in learning the amount, it
would force the other state to make an early attack.

4. "National Debts Shall Not Be Contracted with a View to the External Friction of States"

This expedient of seeking aid within or without the state is above suspicion when the purpose is domestic
economy (e.g., the improvement of roads, new settlements, establishment of stores against unfruitful years,
etc.). But as an opposing machine in the antagonism of powers, a credit system which grows beyond sight
and which is yet a safe debt for the present requirements--because all the creditors do not require payment at
one time--constitutes a dangerous money power. This ingenious invention of a commercial people [England]
in this century is dangerous because it is a war treasure which exceeds the treasures of all other states; it
cannot be exhausted except by default of taxes (which is inevitable), though it can be long delayed by the
stimulus to trade which occurs through the reaction of credit on industry and commerce. This facility in
making war, together with the inclination to do so on the part of rulers--an inclination which seems inborn in
human nature--is thus a great hindrance to perpetual peace. Therefore, to forbid this credit system must be a
preliminary article of perpetual peace all the more because it must eventually entangle many innocent states
in the inevitable bankruptcy and openly harm them. They are therefore justified in allying themselves against
such a state and its measures.

5. "No State Shall by Force Interfere with the Constitution or Government of Another State"

For what is there to authorize it to do so? The offense, perhaps, which a state gives to the subjects of another
state? Rather the example of the evil into which a state has fallen because of its lawlessness should serve as a
warning. Moreover, the bad example which one free person affords another as a scandalum acceptum is not
an infringement of his rights. But it would be quite different if a state, by internal rebellion, should fall into
two parts, each of which pretended to be a separate state making claim to the whole. To lend assistance to one
of these cannot be considered an interference in the constitution of the other state (for it is then in a state of
anarchy) . But so long as the internal dissension has not come to this critical point, such interference by
foreign powers would infringe on the rights of an independent people struggling with its internal disease;
hence it would itself be an offense and would render the autonomy of all states insecure.
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6. "No State Shall, during War, Permit Such Acts of Hostility Which Would Make Mutual Confidence in the
Subsequent Peace Impossible: Such Are the Employment of Assassins (percussores), Poisoners (venefici),
Breach of Capitulation, and Incitement to Treason (perduellio) in the Opposing State"

These are dishonorable stratagems. For some confidence in the character of the enemy must remain even in
the midst of war, as otherwise no peace could be concluded and the hostilities would degenerate into a war of
extermination (bellum internecinum). War, however, is only the sad recourse in the state of nature (where
there is no tribunal which could judge with the force of law) by which each state asserts its right by violence
and in which neither party can be adjudged unjust (for that would presuppose a juridical decision); in lieu of
such a decision, the issue of the conflict (as if given by a so-called "judgment of God") decides on which side
justice lies. But between states no punitive war (bellum punitivum) is conceivable, because there is no relation
between them of master and servant.

It follows that a war of extermination, in which the destruction of both parties and of all justice can result,
would permit perpetual peace only in the vast burial ground of the human race. Therefore, such a war and the
use of all means leading to it must be absolutely forbidden. But that the means cited do inevitably lead to it is
clear from the fact that these infernal arts, vile in themselves, when once used would not long be confined to
the sphere of war. Take, for instance, the use of spies (uti exploratoribus). In this, one employs the infamy of
others (which can never be entirely eradicated) only to encourage its persistence even into the state of peace,
to the undoing of the very spirit of peace.

Although the laws stated are objectively, i.e., in so far as they express the intention of rulers, mere
prohibitions (leges prohibitivae), some of them are of that strict kind which hold regardless of circumstances
(leges strictae) and which demand prompt execution. Such are Nos. 1, 5, and 6. Others, like Nos. 2, 3, and 4,
while not exceptions from the rule of law, nevertheless are sub- jectively broader (leges latae) in respect to
their observation, containing permission to delay their execution without, however, losing sight of the end.
This permission does not authorize, under No. 2, for example, delaying until doomsday (or, as Augustus used
to say, ad calendas Graecas) the re-establishment of the freedom of states which have been deprived of it--
i.e., it does not permit us to fail to do it, but it allows a delay to prevent precipitation which might injure the
goal striven for. For the prohibition concerns only the manner of acquisition which is no longer permitted, but
not the possession, which, though not bearing a requisite title of right, has nevertheless been held lawful in all
states by the public opinion of the time (the time of the putative acquisition).2.

SECTION II

CONTAINING THE DEFINITIVE ARTICLES
FOR PERPETUAL PEACE AMONG STATES 

The state of peace among men living side by side is not the natural state (status naturalis); the natural state is
one of war. This does not always mean open hostilities, but at least an unceasing threat of war. A state of
peace, therefore, must be established, for in order to be secured against hostility it is not sufficient that
hostilities simply be not committed; and, unless this security is pledged to each by his neighbor (a thing that
can occur only in a civil state), each may treat his neighbor, from whom he demands this security, as an
enemy.3  

FIRST DEFINITIVE ARTICLE FOR PERPETUAL PEACE

 "The Civil Constitution of Every State Should Be Republican"

The only constitution which derives from the idea of the original compact, and on which all juridical
legislation of a people must be based, is the republican. 4 This constitution is established, firstly, by
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principles of the freedom of the members of a society (as men); secondly, by principles of dependence of all
upon a single common legislation (as subjects); and, thirdly, by the law of their equality (as citizens). The
republican constitution, therefore, is, with respect to law, the one which is the original basis of every form of
civil constitution. The only question now is: Is it also the one which can lead to perpetual peace?

The republican constitution, besides the purity of its origin (having sprung from the pure source of the
concept of law), also gives a favorable prospect for the desired consequence, i.e., perpetual peace. The reason
is this: if the consent of the citizens is required in order to decide that war should be declared (and in this
constitution it cannot but be the case), nothing is more natural than that they would be very cautious in
commencing such a poor game, decreeing for themselves all the calamities of war. Among the latter would
be: having to fight, having to pay the costs of war from their own resources, having painfully to repair the
devastation war leaves behind, and, to fill up the measure of evils, load themselves with a heavy national debt
that would embitter peace itself and that can never be liquidated on account of constant wars in the future.
But, on the other hand, in a constitution which is not republican, and under which the subjects are not
citizens, a declaration of war is the easiest thing in the world to decide upon, because war does not require of
the ruler, who is the proprietor and not a member of the state, the least sacrifice of the pleasures of his table,
the chase, his country houses, his court functions, and the like. He may, therefore, resolve on war as on a
pleasure party for the most trivial reasons, and with perfect indifference leave the justification which decency
requires to the diplomatic corps who are ever ready to provide it.

In order not to confuse the republican constitution with the democratic (as is commonly done), the following
should be noted. The forms of a state (civitas) can be divided either according to the persons who possess the
sovereign power or according to the mode of administration exercised over the people by the chief, whoever
he may be. The first is properly called the form of sovereignty (forma imperii), and there are only three
possible forms of it: autocracy, in which one, aristocracy, in which some associated together, or democracy, in
which all those who constitute society, possess sovereign power. They may be characterized, respectively, as
the power of a monarch, of the nobility, or of the people. The second division is that by the form of
government (forma regiminis) and is based on the way in which the state makes use of its power; this way is
based on the constitution, which is the act of the general will through which the many persons become one
nation. In this respect government is either republican or despotic. Republicanism is the political principle of
the separation of the executive power (the administration) from the legislative; despotism is that of the
autonomous execution by the state of laws which it has itself decreed. Thus in a despotism the public will is
administered by the ruler as his own will. Of the three forms of the state, that of democracy is, properly
speaking, necessarily a despotism, because it establishes an executive power in which "all" decide for or even
against one who does not agree; that is, "all," who are not quite all, decide, and this is a contradiction of the
general will with itself and with freedom. 

Every form of government which is not representative is, properly speaking, without form. The legislator can
unite in one and the same person his function as legislative and as executor of his will just as little as the
universal of the major premise in a syllogism can also be the subsumption of the particular under the
universal in the minor. And even though the other two constitutions are always defective to the extent that
they do leave room for this mode of administration, it is at least possible for them to assume a mode of
government conforming to the spirit of a representative system (as when Frederick II at least said he was
merely the first servant of the state).5 On the other hand, the democratic mode of government makes this
impossible, since everyone wishes to be master. Therefore, we can say: the smaller the personnel of the
government (the smaller the number of rulers), the greater is their representation and the more nearly the
constitution approaches to the possibility of republicanism; thus the constitution may be expected by gradual
reform finally to raise itself to republicanism. For these reasons it is more difficult for an aristocracy than for
a monarchy to achieve the one completely juridical constitution, and it is impossible for a democracy to do so
except by violent revolution. 
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The mode of governments, 6 however, is incomparably more important to the people than the form of
sovereignty, although much depends on the greater or lesser suitability of the latter to the end of [good]
government. To conform to the concept of law, however, government must have a representative form, and in
this system only a republican mode of government is possible; without it, government is despotic and
arbitrary, whatever the constitution may be. None of the ancient so-called "republics" knew this system, and
they all finally and inevitably degenerated into despotism under the sovereignty of one, which is the most
bearable of all forms of despotism. 

 SECOND DEFINITIVE ARTICLE FOR A PERPETUAL PEACE

 "The Law of Nations Shall be Founded on a Federation of Free States"

Peoples, as states, like individuals, may be judged to injure one another merely by their coexistence in the
state of nature (i.e., while independent of external laws). Each of then, may and should for the sake of its own
security demand that the others enter with it into a constitution similar to the civil constitution, for under such
a constitution each can be secure in his right. This would be a league of nations, but it would not have to be a
state consisting of nations. That would be contradictory, since a state implies the relation of a superior
(legislating) to an inferior (obeying), i.e., the people, and many nations in one state would then constitute
only one nation. This contradicts the presupposition, for here we have to weigh the rights of nations against
each other so far as they are distinct states and not amalgamated into one.

When we see the attachment of savages to their lawless freedom, preferring ceaseless combat to subjection to
a lawful constraint which they might establish, and thus preferring senseless freedom to rational freedom, we
regard it with deep contempt as barbarity, rudeness, and a brutish degradation of humanity. Accordingly, one
would think that civilized people (each united in a state) would hasten all the more to escape, the sooner the
better, from such a depraved condition. But, instead, each state places its majesty (for it is absurd to speak of
the majesty of the people) in being subject to no external juridical restraint, and the splendor of its sovereign
consists in the fact that many thousands stand at his command to sacrifice themselves for something that does
not concern them and without his needing to place himself in the least danger.7 The chief difference between
European and American savages lies in the fact that many tribes of the latter have been eaten by their
enemies, while the former know how to make better use of their conquered enemies than to dine off them;
they know better how to use them to increase the number of their subjects and thus the quantity of
instruments for even more extensive wars.

When we consider the perverseness of human nature which is nakedly revealed in the uncontrolled relations
between nations (this perverseness being veiled in the state of civil law by the constraint exercised by
government), we may well be astonished that the word "law" has not yet been banished from war politics as
pedantic, and that no state has yet been bold enough to advocate this point of view. Up to the present, Hugo
Grotius, Pufendorf, Vattel, and many other irritating comforters have been cited in justification of war, though
their code, philosophically or diplomatically formulated, has not and cannot have the least legal force,
because states as such do not stand under a common external power. There is no instance on record that a
state has ever been moved to desist from its purpose because of arguments backed up by the testimony of
such great men. But the homage which each state pays (at least in words) to the concept of law proves that
there is slumbering in man an even greater moral disposition to become master of the evil principle in himself
(which he cannot disclaim) and to hope for the same from others. Otherwise the word "law" would never be
pronounced by states which wish to war upon one another; it would be used only ironically, as a Gallic prince
interpreted it when he said, "It is the prerogative which nature has given the stronger that the weaker should
obey him."

States do not plead their cause before a tribunal; war alone is their way of bringing suit. But by war and its
favorable issue, in victory, right is not decided, and though by a treaty of peace this particular war is brought
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to an end, the state of war, of always finding a new pretext to hostilities, is not terminated. Nor can this be
declared wrong, considering the fact that in this state each is the judge of his own case. Notwithstanding, the
obligation which men in a lawless condition have under the natural law, and which requires them to abandon
the state of nature, does not quite apply to states under the law of nations, for as states they already have an
internal juridical constitution and have thus outgrown compulsion from others to submit to a more extended
lawful constitution according to their ideas of right. This is true in spite of the fact that reason, from its throne
of supreme moral legislating authority, absolutely condemns war as a legal recourse and makes a state of
peace a direct duty, even though peace cannot be established or secured except by a compact among nations.

For these reasons there must be a league of a particular kind, which can be called a league of peace (foedus
pacificum), and which would be distinguished from a treaty of peace (pactum pacis) by the fact that the latter
terminates only one war, while the former seeks to make an end of all wars forever. This league does not tend
to any dominion over the power of the state but only to the maintenance and security of the freedom of the
state itself and of other states in league with it, without there being any need for them to submit to civil laws
and their compulsion, as men in a state of nature must submit.

The practicability (objective reality) of this idea of federation, which should gradually spread to all states and
thus lead to perpetual peace, can be proved. For if fortune directs that a powerful and enlightened people can
make itself a republic, which by its nature must be inclined to perpetual peace, this gives a fulcrum to the
federation with other states so that they may adhere to it and thus secure freedom under the idea of the law of
nations. By more and more such associations, the federation may be gradually extended.

We may readily conceive that a people should say, "There ought to be no war among us, for we want to make
ourselves into a state; that is, we want to establish a supreme legislative, executive, and judiciary power
which will reconcile our differences peaceably." But when this state says, "There ought to be no war between
myself and other states, even though I acknowledge no supreme legislative power by which our rights are
mutually guaranteed," it is not at all clear on what I can base my confidence in my own rights unless it is the
free federation, the surrogate of the civil social order, which reason necessarily associates with the concept of
the law of nations--assuming that something is really meant by the latter.

The concept of a law of nations as a right to make war does not really mean anything, because it is then a law
of deciding what is right by unilateral maxims through force and not by universally valid public laws which
restrict the freedom of each one. The only conceivable meaning of such a law of nations might be that it
serves men right who are so inclined that they should destroy each other and thus find perpetual peace in the
vast grave that swallows both the atrocities and their perpetrators. For states in their relation to each other,
there cannot be any reasonable way out of the lawless condition which entails only war except that they, like
individual men, should give up their savage (lawless) freedom, adjust themselves to the constraints of public
law, and thus establish a continuously growing state consisting of various nations (civitas gentium), which
will ultimately include all the nations of the world. But under the idea of the law of nations they do not wish
this, and reject in practice what is correct in theory. If all is not to be lost, there can be, then, in place of the
positive idea of a world republic, only the negative surrogate of an alliance which averts war, endures,
spreads, and holds back the stream of those hostile passions which fear the law, though such an alliance is in
constant peril of their breaking loose again.8 Furor impius intus . . . fremit horridus ore cruento (Virgil). 

THIRD DEFINITIVE ARTICLE FOR A PERPETUAL PEACE

 "The Law of World Citizenship Shall Be Limited to Conditions of Universal Hospitality"

Here, as in the preceding articles, it is not a question of philanthropy but of right. Hospitality means the right
of a stranger not to be treated as an enemy when he arrives in the land of another. One may refuse to receive
him when this can be done without causing his destruction; but, so long as he peacefully occupies his place,
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one may not treat him with hostility. It is not the right to be a permanent visitor that one may demand. A
special beneficent agreement would be needed in order to give an outsider a right to become a fellow
inhabitant for a certain length of time. It is only a right of temporary sojourn, a right to associate, which all
men have. They have it by virtue of their common possession of the surface of the earth, where, as a globe,
they cannot infinitely disperse and hence must finally tolerate the presence of each other. Originally, no one
had more right than another to a particular part of the earth.

Uninhabitable parts of the earth--the sea and the deserts--divide this community of all men, but the ship and
the camel (the desert ship) enable them to approach each other across these unruled regions and to establish
communication by using the common right to the face of the earth, which belongs to human beings generally.
The inhospitality of the inhabitants of coasts (for instance, of the Barbary Coast) in robbing ships in
neighboring seas or enslaving stranded travelers, or the inhospitality of the inhabitants of the deserts (for
instance, the Bedouin Arabs) who view contact with nomadic tribes as conferring the right to plunder them, is
thus opposed to natural law, even though it extends the right of hospitality, i.e., the privilege of foreign
arrivals, no further than to conditions of the possibility of seeking to communicate with the prior inhabitants.
In this way distant parts of the world can come into peaceable relations with each other, and these are finally
publicly established by law. Thus the human race can gradually be brought closer and closer to a constitution
establishing world citizenship.

But to this perfection compare the inhospitable actions of the civilized and especially of the commercial
states of our part of the world. The injustice which they show to lands and peoples they visit (which is
equivalent to conquering them) is carried by them to terrifying lengths. America, the lands inhabited by the
Negro, the Spice Islands, the Cape, etc., were at the time of their discovery considered by these civilized
intruders as lands without owners, for they counted the inhabitants as nothing. In East India (Hindustan),
under the pretense of establishing economic undertakings, they brought in foreign soldiers and used them to
oppress the natives, excited widespread wars among the various states, spread famine, rebellion, perfidy, and
the whole litany of evils which afflict mankind. 

China 9 and Japan (Nippon), who have had experience with such guests, have wisely refused them entry, the
former permitting their approach to their shores but not their entry, while the latter permit this approach to
only one European people, the Dutch, but treat them like prisoners, not allowing them any communication
with the inhabitants. The worst of this (or, to speak with the moralist, the best) is that all these outrages profit
them nothing, since all these commercial ventures stand on the verge of collapse, and the Sugar Islands, that
place of the most refined and cruel slavery, produces no real revenue except indirectly, only serving a not
very praiseworthy purpose of furnishing sailors for war fleets and thus for the conduct of war in Europe. This
service is rendered to powers which make a great show of their piety, and, while they drink injustice like
water, they regard themselves as the elect in point of orthodoxy.

Since the narrower or wider community of the peoples of the earth has developed so far that a violation of
rights in one place is felt throughout the world, the idea of a law of world citizenship is no high-flown or
exaggerated notion. It is a supplement to the unwritten code of the civil and international law, indispensable
for the maintenance of the public human rights and hence also of perpetual peace. One cannot flatter oneself
into believing one can approach this peace except under the condition outlined here.

Go to the First Supplement, "Of the Guarantee for Perpetual Peace"

Go the the Second Supplement, "Secret Article for Perpetual Peace"

Go to Appendix I, "On the Opposition Between Morality and Politics With Respect to Perpetual Peace"

Go to Appendix II, "Of the Harmony Which the Transcendental Concept of Public Right Established
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Between Morality and Politics"

Footnotes

1. A hereditary kingdom is not a state which can be inherited by another state, but the right to govern it can be
inherited by another physical person. The state thereby acquires a ruler, but he, as a ruler (i.e., as one already
possessing another realm), does not acquire the state.

2. It has not without cause hitherto been doubted whether besides the commands (leges praeceptivae) and
prohibitions (leges prohibitivae) there could also be permissive laws (leges permissivae) of pure reason. For
laws as such contain a principle of objective practical necessity, while permission implies a principle of the
practical contingency of certain actions. Hence a law of permission would imply constraint to an action to do
that to which no one can be constrained. If the object of the law has the same meaning in both cases, this is a
contradiction. But in permissive law, which is in question here, the prohibition refers only to the future mode
of acquisition of a right (e.g., by succession), while the permission annuls this prohibition only with reference
to the present possession. This possession, though only putative, may be held to be just (possessio putative) in
the transition from the state of nature to a civil state, by virtue of a permissive law included under natural law,
even though it is [strictly] illegal. But, as soon as it is recognized as illegal in the state of nature, a similar
mode of acquisition in the subsequent civil state (after this transition has occurred) is forbidden, and this right
to continuing possession would not hold if such a presumptive acquisition had taken place in the civil state.
For in this case it would be an infringement which would have to cease as soon as its illegality was
discovered.

I have wished only to call the attention of the teachers of natural law to the concept of a lex permissive, which
systematic reason affords, particularly since in civil (statute) law use is often made of it. But in the ordinary
use of it, there is this difference: prohibitive law stands alone, while permission is not introduced into it as a
limiting condition (as it should be) but counted among the exceptions to it. Then it is said, "This or that is
forbidden, except Nos. 1, 2, 3," and so on indefinitely. These exceptions are added to the law only as an
afterthought required by our groping around among cases as they arise, and not by any principle. Otherwise
the conditions would have had to be introduced into the formula of the prohibition, and in this way it would
itself have become a permissive law. It is, therefore, unfortunate that the subtle question proposed by the wise
and acute Count von Windischgrätz was never answered and soon consigned to oblivion, because it insisted
on the point here discussed. For the possibility of a formula similar to those of mathematics is the only
legitimate criterion of a consistent legislation, and without it the so-called ius certum must always remain a
pious wish. Otherwise we shall have merely general laws (which apply to a great number of cases), but no
universal laws (which apply to all cases) as the concept of law seems to requires.

3. We ordinarily assume that no one may act inimically toward another except when he has been actively
injured by the other. This is quite correct if both are under civil law, for, by entering into such a state, they
afford each other the requisite security through the sovereign which has power over both. Man (or the people)
in the state of nature deprives me of this security and injures me, if he is near me, by this mere status of his,
even though he does not injure me actively (facto); he does so by the lawlessness of his condition (statu
iniusto) which constantly threatens me. Therefore, I can compel him either to enter with me into a state of
civil law or to remove himself from my neighborhood. The postulate which is basic to all the following
articles is: All men who can reciprocally influence each other must stand under some civil constitution.

Every juridical constitution which concerns the person who stands under it is one of the following: 

(1) The constitution conforming to the civil law of men in a nation (ius civitatis).
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(2) The constitution conforming to the law of nations in their relation to one another (ius gentium).

(3) The constitution conforming to the law of world citizenship, so far as men and states are considered as
citizens of a universal state of men, in their external mutual relationships (ius cosmopoliticum).

This division is not arbitrary, being necessary in relation to the idea of perpetual peace. For if only one state
were related to another by physical influence and were yet in a state of nature, war would necessarily follow,
and our purpose here is precisely to free ourselves of war.

4. Juridical (and hence) external freedom cannot be defined, as is usual, by the privilege of doing anything
one wills so long as he does not injure another. For what is a privilege? It is the possibility of an action so far
as one does not injure anyone by it. Then the definition would read: Freedom is the possibility of those
actions by which one does no one an injury. One does another no injury (he may do as he pleases) only if he
does another no injury--an empty tautology. Rather, my external (juridical) freedom is to be defined as
follows: It is the privilege to lend obedience to no external laws except those to which I could have given
consent. Similarly, external (juridical) equality in a state is that relationship among the citizens in which no
one can lawfully bind another without at the same time subjecting himself to the law by which he also can be
bound. No definition of juridical dependence is needed, as this already lies in the concept of a state's
constitution as such.

The validity of these inborn rights, which are inalienable and belong necessarily to humanity, is raised to an
even higher level by the principle of the juridical relation of man to higher beings, for, if he believes in them,
he regards himself by the same principles as a citizen of a supersensuous world. For in what concerns my
freedom, I have no obligation with respect to divine law, which can be acknowledged by my reason alone,
except in so far as I could have given my consent to it. Indeed, it is only through the law of freedom of my
own reason that I frame a concept of the divine will. With regard to the most sublime reason in the world that
I can think of, with the exception of God--say, the great Aeon--when I do my duty in my post as he does in
his, there is no reason under the law of equality why obedience to duty should fall only to me and the right to
command only to him. The reason why this principle of equality does not pertain to our relation to God (as
the principle of freedom does) is that this Being is the only one to which the concept of duty does not apply.

But with respect to the right of equality of all citizens as subjects, the question of whether a hereditary
nobility may be tolerated turns upon the answer to the question as to whether the pre-eminent rank granted by
the state to one citizen over another ought to precede merit or follow it. Now it is obvious that, if rank is
associated with birth, it is uncertain whether merit (political skill and integrity) will also follow; hence it
would be as if a favorite without any merit were given command. The general will of the people would never
agree to this in the original contract, which is the principle of all law, for a nobleman is not necessarily a
noble man. With regard to the nobility of office (as we might call the rank of the higher magistracy) which
one must earn by merit, this rank does not belong to the person as his property; it belongs to his post, and
equality is not thereby infringed, because when a man quits his office he renounces the rank it confers and re-
enters into the class of his fellows.

5. The lofty epithets of "the Lord's anointed...... the executor of the divine will on earth," and "the vicar of
God," which have been lavished on sovereigns, have been frequently censured as crude and intoxicating
flatteries. But this seems to me without good reason. Far from inspiring a monarch with pride, they should
rather render him humble, providing he possesses some intelligence (which we must assume). They should
make him reflect that he has taken an office too great for man, an office which is the holiest God has ordained
on earth, to be the trustee of the rights of men, and that he must always stand in dread of having in some way
injured this "apple of God's eye."

6. Mallet du Pan, in his pompous but empty and hollow language, pretends to have become convinced, after
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long experience, of the truth of Pope's well-known saying:

"For forms of government let fools contest:
Whate'er is best administered, is best."

If that means that the best-administered state is the state that is best administered, he has, to make use of
Swift's expression, "cracked a nut to come at a maggot." But if it means that the best-administered state also
has the best mode of government, i.e., the best constitution, then it is thoroughly wrong, for examples of good
governments prove nothing about the form of government. Whoever reigned better than a Titus and a Marcus
Aurelius? Yet one was succeeded by a Domitian and the other by a Commodus. This could never have
happened under a good constitution, for their unworthiness for this post was known early enough and also the
power of the ruler was sufficient to have excluded them.

7. A Bulgarian prince gave the following answer to the Greek emperor who good-naturedly suggested that
they settle their difference by a duel: "A smith who has tongs won't pluck the glowing iron from the fire with
his bare hands." 

8. It would not ill become a people that has just terminated a war to decree, besides a day of thanksgiving, a
day of fasting in order to ask heaven, in the name of the state, for forgiveness for the great iniquity which the
human race still goes on to perpetuate in refusing to submit to a lawful constitution in their relation to other
peoples, preferring, from pride in their independence, to make use of the barbarous means of war even though
they are not able to attain what is sought, namely, the rights of a single state. The thanksgiving for victory
won during the war, the hymns which are sung to the God of Hosts (in good Israelitic manner), stand in
equally sharp contrast to the moral idea of the Father of Men. For they not only show a sad enough
indifference to the way in which nations seek their rights, but in addition express a joy in having annihilated a
multitude of men or their happiness.

9.To call this great empire by the name it gives itself, namely "China" and not "Sina" or anything like that, we
have only to refer to [A.] Georgi, Alphabetum Tibetanum, pp. 651-54, especially note b. According to the
note of Professor [Johann Eberhard] Fischer of Petersburg, there is no definite word used in that country as its
name; the most usual word is "Kin," i.e., gold (which the Tibetans call "Ser"). Accordingly, the emperor is
called "the king of gold," that is, king of the most splendid country in the world. In the empire itself, this
word may be pronounced Chin, while because of the 'guttural sound the Italian missionaries may have called
it Kin.--It is clear that what the Romans called the "Land of Seres" was China; the silk, however, was sent to
Europe across Greater Tibet (through Lesser Tibet, Bukhara, Persia, and then on).

This suggests many reflections concerning the antiquity of this wonderful state, in comparison with that of
Hindustan at the time of its union with Tibet and thence with Japan. We see, on the contrary, that the name
"Sina" or "Tshina," said to have been used by the neighbors of the country, suggests nothing.

Perhaps we can also explain the very ancient but never well-known intercourse of Europe with Tibet by
considering the shout, ('Konx Ompax'), of the hierophants in the Eleusinian mysteries, as we learn from
Hysichius (cf. Travels of the Young Anacharsis, Part V, p. 447 ff.). For, according to Georgi, op. cit., the word
Concoia means God, which has a striking resemblance to Konx. Pah-cio (ibid., 520), which the Greeks may
well have pronounced pax, means the promulgator legis, divinity pervading the whole of nature (also called
Cencresi, p. 177). Om, however, which La Croze translates as benedictus ("blessed"), when applied to
divinity perhaps means "the beatified" (p. 507). P. Franz Orazio often asked the Lamas of Tibet what they
understood by "God" (Concoia) and always got the answer, "It is the assembly of saints" (i.e., the assembly
of the blessed ones who, according to the doctrine of rebirth, finally, after many wanderings through bodies
of all kinds, have returned to God, or Burchane; that is to say, they are transmigrated souls, beings to be
worshiped, p. 223). That mysterious expression Konx Ompax may well mean "the holy" (Konx), the blessed
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(Om), the wise (Pax), the supreme being pervading the world (nature personified). Its use in the Greek
mysteries may indicate monotheism among the epopts in contrast to the polytheism of the people (though
Orazio scented atheism there). How that mysterious word came to the Greeks via Tibet can perhaps be
explained in this way; and the early traffic of Europe with China, also through Tibet, and perhaps earlier than
communication with Hindustan, is made probable.

For a Polish translation of this essay, see: http://www.autoteiledirekt.de/science/immanuel-kant-wiecznego-
pokoju-philosophical-sketch

For a French translation of this essay by Vicky Rotarova, see: http://www.piecesdiscount24.fr/edu/?p=3529

Return to Vinnie's Home Page

Go to the First Supplement, "Of the Guarantee for Perpetual Peace"

Go the the Second Supplement, "Secret Article for Perpetual Peace"

Go to Appendix I, "On the Opposition Between Morality and Politics With Respect to Perpetual Peace"

Go to Appendix II, "Of the Harmony Which the Transcendental Concept of Public Right Established
Between Morality and Politics"
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The Einstein-Freud Correspondence (1931-1932)  

 

The letter which Einstein addressed to Freud, concerning the projected organization of 

intellectual leaders, was sent in 1931, or possibly 1932, and read as follows:  

 

I greatly admire your passion to ascertain the truth--a passion that has come to dominate 

all else in your thinking. You have shown with irresistible lucidity how inseparably the 

aggressive and destructive instincts are bound up in the human psyche with those of love 

and the lust for life. At the same time, your convincing arguments make manifest your 

deep devotion to the great goal of the internal and external liberation of man from the 

evils of war. This was the profound hope of all those who have been revered as moral and 

spiritual leaders beyond the limits of their own time and country, from Jesus to Goethe 

and Kant. Is it not significant that such men have been universally recognized as leaders, 

even though their desire to affect the course of human affairs was quite ineffective?  

 

I am convinced that almost all great men who, because of their accomplishments, are 

recognized as leaders even of small groups share the same ideals. But they have little 

influence on the course of political events. It would almost appear that the very domain of 

human activity most crucial to the fate of nations is inescapably in the hands of wholly 

irresponsible political rulers.  
 

Political leaders or governments owe their power either to the use of force or to their 

election by the masses. They cannot be regarded as representative of the superior moral 

or intellectual elements in a nation. In our time, the intellectual elite does not exercise any 

direct influence on the history of the world; the very fact of its division into many 

factions makes it impossible for its members to co-operate in the solution of today's 

problems. Do you not share the feeling that a change could be brought about by a free 

association of men whose previous work and achievements offer a guarantee of their 

ability and integrity? Such a group of international scope, whose members would have to 

keep contact with each other through constant interchange of opinions, might gain a 

significant and wholesome moral influence on the solution of political problems if its 

own attitudes, backed by the signatures of its concurring members, were made public 

through the press. Such an association would, of course, suffer from all the defects that 

have so often led to degeneration in learned societies; the danger that such a degeneration 

may develop is, unfortunately, ever present in view of the imperfections of human nature. 

However, and despite those dangers, should we not make at least an attempt to form such 

an association in spite of all dangers? It seems to me nothing less than an imperative 

duty!  

  

Once such an association of intellectuals--men of real stature--has come into being, it 

might then make an energetic effort to en-list religious groups in the fight against war. 

The association would give moral power for action to many personalities whose good 

intentions are today paralyzed by an attitude of painful resignation. I also believe that 

such an association of men, who are highly respected for their personal accomplishments, 
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would provide important moral support to those elements in the League of Nations who 

actively support the great objective for which that institution was created.  

 

I offer these suggestions to you, rather than to anyone else in the world, because your 

sense of reality is less clouded by wishful thinking than is the case with other people and 

since you combine the qualities of critical judgment, earnestness and responsibility. 

The high point in the relationship between Einstein and Freud came in the summer of 1932 when, under the 

auspices of the International Institute of Intellectual Co-operation, Einstein initiated a public debate with 

Freud about the causes and cure of wars. Einstein's official letter is dated July 30, 1932; it was 

accompanied by the following private note of the same date:  

I should like to use this opportunity to send you warm personal regards and to thank you 

for many a pleasant hour which I had in reading your works. It is always amusing for me 

to observe that even those who do not believe in your theories find it so difficult to resist 

your ideas that they use your terminology in their thoughts and speech when they are off 

guard. 

This is Einstein's open letter to Freud, which, strangely enough, has never become widely known:  

Dear Mr. Freud: 

 

The proposal of the League of Nations and its International Institute of Intellectual Co-

operation at Paris that I should invite a person, to be chosen by myself, to a frank 

exchange of views on any problem that I might select affords me a very welcome 

opportunity of conferring with you upon a question which, as things now are, seems the 

most insistent of all the problems civilization has to face. This is the problem: Is there 

any way of delivering mankind from the menace of war? It is common knowledge that, 

with the advance of modern science, this issue has come to mean a matter of life and 

death for Civilization as we know it; nevertheless, for all the zeal displayed, every 

attempt at its solution has ended in a lamentable breakdown.  

 

I believe, moreover, that those whose duty it is to tackle the problem professionally and 

practically are growing only too aware of their impotence to deal with it, and have now a 

very lively desire to learn the views of men who, absorbed in the pursuit of science, can 

see world problems in the perspective distance lends. As for me, the normal objective of 

my thought affords no insight into the dark places of human will and feeling. Thus, in the 

inquiry now proposed, I can do little more than to seek to clarify the question at issue 

and, clearing the ground of the more obvious solutions, enable you to bring the light of 

your far-reaching knowledge of man's instinctive life to bear upon the problem. There are 

certain psychological obstacles whose existence a layman in the mental sciences may 

dimly surmise, but whose interrelations and vagaries he is incompetent to fathom; you, I 

am convinced, will be able to suggest educative methods, lying more or less outside the 

scope of politics, which will eliminate these obstacles. 

 

As one immune from nationalist bias, I personally see a simple way of dealing with the 

superficial (i.e., administrative) aspect of the problem: the setting up, by international 
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consent, of a legislative and judicial body to settle every conflict arising between nations. 

Each nation would undertake to abide by the orders issued by this legislative body, to 

invoke its decision in every dispute, to accept its judgments unreservedly and to carry out 

every measure the tribunal deems necessary for the execution of its decrees. But here, at 

the outset, I come up against a difficulty; a tribunal is a human institution which, in 

proportion as the power at its disposal is inadequate to enforce its verdicts, is all the more 

prone to suffer these to be deflected by extrajudicial pressure. This is a fact with which 

we have to reckon; law and might inevitably go hand in hand, and juridical decisions 

approach more nearly the ideal justice demanded by the community (in whose name and 

interests these verdicts are pronounced) insofar as the community has effective power to 

compel respect of its juridical ideal. But at present we are far from possessing any 

supranational organization competent to render verdicts of incontestable authority and 

enforce absolute submission to the execution of its verdicts. Thus I am led to my first 

axiom: The quest of international security involves the unconditional surrender by every 

nation, in a certain measure, of its liberty of action--its sovereignty that is to say--and it is 

clear beyond all doubt that no other road can lead to such security. 

 

The ill success, despite their obvious sincerity, of all the efforts made during the last 

decade to reach this goal leaves us no room to doubt that strong psychological factors are 

at work which paralyze these efforts. Some of these factors are not far to seek. The 

craving for power which characterizes the governing class in every nation is hostile to 

any limitation of the national sovereignty. This political power hunger is often supported 

by the activities of another group, whose aspirations are on purely mercenary, economic 

lines. I have especially in mind that small but determined group, active in every nation, 

composed of individuals who, indifferent to social considerations and restraints, regard 

warfare, the manufacture and sale of arms, simply as an occasion to advance their 

personal interests and enlarge their personal authority. 

 

But recognition of this obvious fact is merely the first step toward an appreciation of the 

actual state of affairs. Another question follows hard upon it: How is it possible for this 

small clique to bend the will of the majority, who stand to lose and suffer by a state of 

war, to the service of their ambitions.
1
 An obvious answer to this question would seem to 

be that the minority, the ruling class at present, has the schools and press, usually the 

Church as well, under its thumb. This enables it to organize and sway the emotions of the 

masses, and makes its tool of them.  

 

Yet even this answer does not provide a complete solution. Another question arises from 

it: How is it that these devices succeed so well in rousing men to such wild enthusiasm, 

even to sacrifice their lives? Only one answer is possible. Because man has within him a 

lust for hatred and destruction. In normal times this passion exists in a latent state, it 

emerges only in unusual circumstances; but it is a comparatively easy task to call it into 

play and raise it to the power of a collective psychosis. Here lies, perhaps, the crux of all 

                                                           
1
 In speaking of the majority I do not exclude soldiers of every rank who have chosen war as their profession, in the 

belief that they are serving to defend the highest interests of their race, and that attack is often the best method of 

defense. 
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the complex factors we are considering, an enigma that only the expert in the lore of 

human instincts can resolve.  

 

And so we come to our last question. Is it possible to control man's mental evolution so 

as to make him proof against the psychosis of hate and destructiveness? Here I am 

thinking by no means only of the so-called uncultured masses. Experience proves that it 

is rather the so-called "intelligentsia" that is most apt to yield to these disastrous 

collective suggestions, since the intellectual has no direct contact with life in the raw but 

encounters it in its easiest, synthetic form--upon the printed page.  

 

To conclude: I have so far been speaking only of wars between nations; what are known 

as international conflicts. But I am well aware that the aggressive instinct operates under 

other forms and in other circumstances. (I am thinking of civil wars, for instance, due in 

earlier days to religious zeal, but nowadays to social factors; or, again, the persecution of 

racial minorities.) But my insistence on what is the most typical, most cruel and 

extravagant form of conflict between man and man was deliberate, for here we have the 

best occasion of discovering ways and means to render all armed conflicts impossible.  
[15] 
I know that in your writings we may find answers, explicit or implied, to all the issues of 

this urgent and absorbing problem. But it would be of the greatest service to us all were 

you to present the problem of world peace in the light of your most recent discoveries, for 

such a presentation well might blaze the trail for new and fruitful modes of action.  

 

Yours very sincerely,  

 
 

Leon Steinig, a League of Nations official who did much to inspire this correspondence, wrote Einstein on 

September 12, 1932:  
 

. . . When I visited Professor Freud in Vienna, he asked me to thank you for your kind 

words and to tell you that he would do his best to explore the thorny problem of 

preventing war. He will have his answer ready by early October and he rather thinks that 

what he has to say will not be very encouraging. "All my life I have had to tell people 

truths that were difficult to swallow. Now that I am old, I certainly do not want to fool 

them." He was even doubtful whether Bonnet
2
 would want to publish his pessimistic 

reply. . . . 

Einstein replied to Steinig four days later saying that even if Freud's reply would be neither cheerful nor 

optimistic, it would certainly be interesting and psychologically effective. 

  

                                                           
2
 Henri Bonnet, Director of the Institute of Intellectual Co-operation in Paris. 
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Freud's reply, dated Vienna, September 1932, has also never been given the attention it deserved:  

Dear Mr. Einstein: 

 

When I learned of your intention to invite me to a mutual exchange of views upon a 

subject which not only interested you personally but seemed deserving, too, of public 

interest, I cordially assented. I expected you to choose a problem lying on the borderland 

of the knowable, as it stands today, a theme which each of us, physicist and psychologist, 

might approach from his own angle, to meet at last on common ground, though setting 

out from different premises. Thus the question which you put me--what is to be done to 

rid mankind of the war menace?--took me by surprise. And, next, I was dumbfounded by 

the thought of my (of our, I almost wrote) incompetence; for this struck me as being a 

matter of practical politics, the statesman's proper study. But then I realized that you did 

not raise the question in your capacity of scientist or physicist, but as a lover of his fellow 

men, who responded to the call of the League of Nations much as Fridtjof Nansen, the 

polar explorer, took on himself the task of succoring homeless and starving victims of the 

World War. And, next, I reminded myself that I was not being called on to formulate 

practical proposals but, rather, to explain how this question of preventing wars strikes a 

psychologist.  

 

But here, too, you have stated the gist of the matter in your letter--and taken the wind out 

of my sails! Still, I will gladly follow in your wake and content myself with endorsing 

your conclusions, which, however, I propose to amplify to the best of my knowledge or 

surmise.  

 

You begin with the relations between might and right, and this is assuredly the proper 

starting point for our inquiry. But, for the term might, I would substitute a tougher and 

more telling word: violence. In right and violence we have today an obvious antinomy. It 

is easy to prove that one has evolved from the other and, when we go back to origins and 

examine primitive conditions, the solution of the problem follows easily enough. I must 

crave your indulgence if in what follows I speak of well-known, admitted facts as though 

they were new data; the context necessitates this method.  

 

Conflicts of interest between man and man are resolved, in principle, by the recourse to 

violence. It is the same in the animal kingdom, from which man cannot claim exclusion; 

nevertheless, men are also prone to conflicts of opinion, touching, on occasion, the 

loftiest peaks of abstract thought, which seem to call for settlement by quite another 

method. This refinement is, however, a late development. To start with, group force was 

the factor which, in small communities, decided points of ownership and the question 

which man's will was to prevail. Very soon physical force was implemented, then 

replaced, by the use of various adjuncts; he proved the victor whose weapon was the 

better, or handled the more skillfully. Now, for the first time, with the coming of 

weapons, superior brains began to oust brute force, but the object of the conflict remained 

the same: one party was to be constrained, by the injury done him or impairment of his 

strength, to retract a claim or a refusal. This end is most effectively gained when the 

opponent is definitely put out of action--in other words, is killed. This procedure has two 

advantages: the enemy cannot renew hostilities, and, secondly, his fate deters others from 
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following his example. Moreover, the slaughter of a foe gratifies an instinctive craving--a 

point to which we shall revert hereafter. However, another consideration may be set off 

against this will to kill: the possibility of using an enemy for servile tasks if< his spirit be 

broken and his life spared. Here violence finds an outlet not in slaughter but in 

subjugation. Hence springs the practice of giving quarter; but the victor, having from now 

on to reckon with the craving for revenge that rankles in his victim, forfeits to some 

extent his personal security.  

 

Thus, under primitive conditions, it is superior force--brute violence, or violence backed 

by arms-- that lords it everywhere. We know that in the course of evolution this state of 

things was modified, a path was traced that led away from violence to law. But what was 

this path? Surely it issued from a single verity: that the superiority of one strong man can 

be overborne by an alliance of many weaklings, that l'union fait la force. Brute force is 

overcome by union; the allied might of scattered units makes good its right against the 

isolated giant. Thus we may define "right" (i.e., law) as the might of a community. Yet it, 

too, is nothing else than violence, quick to attack whatever individual stands in its path, 

and it employs the selfsame methods, follows like ends, with but one difference: it is the 

communal, not individual, violence that has its way. But, for the transition from crude 

violence to the reign of law, a certain psychological condition must first obtain. The 

union of the majority must be stable and enduring. If its sole raison d'etre be the 

discomfiture of some overweening individual and, after his downfall, it be dissolved, it 

leads to nothing. Some other man, trusting to his superior power, will seek to reinstate the 

rule of violence, and the cycle will repeat itself unendingly. Thus the union of the people 

must be permanent and well organized; it must enact rules to meet the risk of possible 

revolts; must set up machinery insuring that its rules--the laws--are observed and that 

such acts of violence as the laws demand are duly carried out. This recognition of a 

community of interests engenders among the members of the group a sentiment of unity 

and fraternal solidarity which constitutes its real strength.  

 

So far I have set out what seems to me the kernel of the matter: the suppression of brute 

force by the transfer of power to a larger combination, founded on the community of 

sentiments linking up its members. All the rest is mere tautology and glosses. Now the 

position is simple enough so long as the community consists of a number of equipollent 

individuals. The laws of such a group can determine to what extent the individual must 

forfeit his personal freedom, the right of using personal force as an instrument of 

violence, to insure the safety of the group. But such a combination is only theoretically 

possible; in practice the situation is always complicated by the fact that, from the outset, 

the group includes elements of unequal power, men and women, elders and children, and, 

very soon, as a result of war and conquest, victors and the vanquished--i.e., masters and 

slaves--as well. From this time on the common law takes notice of these inequalities of 

power, laws are made by and for the rulers, giving the servile classes fewer rights. 

Thenceforward there exist within the state two factors making for legal instability, but 

legislative evolution, too: first, the attempts by members of the ruling class to set 

themselves above the law's restrictions and, secondly, the constant struggle of the ruled to 

extend their rights and see each gain embodied in the code, replacing legal disabilities by 

equal laws for all. The second of these tendencies will be particularly marked when there 
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takes place a positive mutation of the balance of power within the community, the 

frequent outcome of certain historical conditions. In such cases the laws may gradually be 

adjusted to the changed conditions or (as more usually ensues) the ruling class is loath to 

rush in with the new developments, the result being insurrections and civil wars, a period 

when law is in abeyance and force once more the arbiter, followed by a new regime of 

law. There is another factor of constitutional change, which operates in a wholly pacific 

manner, viz.: the cultural evolution of the mass of the community; this factor, however, is 

of a different order and an only be dealt with later.  

 

Thus we see that, even within the group itself, the exercise of violence cannot be avoided 

when conflicting interests are at stake. But the common needs and habits of men who live 

in fellowship under the same sky favor a speedy issue of such conflicts and, this being so, 

the possibilities of peaceful solutions make steady progress. Yet the most casual glance at 

world history will show an unending series of conflicts between one community and 

another or a group of others, between large and smaller units, between cities, countries, 

races, tribes and kingdoms, almost all of which were settled by the ordeal of war. Such 

war ends either in pillage or in conquest and its fruits, the downfall of the loser. No single 

all-embracing judgment can be passed on these wars of aggrandizement. Some, like the 

war between the Mongols and the Turks, have led to unmitigated misery; others, 

however, have furthered the transition from violence to law, since they brought larger 

units into being, within whose limits a recourse to violence was banned and a new regime 

determined all disputes. Thus the Roman conquest brought that boon, the pax Romana, to 

the Mediterranean lands. The French kings' lust for aggrandizement created a new 

France, flourishing in peace and unity. Paradoxical as its sounds, we must admit that 

warfare well might serve to pave the way to that unbroken peace we so desire, for it is 

war that brings vast empires into being, within whose frontiers all warfare is proscribed 

by a strong central power. In practice, however, this end is not attained, for as a rule the 

fruits of victory are but short-lived, the new-created unit falls asunder once again, 

generally because there can be no true cohesion between the parts that violence has 

welded. Hitherto, moreover, such conquests have only led to aggregations which, for all 

their magnitude, had limits, and disputes between these units could be resolved only by 

recourse to arms. For humanity at large the sole result of all these military enterprises was 

that, instead of frequent, not to say incessant, little wars, they had now to face great wars 

which, for all they came less often, were so much the more destructive.  

 

Regarding the world of today the same conclusion holds good, and you, too, have 

reached it, though by a shorter path. There is but one sure way of ending war and that is 

the establishment, by common consent, of a central control which shall have the last word 

in every conflict of interests. For this, two things are needed: first, the creation of such a 

supreme court of judicature; secondly, its investment with adequate executive force. 

Unless this second requirement be fulfilled, the first is unavailing. Obviously the League 

of Nations, acting as a Supreme Court, fulfills the first condition; it does not fulfill the 

second. It has no force at its disposal and can only get it if the members of the new body, 

its constituent nations, furnish it. And, as things are, this is a forlorn hope. Still we should 

be taking a very shortsighted view of the League of Nations were we to ignore the fact 

that here is an experiment the like of which has rarely--never before, perhaps, on such a 
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scale--been attempted in the course of history. It is an attempt to acquire the authority (in 

other words, coercive influence), which hitherto reposed exclusively in the possession of 

power, by calling into play certain idealistic attitudes of mind. We have seen that there 

are two factors of cohesion in a community: violent compulsion and ties of sentiment 

("identifications," in technical parlance) between the members of the group. If one of 

these factors becomes inoperative, the other may still suffice to hold the group together. 

Obviously such notions as these can only be significant when they are the expression of a 

deeply rooted sense of unity, shared by all. It is necessary, therefore, to gauge the 

efficacy of such sentiments. History tells us that, on occasion, they have been effective. 

For example, the Panhellenic conception, the Greeks' awareness of superiority over their 

barbarian neighbors, which found expression in the Amphictyonies, the Oracles and 

Games, was strong enough to humanize the methods of warfare as between Greeks, 

though inevitably it failed to prevent conflicts between different elements of the Hellenic 

race or even to deter a city or group of cities from joining forces with their racial foe, the 

Persians, for the discomfiture of a rival. The solidarity of Christendom in the Renaissance 

age was no more effective, despite its vast authority, in hindering Christian nations, large 

and small alike, from calling in the Sultan to their aid. And, in our times, we look in vain 

for some such unifying notion whose authority would be unquestioned. It is all too clear 

that the nationalistic ideas, paramount today in every country, operate in quite a contrary 

direction. Some there are who hold that the Bolshevist conceptions may make an end of 

war, but, as things are, that goal lies very far away and, perhaps, could only be attained 

after a spell of brutal internecine warfare. Thus it would seem that any effort to replace 

brute force by the might of an ideal is, under present conditions, doomed to fail. Our 

logic is at fault if we ignore the fact that right is founded on brute force and even today 

needs violence to maintain it.  

 

I now can comment on another of your statements. You are amazed that it is so easy to 

infect men with the war fever, and you surmise that man has in him an active instinct for 

hatred and destruction, amenable to such stimulations. I entirely agree with you. I believe 

in the existence of this instinct and have been recently at pains to study its manifestations. 

In this connection may I set out a fragment of that knowledge of the instincts, which we 

psychoanalysts, after so many tentative essays and gropings in the dark, have compassed? 

We assume that human instincts are of two kinds: those that conserve and unify, which 

we call "erotic" (in the meaning Plato gives to Eros in his Symposium), or else "sexual" 

(explicitly extending the popular connotation of "sex"); and, secondly, the instincts to 

destroy and kill, which we assimilate as the aggressive or destructive instincts. These are, 

as you perceive, the well known opposites, Love and Hate, transformed into theoretical 

entities; they are, perhaps, another aspect of those eternal polarities, attraction and 

repulsion, which fall within your province. But we must be chary of passing overhastily 

to the notions of good and evil. Each of these instincts is every whit as indispensable as 

its opposite, and all the phenomena of life derive from their activity, whether they work 

in concert or in opposition. It seems that an instinct of either category can operate but 

rarely in isolation; it is always blended ("alloyed," as we say) with a certain dosage of its 

opposite, which modifies its aim or even, in certain circumstances, is a prime condition of 

its attainment. Thus the instinct of self-preservation is certainly of an erotic nature, but to 

gain its end this very instinct necessitates aggressive action. In the same way the love 
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instinct, when directed to a specific object, calls for an admixture of the acquisitive 

instinct if it is to enter into effective possession of that object. It is the difficulty of 

isolating the two kinds of instinct in their manifestations that has so long prevented us 

from recognizing them.  

 

If you will travel with me a little further on this road, you will find that human affairs are 

complicated in yet another way. Only exceptionally does an action follow on the stimulus 

of a single instinct, which is per se a blend of Eros and destructiveness. As a rule several 

motives of similar composition concur to bring about the act. This fact was duly noted by 

a colleague of yours, Professor G. C. Lichtenberg, sometime Professor of Physics at 

Gottingen; he was perhaps even more eminent as a psychologist than as a physical 

scientist. He evolved the notion of a "Compass-card of Motives" and wrote: "The 

efficient motives impelling man to act can be classified like the thirty-two winds and 

described in the same manner; e.g., Food-Food-Fame or Fame-Fame-Food." Thus, when 

a nation is summoned to engage in war, a whole gamut of human motives may respond to 

this appeal--high and low motives, some openly avowed, others slurred over. The lust for 

aggression and destruction is certainly included; the innumerable cruelties of history and 

man's daily life confirm its prevalence and strength. The stimulation of these destructive 

impulses by appeals to idealism and the erotic instinct naturally facilitate their release. 

Musing on the atrocities recorded on history's page, we feel that the ideal motive has 

often served as a camouflage for the dust of destruction; sometimes, as with the cruelties 

of the Inquisition, it seems that, while the ideal motives occupied the foreground of 

consciousness, they drew their strength from the destructive instincts submerged in the 

unconscious. Both interpretations are feasible.  

 

You are interested, I know, in the prevention of war, not in our theories, and I keep this 

fact in mind. Yet I would like to dwell a little longer on this destructive instinct which is 

seldom given the attention that its importance warrants. With the least of speculative 

efforts we are led to conclude that this instinct functions in every living being, striving to 

work its ruin and reduce life to its primal state of inert matter. Indeed, it might well be 

called the "death instinct"; whereas the erotic instincts vouch for the struggle to live on. 

The death instinct becomes an impulse to destruction when, with the aid of certain 

organs, it directs its action outward, against external objects. The living being, that is to 

say, defends its own existence by destroying foreign bodies. But, in one of its activities, 

the death instinct is operative within the living being and we have sought to trace back a 

number of normal and pathological phenomena to this introversion of the destructive 

instinct. We have even committed the heresy of explaining the origin of human 

conscience by some such "turning inward" of the aggressive impulse. Obviously when 

this internal tendency operates on too large a scale, it is no trivial matter; rather, a 

positively morbid state of things; whereas the diversion of the destructive impulse toward 

the external world must have beneficial effects. Here is then the biological justification 

for all those vile, pernicious propensities which we are now combating. We can but own 

that they are really more akin to nature than this our stand against them, which, in fact, 

remains to be accounted for.  
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All this may give you the impression that our theories amount to species of mythology 

and a gloomy one at that! But does not every natural science lead ultimately to this--a sort 

of mythology? Is it otherwise today with your physical sciences?  

 

The upshot of these observations, as bearing on the subject in hand, is that there is no 

likelihood of our being able to suppress humanity's aggressive tendencies. In some happy 

corners of the earth, they say, where nature brings forth abundantly whatever man 

desires, there flourish races whose lives go gently by; unknowing of aggression or 

constraint. This I can hardly credit; I would like further details about these happy folk. 

The Bolshevists, too, aspire to do away with human aggressiveness by insuring the 

satisfaction of material needs and enforcing equality between man and man. To me this 

hope seems vain. Meanwhile they busily perfect their armaments, and their hatred of 

outsiders is not the least of the factors of cohesion among themselves. In any case, as you 

too have observed, complete suppression of man's aggressive tendencies is not in issue; 

what we may try is to divert it into a channel other than that of warfare.  

 

From our "mythology" of the instincts we may easily deduce a formula for an indirect 

method of eliminating war. If the propensity for war be due to the destructive instinct, we 

have always its counter-agent, Eros, to our hand. All that produces ties of sentiment 

between man and man must serve us as war's antidote. These ties are of two kinds. First, 

such relations as those toward a beloved object, void though they be of sexual intent. The 

psychoanalyst need feel no compunction in mentioning "love" in this connection; religion 

uses the same language: Love thy neighbor as thyself. A pious injunction, easy to 

enounce, but hard to carry out! The other bond of sentiment is by way of identification. 

All that brings out the significant resemblances between men calls into play this feeling 

of community, identification, whereon is founded, in large measure, the whole edifice of 

human society.  

 

In your strictures on the abuse of authority I find another suggestion for an indirect attack 

on the war impulse. That men are divided into the leaders and the led is but another 

manifestation of their inborn and irremediable inequality. The second class constitutes the 

vast majority; they need a high command to make decisions for them, to which decisions 

they usually bow without demur. In this context we would point out that men should be at 

greater pains than heretofore to form a superior class of independent thinkers, 

unamenable to intimidation and fervent in the quest of truth, whose function it would be 

to guide the masses dependent on their lead. There is no need to point out how little the 

rule of politicians and the Church's ban on liberty of thought encourage such a new 

creation. The ideal conditions would obviously be found in a community where every 

man subordinated his instinctive life to the dictates of reason. Nothing less than this could 

bring about so thorough and so durable a union between men, even if this involved the 

severance of mutual ties of sentiment. But surely such a hope is utterly utopian, as things 

are. The other indirect methods of preventing war are certainly more feasible, but entail 

no quick results. They conjure up an ugly picture of mills that grind so slowly that, before 

the flour is ready, men are dead of hunger.  
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As you see, little good comes of consulting a theoretician, aloof from worldly contact, on 

practical and urgent problems! Better it were to tackle each successive crisis with means 

that we have ready to our hands. However, I would like to deal with a question which, 

though it is not mooted in your letter, interests me greatly. Why do we, you and I and 

many another, protest so vehemently against war, instead of just accepting it as another of 

life's odious importunities? For it seems a natural thing enough, biologically sound and 

practically unavoidable. I trust you will not be shocked by my raising such a question. 

For the better conduct of an inquiry it may be well to don a mask of feigned aloofness. 

The answer to my query may run as follows: Because every man has a right over his own 

life and war destroys lives that were full of promise; it forces the individual into 

situations that shame his manhood, obliging him to murder fellow men, against his will; it 

ravages material amenities, the fruits of human toil, and much besides. Moreover, wars, 

as now conducted, afford no scope for acts of heroism according to the old ideals and, 

given the high perfection of modern arms, war today would mean the sheer extermination 

of one of the combatants, if not of both. This is so true, so obvious, that we can but 

wonder why the conduct of war is not banned by general consent. Doubtless either of the 

points I have just made is open to debate. It may be asked if the community, in its turn, 

cannot claim a right over the individual lives of its members. Moreover, all forms of war 

cannot be indiscriminately condemned; so long as there are nations and empires, each 

prepared callously to exterminate its rival, all alike must be equipped for war. But we will 

not dwell on any of these problems; they lie outside the debate to which you have invited 

me. I pass on to another point, the basis, as it strikes me, of our common hatred of war. It 

is this: We cannot do otherwise than hate it. Pacifists we are, since our organic nature 

wills us thus to be. Hence it comes easy to us to find arguments that justify our 

standpoint.  

 

This point, however, calls for elucidation. Here is the way in which I see it. The cultural 

development of mankind (some, I know, prefer to call it civilization) has been in progress 

since immemorial antiquity. To this processus we owe all that is best in our composition, 

but also much that makes for human suffering. Its origins and causes are obscure, its 

issue is uncertain, but some of its characteristics are easy to perceive. It well may lead to 

the extinction of mankind, for it impairs the sexual function in more than one respect, and 

even today the uncivilized races and the backward classes of all nations are multiplying 

more rapidly than the cultured elements. This process may, perhaps, be likened to the 

effects of domestication on certain animals--it clearly involves physical changes of 

structure--but the view that cultural development is an organic process of this order has 

not yet become generally familiar. The psychic changes which accompany this process of 

cultural change are striking, and not to be gainsaid. They consist in the progressive 

rejection of instinctive ends and a scaling down of instinctive reactions. Sensations which 

delighted our forefathers have become neutral or unbearable to us; and, if our ethical and 

aesthetic ideals have undergone a change, the causes of this are ultimately organic. On 

the psychological side two of the most important phenomena of culture are, firstly, a 

strengthening of the intellect, which tends to master our instinctive life, and, secondly, an 

introversion of the aggressive impulse, with all its consequent benefits and perils. Now 

war runs most emphatically counter to the psychic disposition imposed on us by the 

growth of culture; we are therefore bound to resent war, to find it utterly intolerable. With 

76



pacifists like us it is not merely an intellectual and affective repulsion, but a constitutional 

intolerance, an idiosyncrasy in its most drastic form. And it would seem that the aesthetic 

ignominies of warfare play almost as large a part in this repugnance as war's atrocities.  

 

How long have we to wait before the rest of men turn pacifist? Impossible to say, and yet 

perhaps our hope that these two factors--man's cultural disposition and a well-founded 

dread of the form that future wars will take--may serve to put an end to war in the near 

future, is not chimerical. But by what ways or byways this will come about, we cannot 

guess. Meanwhile we may rest on the assurance that whatever makes for cultural 

development is working also against war.  

 

With kindest regards and, should this expose prove a disappointment to you, my sincere 

regrets, 

Yours, 

SIGMUND FREUD 
 

Einstein was apparently not disappointed when Freud's reply was received. He addressed the following 

letter to Freud on December 3, 1932:  
 

You have made a most gratifying gift to the League of Nations and myself with your 

truly classic reply. When I wrote you I was thoroughly convinced of the insignificance of 

my role, which was only meant to document my good will, with me as the bait on the 

hoof; to tempt the marvelous fish into nibbling. You have given in return something 

altogether magnificent. We cannot know what may grow from such seed, as the effect 

upon man of any action or event is always incalculable. This is not within our power and 

we do not need to worry about it.  

 

You have earned my gratitude and the gratitude of all men for having devoted all your 

strength to the search for truth and for having shown the rarest courage in professing your 

convictions all your life. . . .  

 
By the time the exchange between Einstein and Freud was published in 1933, under the title Why War?, 

Hitler, who was to drive both men into exile, was already in power, and the letters never achieved the wide 

circulation intended for them. Indeed, the first German edition of the pamphlet is reported to have been 

limited to only 2,000 copies, as was also the original English edition.  
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NONVIOLENT PHILOSOPHY 

30 Home rule 

M.K Gandhi 

What is Swaraj? 
READER: I have now learnt what the Congress has done to make India one nation, how the 
Partition has caused an awakening, and how discontent and unrest have spread through the 
land. I would now like to know your views on Swaraj. I fear that our interpretation is not the 

same as yours. ~ EDITOR: It is quite possible that we do not attach ·the same mearllng to the term. You and 
I and all Indians are impatient to obtain Swaraj, but we are certainly not decided as to what 
it is. To drive the English out of India is a thought hear(;, from many mouths, but it does not. 
seem that many have properly considered why it shourc(be so. I must ask you a question. Do 
you think that it is necessary to drive away the English, if we get all we want? 

READER: I should ask of them only one thing, that is: "Please leave our country." If, after:.: 
they have complied with this request, their withdrawal from India means that they are still 
ID India, I should have no objection. Then we would understand that, in their language, the 
word "gone" is equivalent to "remained". EDITOR: Well then, let us suppose that the English have retired. What will you do then? 

READER: That question cannot be answered at this stage. The state after withdrawal will 
depend largely upon the manner of it. !fas you assume they retire, it seems to me we shall\ 
still keep their eonstitution and shall cany on the Government. If they simply retire for the. : 
asking, we should have an army, etc., ready at hand. We should, therefore, have no difficultj . 
in carrying on the Government. ·· 

EDITOR: You may think so; I do not. But I will not discuss the matter just now. I have-t?.:/ 
answer your question, and that I can do well by asking you several questions. Wny do you·> 
want to drive away the English? ·<. ·, 

READER: Because India has become impoverished by the"ir Govemment. They take awiY. 
our money from year to year. The most important posts are reserved for themselves. We·~ 
kept in a state of slavery. They behave insolently tow.uds us and disregard our feelings. ' .• '' 

EDITOR: If they do not take our money away, become gentle, and give us responsible poSi:S; 
would you still consider their presence to be harmful? .. . . 

READER: That question is useless. It is similar to the question whether there is any harrn i.r 
associating with a tiger if he changes his nature. Such a question is sheer waste of time. Whei 
a tiger changes his nature, Englishmen will change theirs. This is not possible, and ro beJi'. .. 
it to be possible is contrary to human experience. 

EDITOR: Supposing we get Self-Government similar to what the Canadians and the Sou1 
Africans have, will it be good enough? . • 

Home rule 273 

READER: That question also is useless. We ~y get it when we have the same powers; we 
shall then hoist our own flag. ,A.sis japan, so must India be. We must own our navy, our anny, 
and we must have our o'ND. splendour, and then will India's voice ring through the world. 

EDITOR: You have dra\N!l the picture well. In effect it means this: that we want English 
rule without the Englishman. You want the tiger's nature, but not the tiger; that is to say, you 
would make India English. And when it becomes English, it will be called not Hindustan but 
Englishtan.. This is not the Swaraj that I want. 

READER: I have placed before you inyidea ofSwaraj as I think it should be. If the educa-
tion we have received be of any use, if the works of Spencer, Mill and others be of any impor-
tance, and if the English Parliament be the Mother of Parliaments, I certainly think that we 
should copy the English people, and this to such an extent that, just as they do not allow oth-
ers to obtain a footing in their country, so we should not allow them or others to obtain it in 
ours. \A/hat they have done in their own country has not been done in any other country. It is, 
therefore, proper for us to import their institutions. But now I want to know your views. 

EDITOR: There is need for patience. My views will develop of themselves in the course of 
this discourse. It is as difficult for me to understand the true nature of Swaraj as it seems to 
you to be easy. I shall, therefore, for the time being, content myself with endeavouring to 
show that what you call Swaraj is not truly Swaraj. 

. READER: Now you will have to explain what you mean by civilization. 
EDITOR: It is not a question of what I mean. Several English writers refuse to call that civili-

iation which passes under that name. Many books have been written upon that subject. Soci-
eties have been formed to cure the nation of the evils of civilization. A great English writer has 

, written a work called CWilization: Its Cause and Cure. Therein he has called it a disease. 
READER: Why do we not lmow this generally? 
EDITOR: The answer is very simple. We rarely find people arguing 2.gainst themselves. 

Those who are intoxicated by modem civilization are not likely to write against it. Their 
care will be to find out facts and arguments in support of it, and this they do unconsciously 
believing it to be true. A man whilst he is dreaming, believes in his dream; he is undeceived 
only when he is awakened from his sleep. A man labouring under the bane of civilization is 
_li.ke a dreaming man. V'lhat we usually read are the works of defenders of modern civilization, 
1'.vhich undoubtedly claims among its votaries very brilliant and even some very good men. 

:·. '.1,Jieir v.T"itings hypnotize us. And so, one by one, we are drawn into the vortex. 
-. READER: This seems to be very plausible. Now v.ill you tell me something of what you have 
read and thought of this civilization? 
· EDITOR: Let us first consider what state of things is described by the word ~'civilization". 

''(-.Its true test lies in the fact that people living in it make bodily welfare the object of life. We 
:~take some examples. The people of Europe today live in better-built houses than they did 

·:.a. hundred years ago. This is considered an emblem of civilization, and this is also a matter 
-?,~<;>promote bodily happiness. Formerly, they wore slcins, and used spears as their weapons. 
'.-_,~ow, they wear long trousers, and, for embellishing their bodies, they wear a variety of cloth-
')ng, and, instead of spears, they carry with them revolvers containing five or more chambers. 

people of a certain country, who have hitherto not been in the habit of wearing much 
. -?thing, boots, etc., adopt European clothing, they are supposed to have become civilized. 
O~t of savagery. Formerly, in Europe, people ploughed their lands mainly by manual labour. 

·ow, one man can plough a vast tract by means of steam engines and can thus amass great 

~,tiJ;rl.JT~~ 
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wealth. This is called a sign of civilization. Formerly, only a few men wrote valuable books. 
Now, anybody writes and prints anything he likes and poisons people's minds. Formerly, 
men travelled in waggons. Now, they fly through the air in trains at the rate of four hundred 
and more miles per day. This is considered the height of civilization. It has been stated that, 
as men progress, they shall be able to travel in airship and reach any part of the world in a few 
hours. Men will not need the use of their hands and feet. They will press a button, and they 
'iVill have their clothlng by their side. They will press another button, and they will have their 
newspapers. A third, and a motor-car will be in waiting for them. They will have a variety 
of delicately dished up food. Everything will be done by machinery. Formerly, when people 
wanted to fight with one another, they measured beween them their bodily strength; now 
it is possible to take away thousands of lives by one man working behind a gun from a hill. 
This is civilization. Formerly, men worked in the open air only as much as they liked. Now 
thousands of workmen meet together and for the sake of maintenance work in factories or 
mines. Their condition is worse than that of beasts. They are obliged to work, at the risk of 
their lives, at most dangerous occupations, for the sake of millionaires· Formerly, men were 
made slaves under physical compulsion. Now they are enslaved by temptation of money and 
of the luxuries tl1at money can buy. There are now diseases of which people never dreamt 
before, and an army of doctors is engaged in finding out their cures, and so hospitals have 
increased. This is a test of civilization. Formerly, special messengers were required and much 
expense was incurred in order to send letters; today, anyone can abuse his fellow by means of 
a letter for one penny. True, at the same cost, one can send one's thanks also. Formerly, peo.:. 
ple had two or three meals consisting of home-made bread and vegetables; now, they require 
something to eat every two hours so that they have hardly leisure for anything else. 'Nb.at 
more need I say? All this you can ascertain from several authoritative books. These are all 
true tests of civilization. And if anyone speaks to~e contrary, know that he is ignorant. This 
civilization takes note neither of morality nor of religion. Its votaries calmly state that thdr 
business is not to teach religion. Some even consider it to be a superstitious growth. Others 
put on the cloak of religion, and prate about morality. But, after twenty years' experience, I 
have come to the conclusion that immorality is often taught in the name of morality. Even a 
child can understand that in all I have described above there can be no inducement to moral-
ity. Civilization seeks to increase bodily comforts, and it fails miserably even in doing so. This 
civilization is irreligion, and it has taken such a hold on the people in Europe that those who 
are in it appear to be half mad. They lack real physical strength or courage. They keep up 
their energy by intoxication. They can hardly be happy in solitude. Women, who should be 
the queens of households, wander in the streets or they slave away in factories. For the sake Of ' 
a pittance, half a million women in England alone are labouring under trying circumstances 
in factories or similar institutions. This awful fact is one of the causes of the daily growing 

suffragette movement. This civilization is such that one has only to be patient and it will be self-destroyed. 
ing to the teaching ofMahomed this would be considered a Satanic Civilization. Hinduisio. 
calls it the Black Age. I cannot give you an adequate conception of it. It is eating into the 
vitals of the English nation. It must be shunned. Parliaments are really emblems of slavery. 
If you will sufficiently think over this, you will entertain the same opinion and cease to blame 
the English. They rather deserve our sympathy. They are a shrewd nation and I therefore·:· 
believe that they will cast off the evil.11'1ey are enterprising and industrious, and their mo~i /· 
of thought is not inherently immoral. Neither are they bad at heart. I therefore respect them.·" 
Civilization is not an incurable disease, but it should never be forgotten th.at the 

people are at present afflicted by it. 
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Why was India lost? 
READER: You have said much about civilization - enough to make me ponder over it. I do 
not now know what I should adopt and what I should avoid from the nations of Europe, but 
one question comes to my lips immediately. If civilization is a disease and if it has attacked 
England, why has she been able to take India and why is she able to retain it? 

EDITOR: Your question is not very difficult to answer, and we shall presently be able to 
examine the true nature of Swaraj; for I am aware that I have still to angv.;er that question. 
Iv.ill, however, take up your previous question. The English have not taken India; we have 
given it to them. They are not in India because of their strength, but because we keep them. 
Let us now see whether these propositions can be sustained. They came to our country origi-
nally for purposes of trade. Recall the Company Bahadur. 'Who made it Bahadur? They had 
not the slightest intention at the time of establishing a kingdom. Who assisted the Company's 
officers? 'Who was tempted at the sight of their silver? Who bought their goods? History tes-
tifies that we did all this. In order to become rich all at once we welcomed the Company's 
officers with open arms. We assisted them. If! am in the habit of drinking bha.ng and a seller 
thereof sells it to me, am I to blame him or myself? By blaming the seller, shall I be able to 
avoid the habit? And, if a particular retailer is driven away v.ill not another take his place? A 
true servant of India will have to go to the root of the matter. If an excess of food has caused 

_ me indigestion, I shall certainly not avoid it by blaming water. He is a true physician who 
probes the cause of disease, and if you pose as a physician for the disease of India, you vvill 
have to find out its true cause. 

READER: You are right. Now I think you will not have to argue much with me to drive 
your conclusions home. I am impatient to know your further views. We are now on a most 
interesting topic. I shall, therefore, endeavour to follow your thought, and stop you when I 
am in doubt. 

EDITOR: I am afraid that, in spite of your enthusiasm, as we proceed further, we shall have 
differences of opinion. Nevertheless, I shall argue only when you stop me. We have already 
seen that the English merchants were able to get a footing in India because we encoill'aged 
them. 'When our princes fought among themselves, they sought the assistance of Company 
Bahadur. That corporation was versed alike in commerce and war. It was unhampered by 
questions of morality. Its object was to increase its commerce and to make money. It accepted 
our assistance, and increased the number of its warehouses. To protect the latter it employed 
an army which was utilized by us also. Is it not then useless to blame the English for what we 
did at that time? The Hindus and the Mahomedans were at daggers drawn. This, too, gave 
the Company its opportunity and thus we created the circumstances that gave the Company 
its control over India. Hence it is true to say that we gave India to the English than that India 
was lost. 

READER: Will you now tell me how they are able to retail India? 
EDITOR: The causes that gave them India enable them to retain it. Some Englishmen state 

that they took and they hold India by the sword. Both these statements are wrong. The sword 
is entirely useless for holding India. We alone keep them. Na pol eon is said to have described 

English as a nation of shopkeepers. It is a fitting description. They hold whatever domin-
they have for the sake of their conunerce. Their army and their navy are intended to 

protect it. When the Transvaal offered no such attractions, the late Mr. Gladstone discovered, 
tliat it was not right for the English to hold it. 'When it became a paying proposition, resist-
<luce led to war. Mr. Chamberlain soon discovered that English enjoyed a suzerainty ovCr 
the Transvaal. It is related that someone asked the late President Kru.ger whether 0-ere _:-vas 
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gold in the moon. He replied that it was highly unlikely beeause, if there were, the English 
would have anne..'Ced it. Many problems can be solved by remembering that money is their 
God. Then it follows that we keep the English ln India for our base selfwinterest. We lil<.e their 
commerce; they please us by their subtle methods and get what they want from us. To blame 
them for this is to perpetuate their power. We further strengthen their hold by quarrelling 
amongst ourselves. !fyou aecept the above statements it is proved that the English entered 
India for the purpose of trade. They remain in it for the same purpose and we help them to 
do so. Their arms and ammunition are perfectly useless. In this connection I rem.ind you that 
it is the British flag which is 'vV'avfilginJapan and not the Japanese. The English have a treaty 
withJapan for the sake of their commerce, and you will see that if they can manage it their 
commerce 'W'ill greatly expand in that country. They vvish to convert the whole world into a 
vast market for their goods. That they c;amlOt do so is true, but the blame v.iill not be theirs. 
They will leave no stone unturned to reach the goal. 

"What is true civilization? 
READER: You have denounced rail'vV'ays, lawyers and doctors. I can see that you will discard 

all machinery. What, then, is civilization? 
EDITOR: The answer to that question is not difficult. I believe that the civilization India has 

evolved is not to be beaten in the world. Nothing ean equal the seeds sown by our ancestors: 
Rome went, Greece shared the same fate; the might of the Pharaohs was broken; Japan has 
become westernized; of China nothlng can be said; but India is still, somehow or other, sound 
at the foundation. The people of Europe learn their lesSons from the Yll!'itings of the men of 
Greece or Rome, which exist no longer in their former glory. In trying to learn from therii., 
the Europeans imagine that they will avoid the r.oistakes of Greece and Rome. Such is their 
pitiable condition. In the midst of all this India remains immovable and that is her glory. it 
is a chasge against India that her people are so uncivilized, ignorant and stolid, that it is 
pcssible to induce them to adopt any changes. It is a charge really against our meriL 
we have tested and found true on the anvil of experience, we dare not change. Many 
their advice upon India, and she rernaID.s steady. This is her beauty: it is the sheetwanchor 

our hope. ~ Civilization is that mode of conduct which points out to man the path of duty. Perform~ 
ance of duty and observance of morality are convertible terms. To observe morality is to 
attain mastery over our mind and our passions. So doing, we know ourselves. The Gujaratl 
equivalent for civilization means "good conduct". 

If this definition be correct, then India, as so many -writers have shown, has nothing tO. 
learn from anybody else, and this is as it should be. We notice that the mind is a restleS~ 
bird; the more it gets the more it wants, and still remains unsatisfied. The more we indulge 
in our passions the more unbridled they become. Our ancestors, therefore, set a limit to our 
indulgences. They saw that happiness was largely a mental condition. A man is not nece~'. 
sarily happy because he is rich, or utihappy because he is poor. The rich are often seen.to, 
be urihappy, the poor to be happy. Millions will always remain poor. Observing all this, oiji 
ancestors dissuaded us from luxuries and pleasures. We have managed with the sru:ne 1'.fil.,d, 
of plough as existed thousands of years ago. We have retained the same kind of cottages~~ 
we had in former times and our indigenous education remains the same as before. We hive' 
had no. system of life-corroding competition. Each followed his own occupation or trade fut~, 
charged a regulation wage. It was not that we did not know how to invent machinery, but ~ur 
fo'refathers knew that, if we set our hearts after such things, we would become slaves and 1
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our moral fibre. They, therefore, after due deliberation decided that we should only do what 
we could with our hands and feet. They saw that our real happiness and health consisted in a 
proper use of our hands and feet. They further reasoned that large cities were a snare and a 
useless encumbrance and that people would not be happy in them, that there would be gangs 
of thieves and robbers, prostitution and vice flourishing in them and that poor men would be 
robbed by rich men. They were, therefore, satisfi.ed with small villages. They saw that kings 
and their swords were i.."lferior to the sword of ethics, and they, therefore, held the sovereigns 
of the earth to be inferior to the Rishis and the Falcirs. A nation 'With a constitution like this is 
fitter to teach others than to learn. from others. This nation had courts, lavvyers and doctors, 
but they were all within bounds. Everybody knew that these professions were not particularly 
superior; moreover, these vakils [Indian ambassadors] and vaids (Aywvedic physicians] did 
not rob people; they were considered people's dependants, not their masters. Justice was 
tolerably fair. The ordinary rule was to avoid courts. There were no touts to lure people into 
them. This evil, too, was noticeable only in and around capitals. The common people lived 
independently and followed their agricultural occupation. They enjoyed true Home Rule. 

And where this cursed modem civilization has not reached, India remains as it was before. 
The inhabitants of that part of India will very properly laugh at your new-fangled notions. 
The English do not rule over them, nor will you ever rule over them. Those in whose name 

·._ we speak we do not know, nor do they know us. I would certainly advise you and those like 
you who love the motherland to go into the interior that has yet been not polluted by the rail-
ways and to live there for six months; you might then be patriotic and speak of Home Rule. 

Now you see what I consider to be real civilization. Those who want to change conditions 
such as I have described are enemies of the country and are sinners. 

RBADER: It would be all right if India were exactly as you have described it, but it is also 
India where there are hundreds of child widows, where twowyear old babies are married, 
where twelve-year old girls are mothers and housewives, where women practise polyandry, 
where the practice of Niyoga obtains, where, in the name of religion, girls dedicate themw 
selves to prostitution, and in the name of religion sheep and goats are killed. Do you consider 
these also symbols of the civilization that you have described? 

EDITOR: You make a mistake. The defects that you have shown are defects. Nobody mis-
takes them for ancient civilization. They remain in spite of it. Attempts have ahvays been 
made and vrill. be made to remove them. We may utilize the new spirit that is born in us 
for purging ourselves of these evils. But what I have described to you as emblems of mod-
e·m civilization are accepted as such by its votaries. The Indian civilization, as described by 
me, has been so described by its votaries. In no part of the world, and under no civilization, 
have all men attained perfection. The tendency of the Indian civilization i<; to elevate the 
moral being, that of the Western civilization is to propagate immorality. The latter is godless, 
the former is based on a belief in God. So understanding and so believing, it behoves every 
lover of India to cling to the old Indian civilization even as a child clings to the mother's 
breast. 

-:<.- .:R.unER: This is a new doctrine, that what is- gained through fear is retained only while the 
:,Jear lasts. Surely, what is given will not be withdrawn? 
' · .. EDITOR: Not so. The Proclamation of 1857 was given at the end of a revolt, and for the 

purpose of preserving peace. 'When peace was secured and people became simplewminded its 
full effect was toned down. If! cease stealing for fear of punishment, I would recOromence the 
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operation"-' soon as the fear is withdrawn from me. This is almost a universal experience. We 
have assumed that we can get men to do things by force and, therefore, we use force. 

READER: VVill you not admit that you are arguing agajnst yourself? You know that what the 
English obtained in their own country they obtained by using brute force. I !mow you have 
argued that what they have obtained is useless, but that does not affect my argument. They 
vvanted useless things and they got them. My point is that their desire was fulfilled. What does 
it matter what means they adopted? Why should we not obtain our goal, which is good, by 
any means whatsoever, even by using violence? Shall I think of the means when I have to 
deal with a thief in the house? My duty is to drive him out anyhow. You seem to admit that 
we have received nothing, and that we shall receive nothing by petitioning. Why, then, may 
we not do so by using brute force? And, to retain what we may receive we shall keep up the 
fear by using the same force to the extent that it may be necessary. You will not find fault with 
a continuance of force to prevent a child from thrusting its foot into fire. Somehow or other 

we have to gain our end. EDITOR: Your reasoning is plausible. It has deludeJ many. I have used similar arguments 
before now. But I think I know better now, and I shall endeavour to undeceive you. Let us 
first take the agreement that we are justified in gaining our end by using brute force because 
the English gained theirs by using similar means. It is perfectly true that they used brute force 
and that it is possible for us to do llkewise, but by using similar means we can get only the 
same thing that they got. You will admit that we do not want that. Your belief that there is 
no connection betvVeen the means and the end is a great mistake. Through that mistake even 
men who have been considered religious have committed grievous crimes. Your reasoning 
is the same as saying that we can get a rose through planting a noxious weed. If I want to 
cross the ocean, I can do so only by means of a vessel; if I were to use a cart for that purpose, 
both the cart and I would soon :find the bottom, "As is the God, so is the votary," is a maxim 
worth considering. Its meaning has been distorted and men have gone astray. The means 
may be likened to a seed, the end t6 a tree; and there is just the same inviolable connection 
betvVeen the means and the end as there is betvVeen the seed and the tree. I am not likely to 
obtain the result flowing from the worship of God by laying myself prostrate before Satan. 
If, therefore, anyone were to say: "I want to worship God; it does not matter that I do so by 
means of Satan," it would be set down as ignorant folly. VVe reap exactly as we sow. The Eng--
lish in 1833 obtained greater voting powe:t1by violence. Did they by using brute force better 
appreciate their duty? They wanted the nght of voting, which they obtained by using physical 
force. But real rights are a result of performance of duty; these rights they have not obtained. 
We, therefore, have before us in England the force of everybody wanting and insisting on his 
rights, nobody thinking of his duty. And where everybody wants rights, who shall give them 
to whom? I do not wish to imply that they do no duties. They don't perform the duties cor-
responding to those rights; and as they do not perform that particular duty, namely, acquire 
fitness, their rights have proved a burden to them. In other words, what they have obtained 
is an e.xact result of the means they adopted. They used the means corresponding to the end. 
Ifl want to deprive you of your watch, I shall certafilly have to fight for it; ifl want to buy 
your watch, I shall have to pay you for it; and ifl want a gift I shall have to plead for it; and, 
according to the means I employ, the watch is stolen property, my own property, or a dona' 
tion. Thus we see three different results from three different means. Will you still say that 

means do not matter? Now we shall take the e.~ple given by you of the thief to be driven out. I do not agree 
with you that the thief may be driven out by any means. If it is my father who h2.5 come to, 
steal I shall use one kind of means. Ifit is an acquaintance I shall use another; and in the case , 
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of a perfect stranger I shall use a third. If it is a white man, you will perhaps say you will use 
means different from those you will adopt vvith an Indian thief If it is a weakling, the means 
will be different from those to be adopted for dealing with an equal in physical strength; and 
if the thief is armed from top to toe, I shall simply remain quiet. Thus we have a variety of 
means between the father and the. armed man. Again, I fancy that I should pretend to be 
sleeping whether the thief was my father or that strong armed man. The reason for this is that 
my father would also be armed and I should succumb to the strength possessed by either and 
allow my things to be stolen. The strength of my father would make me weep vvith pity; the 
strength of the armed man would rouse in me anger and we should become enemies. Such is 
the curious situation. From these examples we may not be able to agree as to the means to be 
adopted in each case. I myself seem clearly to see what should be done in all these cases, but 
the remedy may frighten you. I therefore hesitate to place it before you. For the time being I 
will leave you to guess it, and if you cannot, it is clear you will have to adopt different means 
in each case.You will also have seen that any means will not avail to drive away the thief You 
will have to adopt means to fit each case. Hence it follows that your duty is not to drive away 
the thief by any means you like. 

Let us proceed a little further. That well-armed man has stolen your property; you have 
harboured the thought of his act; you are filled with anger; you argue that you want to punish 
that rogue, not for your own sake, but for the good of your neighbours; you have collected 
a nillilber of armed men, you want to take his house by assault; he is duly informed of it, he 
runs away; he too is incensed. He collects his brother robbersi and sends you a defiant mes-
sage that he will commit robbery in broad daylight. You are strong, you do not fear him, you 
are prepared to receive him. Meanwhile, the robber pesters your neighbours. They complain 
before you. You reply that you are doing all for their sake, you do not mind that your own 
goods have been stolen. Your neighbours reply that the robber never pestered them before, 
and that he commenced his depredations only after you declared hostilities against him.You 
are between Scylla and Charybdis. You are full of pity for the poor men. V\lhat they say is 
true. What are you to do? You will be disgraced if you now leave the robber alone. You, 
therefore, tell the poor men: "Never mind. Come, my wealth is yours, I will give you arms, I 
v.ill teach you how to use them; you should belabour the rogue; don't you leave him alone." 
And so the battle grows; the robbers increase in numbers; your neighbours have deliberately 
put themsdves to inconvenience. Thus the result of wanting to take revenge upon the rob-
ber is that you have disturbed your own peace; you are in perpetual fear of being robbed 
and assaulted; your courage has given place to coward.ice. If you v.ill patiently examine the 
argument, you v.ill see that I have not overdrawn the picture. This is one of the means. Now 
let us examine the other. You set this armed robber down as an ignorant brother; you intend 
to reason with him at a suitable opportunity; you argue that he is, after all, a fellow-man; you 
do not lmow what prompted him to steal. You, therefore, decide that, when you can, you 
will destroy the man'.s motive for stealing. Whilst you are thus reasoning vvith yourself the 
man comes again to steal. Instead of being angry with him you take pity on him. You think 
that this stealing habit must be a disease with him. Henceforth, you, therefore, keep your 
doors and 'Nindows open, you change your sleeping-place, and you keep your things in a 
manner most accessible to him. The robber comes again and is confused as all this is new 
to him; nevertheless, he takes away your things. But his mind is agitated. He inquires about 

in the village) he comes to learn about your broad and loving heart, he repents, he 
your pardon, returns you your things and leaves off the stealing habit. He becomes )rour 

servant, and you find for him honourable employment. This is the second method. Thus, 
,. you see, different means have brought about totally different results. I do not wish to deduce 
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from this that robbers will act in the above manner or that all will have the same pity and love 
like you, but I only wish to show that fair means alone can produce fair results, and that, 
at least in the majority of cases, if not indeed in all, the force of love and pity is infinitely 
greater than the force of arms. There is harm in the exercise of brute force, never in that 
of pity. 

Now we will take the question o.f petitioning. It is a fact beyond dispute that a petition, 
without the backing of force, is useless. However, the late Justice Ranade used to say that 
petitions served a useful purpose because they were a means of educating people. They give 
the latter an idea of their condition and warn the rulers. From this point of view, they are 
not altogether useless. A petition of an equal is a sign of courtesy; a petition from a slave is 
a symbol of his slavery. A petition backed by force is a petition from an equal and, when he 
transmits his demand in the form of a petition, it testifies to his nobility. Two kinds of force 
can back petitions. 'We shall hurt if you do not give this," is one kind of force; it is the force 
of arms, whose evil results we have already exam.ill ed. The second kind of force can thus be 
stated: "If you do not concede our demand, we shall be no longer your petitioners. You can 
govern us only so long as we remain the governed; we shall no longer have any dealings with 
you." The force implied in this may be described as love-force, soul-force, or, more popularly 
but less accurately, passive resistance. This force is ir.destructi.ble. He who uses it perfectly 
understands his position. We have an ancient proverb which literally means: ''One negative 
cures thirty-six diseases." The force of arms is powerless when matched against the force of 
love or the soul. 

Now we shall take your last illustration, that of the child thrusting its foot into fire. It will 
not avail you. VV'hat do you really do to the child? Supposing that it can exert so much physi-
cal force that it renders you powerless and rushes into fire, then you cannot prevent it. There 
are only two remedies open to you - either you must kill it in order to prevent it from per-
ishing in the flames, or you must give your own life because you do not vvish to see it perish 
before your very eyes. You v.ri11 not kill it. If your heart is not quite full of pity, it is possible · 
that you vvill not surrender yourself by preceding the child and going into the fire yoursel£ 
You, therefore, helplessly allow it to go into the flames. Thus, at any rate, you are not using 
physical force. I hope you "Will not consider that it is still physical force, though of a low order, 
when you would foroOly prevent the child from rushing towards the fire if you could. That 
force is of a different order and we have to understand what it is. 

Remember that, in thus preventing the child, you are millding entirely its own interest, 
you are exercising authority for its sole benefit. Your example does not apply to the English. 
In using brute force against the English you~onsult entirely your O"WD., that is the national, 
interest. There is no question here either of.pity or of love. If you say that the actions of the 
English, being evil, represent fire, and that they proceed to their actions through ignorance,· 
and that therefore they occupy the position of a child and that you want to protect such a 
child, then you v.rill have to overtake every evil action of that kind by whomsoever committed · 
and, as in the case of the evil child, you v.ri11 have to sacrifice yourself. If you are capable of 
such immeasurable pity, I vvish you well in its exercise. 

Passive resistance 

READER: Is there any historical evidence as to the success of what you have called soul-force, 
or truth-force? No instance seems to have happened of any nation having risen through. __ : 
soul-force. I still think that the evil-doers v.rill not cease doing evil without physical,); 
pwllshment. 
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EDITOR: The poet Tulsidas has said: "Of religion, pity, or love, is the root, as egotism of 

the body. Therefore, we should not abandon pity so long as we are alive." This appears to 
me to be a scientific truth. I believe in it as much as I believe in two and two being four. The 
force of!ove is the same as the force of the soul or truth. We have evidence of its working at 
every step. The universe would disappear vv:ithout the existence of that force. But you ask 
for historical evidence. It is, therefore, neeessary to know what history means. The Gujarati 
equivalent means: "It so happened". If that is the meaning of history, it is possible to give 
copious evidence. But, if it means th,e doings of kings and emperors, there can be no evidence 
of soul-force or passive resistance m such history. You cannot expect silver ore m a tin mine. 
History, as we know it, is a record of the waxs of the world, and so there is a proverb among 
Englishmen that a nation which has no history, that is, no wars, is a happy nation. How 
kings played, how they became enemies of one another, how they murdered one another, is 
found aecurateJy recorded m history, and if this were all that had happened m the World, it 
would have been ended long ago. If the story of the universe had commenced vvith wars, not 
a man would have been found alive today. Those people who have been warred against have 
disappeared as, for mstance, the natives of Australia of whom hardly a man was left alive by 
the intruders. :Mark, please, that these natives did not use soul-force in self-defence, and it 
does not require much foresight to know that the Australians will share the same fate as their 
victims. ''Those that take the sword s_hall perish by the sword." With us the proverb is that professional swimmers will find a watery grave. 

The fact that there are so many men still alive in the world shows that it is based not on the 
force of arms but on the force of truth or love. Therefore, the greatest and most unilnpeach-
able evidence of the success of this force is to be found in the fact that, in spite of the wars of the world, it still lives on. 

Thousands, mdeed tens of thousands, depend for their existence on a very active working 
of this force. Little quarrels of millions of families in their daily lives disappear before the exer-
cise of this force. Hundreds of nations live in peace. History does not and cannot take note 
of this fa.ct. History is really a record of every interruption of the even working of the force of 
love or of the soul. Two brothers quarrel; one of them repents and re-awakens the love that 
was lying dormant in him; the two again begin to live in peace; nobody takes note of this. But 
if the two brothers, through the mtervention of solicitors or some other reason take up arms 
or go to law-which is another form of the exhibition of brute force, - their doings would 
be immediately noticed in the press, they would be the talk of their neighbours and would 
probably go dov.n to history. And what is true of families and communities is true of nations. 
There is no reason to believe that there is one law for families and another for nations. His-
tory, then, is a record of an interruption of the course of nature. Soul-force, being natural, is not noted in history. 

READER: According to what you say, it is plain that instances of this kind of passive resist-
ance are not to be found in history. It is necessary to understand this passive resistance more 
fully. It will be better, therefore, if you enlarge upon it. 

EDITOR: Passive resistance is a method of securing rights by personal suffering; it is the 
reverse of resistance by arms. \A/hen I refuse to do a thing that is repugnant to my conscience, 
I use soul-force. For mstance, the Government of the day has passed a law which is applicable 
to me. I do not like it. If by using violence f force the Government to repeal the law, I am 
employing what may be termed body-force. If I do not obey the law and accept the penalty 
for its breach, I use soul-force. It involves sacrifice of sel£ 

that sacrifice of self is infinitely superior to sacrifice of others. Moreover, 
of force is used in a cause that is unjust, only the person using it suffers. He does 
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not make others suffer for his mistakes. Men have before now done many things which were 
subsequently found to have been wrong. No man can claim that he is absolutely in the right 
or that a particular thing is wrong because he thinks so, but it is wrong for him so long as that 
is his deliberate judgement. It is therefore meet that he should not do that which he knows 
to be vvrong, and suffer the consequence whatever it may be. This is the key to the use of 
soul-force. 

READER: You would then disregard laws - this is rank disloyalty. We have always been 
considered a law-abiding nation. You seem to be going even beyond the e..xtremists. They say 
that we must obey the laws that have been passed, but that if the laws be bad, we must drive 
out the law-givers even by force. 

EDITOR: V\lhether I go beyond them or whether I do not is a matter of no consequence to 
either of us. We simply want to find out what is right and to act accordingly. The real mean-
ing of the statement that we are a law-abiding nation is that we are passive resisters. VVh.en 
we do not like certain laws, we do not break the heads of law-givers but we suffer and do not 
submit to the laws. That we should obey laws whether good or bad is a new-fangled notion. 
There was no such thing in former days. The people disregarded those laws they did not like 
and suffered the penalties for their breach. It is contrary to our manhood if we obey laws 
repugnant to our conscience. Such teaching is opposed to religion and means slavery. If the 
Government were to ask us to go about without any clothing, should we do so? If! were a pas-
sive resister, I would say to them that I would have nothing to do with their law. But we have 
so forgotten ourselves and become so compliant that we do not mind any degrading law. 

A man who has realized his manhood, who fears only God, will fear no one else. Man-
made laws are not necessarily binding on him. Even the Government does not expect 
such thing from us. They do not say: "You must do such and such a thing," but they say 
you do not do it, we will punish you." We are sunk so low that we fancy that it is our duty' 
and our religion to do what the law lays down. If man will only realize that it is unmanly to 
obey laws that are unjust, no man's tyranny will enslave him. This is the key to self-rule or· 
home-rule. 

It is a superstition and ungodly thing to believe that an act of a majority binds a minority: 
Many examples can be given in which acts of majorities will be found to have been vvrong 
and those of minorities to have been right. All reforms owe their origin to the initiation of 
minorities in opposition to majorities. If among a band of robbers a knowledge of robbing· 
is obligatory, is a pious man to accept the obligation? So long as the superstition that meri 
should obey unjust laws exists, so long will their slavery exist. And a passive resister alone can: 
remove such a superstition. 

To use brute-force, to use gunpowder, is contrary to passive resistance, for it means that 
we want our opponent to do by force that which we desire but he does not. And jf such a use 
of force is justifiable, surely he is entitled to do likewise by us. And so we should never corrie.·.· 
to an agreement. We may simply fancy, like the blind horse moving in a circle round a mill,;:, 
that we are making progress. Those who believe that they are not bound to obey laws which .. ,; 
are repugnant to their conscience have only the remedy of passive resistance open to them. :U' 
Any other must lead to disaster. ) .· .· .. :·<'; 

READER: From what you say I deduce that passive resistance is a splendid weapon of th~:.,-, 
weak, but that when they a.re strong they may take up arms. .. · 

EDITOR: This is gross ignorance. Passive resistance, that is, soul-force, is matchless. It.is·:' 
superior to the force of arms. How, then, can it be considered only a weapon of the weak~ .. , 
Physical-force men are strangers to the courage that is requisite in a passive resister. Do )rOii.'.,. 
believe that a coward can ever disobey a law that he dislikes? Extremists a.re considered to-J1'. 
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advocates of brute foree. Why do they, then, talk about obeying Jaws? I do not blame them. 
They ean say nothing else. When they sueceed in driving out the English and they themselves 
become governors, they will want you and me to obey their laws. And that is a fitting thing 
for their eonstitution. But a passive resister will say he will not obey a law that is against his 
conscience; even though he may be blown to pieces at the mouth of a cannon. 

What do you think? Wherein is eourage required -in blowing others to pieces from behind 
a cannon, or with a smiling face to approach a cannon and be blovvn to pieces? Who is the 
true warrior - he who keeps death always as a bosom-friend, or he who controls the death 
of others? Believe me that a man devoid of eourage and manhood ean never be a passive resister. 

Tbis however, I wiil admit: that even a man weak in body is capable of suffering this resist-
ance. One man can offer it just as well as millions. Both men and women can indulge in it. It 
does not require the training of an army; it needs i;io jiu:iitsu. Control over the mind is alone 
necessary, and when that is attained, man is free like the king of the forest and his very glance withers the enemy. 

Passive resistance is an all-sided sword, it can be used anyhow; it blesses him who uses it 
and him against whom it is used. Without drawing a drop of blood it produees fru--reaehing 
results. It never rusts and cannot be stolen. Competition between passive resisters does not 
exhaust. The sword of passive resistance does not require a scabbard. It is strange indeed that 
you should consider such a weapon to be a weapon merely of the weak. 

REA:oER.: You have said that passive resistance is a speciality of India. Have cannons never been used in India? 

EDITOR: Evidently, in your opinion India means its few princes. To me it means its teem-
ing millions on whom depends the existence of its princes and our own. 

Kings will always use their kingly weapons. To use force is bred in them. They want to 
command, but those who have to obey commands do not want guns; and these are in a 
majority throughout the world. They have to learn either body-force or soul-force. Where 
they !earn the former, both the rulers and the ruled become like so many madmen; but where 
they learn soul-force the eonunands of the rulers do not go beyond the point of their swords, 
for true men disregard unjust eonunands. Peasants have never been subdued by the sword, 
and never will be. They do not know the use of the sword, and they ru-e not frightened by the 
use of it by others. That nation is great which rests its head upon death as its pillow. Those 
who defy death are free from all fear. For those who are labouring under the delusive charms 
of brute-force, this pieture is not overdrawn. The faet is that, in India, the nation at large has 

·generally used passive resistance in all departments of life. We cease to co-operate with our 
rulers when they displease us. This is passive resistance. 

I remember an instance when, in a small principality, the villagers were offended by some 
command issued by the prince. The fonner immediately began vacating the village. The 
prince became nervous, apologized to his subjects and 'Nithdrew his command. Many such 
instances can be found in India. Real Home Rule is possible only where passive resistance is 
the guiding force of the people. Any other rule is foreign rule. 
- READER: Then you wiil say that it is not at all necessary for us to train the body? 
- EDITOR: I wiil certainly not say any such thing. It is difficult to become a passive resister 

unless the body is trained. As a rule, the mind, residing in a body that has become weakened 
by pampering, is al.so weak, and where there is no strength of mind there ean be no strength 
of soul. We shall have to improve our physique by getting rid of infant marriages and luxuri-
ous living. If I were to ask a man with a shattered body to face a cannon's mouth I should "make a laughing-stock of my se1£ 
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Saving liberal peacebuilding
ROLAND PARIS*

Abstract. Liberal peacebuilding has become the target of considerable criticism. Although
much of this criticism is warranted, a number of scholars and commentators have come to
the opinion that liberal peacebuilding is either fundamentally destructive, or illegitimate, or
both. On close analysis, however, many of these critiques appear to be exaggerated or
misdirected. At a time when the future of peacebuilding is uncertain, it is important to
distinguish between justified and unjustified criticisms, and to promote a more balanced
debate on the meaning, shortcomings and prospects of liberal peacebuilding.

Introduction

The global experiment in post-conflict peacebuilding, underway since the end of the
Cold War, has arrived at a crossroads and it is uncertain how it will proceed.1

While the United Nations (UN) and its member states continue to reaffirm their
support for peacebuilding and to mount new missions aimed at helping countries
emerging from civil wars, observers have questioned the effectiveness and legiti-
macy of these missions. Many of these criticisms are warranted: the record of
peacebuilding has indeed been disappointing. Efforts to promote liberal democratic
governing systems and market-oriented economic growth – both core elements of
the prevailing liberal peacebuilding model – have been more difficult and
unpredictable than initially expected, in some cases producing destabilising side
effects.2 It is crucial for scholars and practitioners to gain a better understanding

* The author wishes to thank Alexandra Gheciu, Paul Williams, Christoph Zuercher, three anonymous
reviewers, and seminar participants the Ralph Bunche Institute for International Studies at the City
University of New York, Westminster University, the University of Ottawa, McGill University and
the University of Montreal, for helpful comments on earlier versions of this article.

1 In this article, ‘peacebuilding’ refers to efforts ‘to identify and support structures that will tend to
strengthen and solidify peace in order to avoid a relapse into conflict’ (Boutros Boutros-Ghali, ‘An
Agenda for Peace’, UN document A/47/277-S/24111 (17 June 1992), para. 21). For different
definitions, see Michael Barnett, Hunjoon Kim, Madalene O’Donnell and Laura Sitea, ‘Peacebuild-
ing: What’s In a Name?’, Global Governance, 13:1 (January–March 2007), pp. 35–58; and Vincent
Chetail (ed.), Post-Conflict Peacebuilding: A Lexicon (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009).

2 For evaluations of the mixed record of these missions, see Mats Berdal, Building Peace After War
(London: International Institute for Strategic Studies, 2009); Lise Morjé Howard, UN Peacekeeping
in Civil Wars (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008); Virginia Page Fortna, Does
Peacekeeping Work? Shaping Belligerents’ Choices After Civil War (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton
University Press, 2008); Nicholas Sambanis, ‘Short- and Long-Term Effects of UN Peace
Operations’, World Bank Economic Review, 22:1 (2008), pp. 9–32; Charles T. Call and Elizabeth M.
Cousens, ‘Ending Wars and Building Peace: International Responses to War-Torn Societies’,
International Studies Perspectives, 9 (2008), pp. 1–21; and Michael W. Doyle and Nicholas Sambanis,
Making War and Building Peace: UN Peace Operations (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2006).
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of the underlying tensions and contradictions of peacebuilding,3 including by using
‘critical’ methods of enquiry that dissect the assumptions of these operations.4 But
recent years have also witnessed the emergence of what might be called a ‘hyper-
critical’ school of scholars and commentators who view liberal peacebuilding as
fundamentally destructive or illegitimate. Some of these critics maintain, for example,
that the post-conflict operations of the past two decades have done more harm than
good. Others go further, portraying these operations as a form of Western or liberal
imperialism that seeks to exploit or subjugate the societies hosting the missions.

In this article, I shall argue that such claims tend to be just as exaggerated as
the rosy pro-liberalisation rhetoric that dominated the peacebuilding discourse in
the early-to-mid-1990s, when democratisation and marketisation were portrayed as
almost magical formulas for peace in war-torn states. To borrow a phrase from
Alan Greenspan, former chair of the US Federal Reserve, early peacebuilding
commentary was ‘irrationally exuberant’ about post-conflict liberalisation strate-
gies. The problematic record of peacebuilding in subsequent years chipped away at
this enthusiasm as scholars began to dissect the assumptions and challenges of
consolidating peace after civil wars,5 including assumptions about the relationship
between liberalisation and peace in post-conflict settings.6 Like a swinging
pendulum, however, criticism of peacebuilding has recently carried past the point
of justified questioning and, in some quarters, now verges on unfounded scepticism
and even cynicism. Careless conflation of multilateral peace operations with the
US-led ‘war on terror’ has accelerated this pendulum swing, as I shall argue below,
but whatever the explanation may be, such denunciations of liberal peacebuilding
are both unwarranted and imprudent. They are unwarranted because such
missions, in spite of their many flaws, have done more good than harm; and they
are imprudent because the failure of the existing peacebuilding project would be
tantamount to abandoning tens of millions of people to lawlessness, predation,
disease and fear. In short, there is a need to clarify and rebalance existing academic
debates over the meaning, shortcomings and prospects of ‘liberal’ peacebuilding.

3 Recent works exploring these tensions and contradictions include: Roland Paris and Timothy D.
Sisk (eds), The Dilemmas of Statebuilding: Confronting the Contradictions of Postwar Peace
Operations (London: Routledge, 2009); Anna K. Jarstad and Timothy D. Sisk (eds), From War to
Democracy: Dilemmas of Peacebuilding (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008); and Stephen
Baranyi (ed.), The Paradoxes of Peacebuilding Post-9/11 (Vancouver: University of British Columbia
Press, 2008).

4 On the distinction between ‘critical’ and ‘problem solving’ approaches, see Robert Cox, ‘Social
Forces, States and World orders: Beyond International Relations Theory’, in Robert O. Keohane
(ed.), Neorealism and Its Critics (New York: Columbia University Press, 1986), pp. 204–54. On the
importance of critical analysis in the study of peace operations, see Oliver P. Richmond, ‘Critical
Research Agendas for Peace: The Missing Link in the Study of International Relations,’,
Alternatives: Global, Local, Political, 32:2 (April–June 2007), pp. 247–74; Alex J. Bellamy and Paul
Williams, ‘Conclusion: What Future for Peace Operations? Brahimi and Beyond’, International
Peacekeeping, 11:1 (Spring 2004), pp. 183–212; and Roland Paris, ‘Broadening the Study of Peace
Operations’, International Studies Review, 2:3 (Fall 2000), pp. 27–44.

5 Recent surveys of the literature include Paul D. Williams, ‘Peace Operations’, unpublished essay
prepared for the International Study Association’s Compendium Project volume on security studies
(forthcoming); Virginia Page Fortna and Lise Morjé Howard, ‘Pitfalls and Prospects in the
Peacekeeping Literature’, Annual Review of Political Science, 11 (June 2008), pp. 283–301; and
Catherine Goetze and Dejan Guzina,‘Peacebuilding, Statebuilding, Nationbuilding – Turtles All the
Way Down?’, Civil Wars, 10:4 (December 2008), pp. 319–47.

6 Roland Paris, At War’s End: Building Peace After Civil Conflict (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2004).
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In 1993, Gerald Helman and Stephen Ratner wrote a seminal article titled
‘Saving Failed States’ in which they identified collapsing states as an emerging
international security and development priority, and called for new multilateral
method to assist such states.7 Nearly two decades later, the challenge of aiding
countries beset by internal unrest and instability remains urgent – as regional
conflicts centred in the Democratic Republic of Congo, Sudan and elsewhere attest.
But whereas a few years ago it was irrational exuberance about liberal peacebuild-
ing that needed tempering, today the entire peacebuilding enterprise is being called
into question. If the practice of providing large-scale assistance to post-conflict
societies is to continue, peacebuilding will need to be “saved” from this exaggerated
backlash.

Saving peacebuilding does not mean blindly defending current international
practices. On the contrary, the principles and methods of these missions need to be
challenged and analysed continuously. Scholars have an important role to play in
this process: their writings help to inform debates, to confirm or to disconfirm
assumptions, and to frame understandings about what these missions are and what
they do. But not all criticism is equally valid or sound. Critical perspectives
themselves need to be subject to ongoing scrutiny and review. As it turns out,
many hyper-critical writings have been based on questionable logic and evidence.
Saving liberal peacebuilding thus involves both: (1) continuing to press forward
with efforts to dissect and understand the paradoxes and pathologies of peace-
building, and (2) ensuring that this critical enterprise is well-founded and justified.

Critical studies of peacebuilding are ‘critical’ in the sense that they ask probing
questions about underlying assumptions that might otherwise be taken for granted.
However, this deeper questioning does not, in itself, lead to any particularly
conclusions about the merits, morality or advisability of given peacebuilding
paradigm. More precisely, nothing in critical theory or critical scholarship per se
implies that liberal peacebuilding, broadly defined, should be rejected. Neverthe-
less, for one reason or another, critical peacebuilding studies have come to be
associated – if not equated – with sweeping rejections of liberal peacebuilding. This
is unfortunate, because the tools of critical analysis could just as easily be used to
explore alternatives within liberal peacebuilding. It is also puzzling because some of
the strongest critics of liberal peacebuilding appear, on close examination, to be
arguing from liberal principles themselves.

The persistent appeal of liberal peacebuilding, even among many of its
purported challengers, reveals two things. First, there is greater potential for
conceiving of reforms within the liberal approach to peacebuilding than some of its
critics seem to concede. If many of the proposed ‘alternative’ strategies (such as
increasing the ability of local authorities to challenge the decisions of international
officials) are themselves based in liberal principles, it follows that much of the
critical literature is actually espousing variations within, rather than alternatives
to, liberal peacebuilding. Liberalism is a broad canvas that can accommodate a
wide range of political and economic structures as well as diverse methods for
engaging with the inhabitants of war-shattered societies. Indeed, I shall argue

7 Gerald B. Helman and Steven R. Ratner, ‘Saving Failed States’, Foreign Policy, 89:92–93 (Winter
1993), pp. 3–20.
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below that there is no realistic alternative to some form of liberal peacebuilding
strategy.8

Second, the apparent disjuncture between the discourse and content of many
liberal peacebuilding critiques raises troubling questions about the current critical
scholarship in this field. Is the rejection of liberal peacebuilding substantive or
ritualistic? Is this rejection now considered a prerequisite of any ‘genuinely’ critical
peacebuilding analysis? One hopes not. Critical scholarship is crucial to helping us
understand the ‘prevailing order’ and how this order is reproduced,9 including in
the realm of peacebuilding. But in the absence of self-criticism, critical theory can
devolve into dogmas that can be just as unthinking as other unquestioned
orthodoxies.

While the turn to critical theory in this field has generated important insights
over the past decade, nothing in the recent critical literature provides a convincing
rationale for abandoning liberal peacebuilding or replacing it with a non-liberal or
‘post-liberal’ alternative. The literature does, however, reinforce the case for
reforming current approaches to peacebuilding, without disavowing the broadly
liberal orientation of these missions. Clarifying these points seems important – both
for scholars of peacebuilding, and for broader debates about the future of
international assistance to war-torn states.

The pendulum swing: from exuberance to denigration

At the end of the Cold War, there was a widely shared conviction that political and
economic liberalism offered a key to solving a broad range of social, political and
economic problems from under-development and famine, to disease, environmental
degradation and violent conflict. A record number of countries held elections
during this period, and a broad ideological shift took place in the world’s leading
international organisations towards more open and enthusiastic support for liberal
forms of government (based in the idea of elections, constitutional limits on
governmental power, and respect for civil and political rights). For example, many
international organisations, including the UN, the Organisation for Security and
Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) and the Organisation of American States (OAS)
created specialised democracy-promotion and electoral-assistance offices at this
time. Such changes reflected the spirit of liberal triumphalism echoing in the pages
of academic and popular publications, and perhaps best symbolised by Francis
Fukuyama’s claim that humankind had reached the (liberal) endpoint in its
ideological evolution.10

It was during this period that the UN launched its first flurry of peacebuilding
operations to help implement peace settlements in war-torn countries, including
Namibia, El Salavador, Nicaragua, Mozambique and Cambodia. Not surprisingly,

8 I make this argument on prudential grounds: that the principal alternatives examined in this article
are less likely to yield lasting peace than some version of liberal peacebuilding. While I also believe
that liberal political and economic principles are normatively preferable, this belief is not the
foundation of my argument below.

9 Cox 1986, p. 208.
10 Francis Fukuyama, The End of History and the Last Man (New York: Harper Perennial, 1993).
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given the prevailing zeitgeist, these missions pursued a strategy of promoting peace
by encouraging political and economic liberalisation of the host states. The
intellectual origins and theoretical foundations of international peacebuilding in the
1990s have been described in detail elsewhere, including a key assumption that
informed these missions: that rapid liberalisation would create conditions for stable
and lasting peace in countries emerging from civil conflict.11 Like modernisation
theorists of the 1950s and 1960s, the practitioners of peacebuilding in the 1990s
seemed to think that ‘all good things go together’12 – that democratisation and
marketisation were mutually reinforcing and that, once these processes were
initiated, they would be largely self-perpetuating.

As the years went by, however, the challenges of post-conflict reconstruction –
and the limitations of rapid liberalisation strategies – became increasingly apparent.
Rather than creating conditions for stable and lasting peace, efforts to hold a quick
set of elections and economic reforms did little to address the drivers of conflict
and in some cases produced perversely destabilising results. Peacebuilding missteps
in the early 1990s were well-documented: In Angola, for example, the UN oversaw
postwar elections in 1992 that provoked one of the former belligerents to resume
fighting, in part because there were no institutional mechanisms established to
resolve disputes over the election, inadequate international and local forces to
uphold the results, and no serious measures to disarm the factional forces before
the elections took place. In Rwanda, plans for power-sharing and democratic
elections were scuttled in 1994 when extremist members of the Hutu government
orchestrated genocidal violence against their political and ethnic enemies, the
Tutsis. In Cambodia, international peacebuilders organised a relatively successful
set of elections in 1993, declared the mission a success, and left the country, only
to watch from a distance as the results were subverted by the country’s long-time
strongman, Hun Sen. In El Salvador and Nicaragua, political reforms were largely
effective but the economic dimension of the peacebuilding mission, which pre-
scribed far-reaching economic liberalisation, served to exacerbate socio-economic
distributional inequalities that had been among the causes of the conflict in the first
place. In Bosnia, the 2005 Dayton Accords prescribed a quick set of elections
which reinforced the power of the most nationalist elements in the society who
were least committed to pursuing inter-ethnic reconciliation. Economic liberalisa-
tion in Bosnia also produced unexpected problems: in the acute institutional
vacuum of that country after the war, internationally-mandated privatisation
efforts reinforced war-time black markets and enriched extremist groups. Mean-
while, in Liberia the outcome of peacebuilding efforts paralleled those in
Cambodia: post-conflict elections were held successfully in 1997, the peacebuilding
operation declared success and wrapped up, but the winner of the election, Charles
Taylor, immediately began to dismantle the democratic elements of the state and
repressed his political rivals, which triggered a new round of fighting.

Although most of the countries hosting operations in the 1990s did not
experience a return to large-scale conflict, searching questions were rightly raised
about the sustainability of the results, including the degree to which rapid

11 Paris, 2004.
12 This quote is from Robert Pakenham’s critique of modernisation theory in America in the Third

World (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1973).
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liberalisation could produce the conditions for durable peace. These questions
appeared not only in academic publications but also in the internal deliberations
of major peacebuilding agencies including the UN, and served to temper earlier
excitement and optimism about the peace-producing effects of liberal peace-
building strategies. By the end of the 1990s and early 2000s, the UN itself was
acknowledging the need for more comprehensive and longer-lasting approaches to
peacebuilding, based on the principle of ‘no exit without strategy’ and on the need
to pay greater attention to building or strengthening governmental institutions in
the host countries as a means of consolidating, or ‘locking in’, postwar political
and economic reforms.13 This emphasis on institutional strengthening came to be
known as ‘statebuilding’.14

In 1999, three more operations were launched in Sierra Leone, Kosovo and
East Timor, this time with more explicit statebuilding mandates and more
open-ended timeframes. Rather than holding an election and then concluding the
mission within the first two or three years, these new missions embraced a broader
set of goals, including more extensive efforts at disarmament, demobilisation and
reintegration of factional forces, establishing functioning judicial and administra-
tive structures within the host state (structures that have always been necessary for
the functioning of democratic governance and a market economy) and promoting
the growth of civil society groups within the state including human rights NGOs
and political party organisations. But whether these measures went far enough
remained a matter of disagreement. In East Timor, for example, the peacebuilding
mission ended in 2002 and was widely touted as a resounding success, even though
several observers warned at the time that the job of reforming the judicial sector
and police had only just begun and that continued weakness in these sectors posed
a threat to the stability of the country. As it turned out, fighting between elements
of the security forces triggered a new round of violence in 2006, prompting
then-UN Secretary General Kofi Annan to acknowledge that the earlier peace-
building mission had been terminated prematurely and to recommend the
deployment of a new mission to East Timor.15

As peacebuilding strategies evolved and reflected more realistic understandings
of the limitations of existing approaches (including the faulty assumption that
peace-through-liberalisation could be easily achieved) a different set of critiques
gained attention. For some observers, the principal problem in peacebuilding was
not its brevity or superficiality, but quite the opposite: that peacebuilders exercised

13 ‘No Exit without Strategy: Security Council Decision-Making and the Closure or Transition of UN
Peacekeeping Operations’, Report of the Secretary-General, UN document S/2001/394 (20 April
2001).

14 On the idea of statebuilding and its relationship to the broader goals of peacebuilding, see Roland
Paris and Timothy D. Sisk, ‘Introduction: Understanding the Contradictions of Postwar Statebuild-
ing’, in Roland Paris and Timothy D. Sisk (eds), The Dilemmas of Statebuilding: Confronting the
Contradictions of Postwar Peace Operations (London: Routledge, 2009), pp. 1–20. Other works that
focus on statebuilding include: Ashraf Ghani and Clare Lockhart, Fixing Failed States: A Framework
for Rebuilding a Fractured World (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008); Charles T. Call and
Vanessa Hawkins Wyeth (eds), Building States to Build Peace (Boulder: Lynne Rienner, 2008); and
Francis Fukuyama, State-Building: Governance and World Order in the 21st Century (Ithaca, N.Y.:
Cornell University Press, 2004).

15 ‘Report of the Secretary-General on Timor-Leste Pursuant to Security Council resolution 1690
(2006)’, UN Security Council document S/2006/628 (8 August 2006), paras. 40 and 142.
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such expansive powers that they effectively squelched genuine political participa-
tion and locally-driven reforms. David Chandler’s analysis of the Bosnia mission
offered a good example of this argument. Chandler maintained that extensive
decision-making powers of international officials were ‘undermining Bosnian
institutions and creating relations of dependency’ and consequently ‘had done little
to facilitate democracy and self-government in Bosnia’.16 Similar criticisms leveled
at international peacebuilding efforts elsewhere (including East Timor17 and
Afghanistan18) contributed to a growing belief, both inside and outside the UN,
that greater ‘local ownership’ of peacebuilding processes was needed.

These observations raised difficult problems for peacebuilding practitioners,
who were confronted by two competing imperatives. On one hand, for reasons
outlined above, they were under pressure to expand the scope and duration of
operations in order to build functioning and effective governmental institutions in
war-torn states, and to avoid problems of incomplete reform and premature
departure seen in East Timor and elsewhere. On the other hand, they were also
under pressure to reduce the level of international intrusion in the domestic
political processes of the host states. Achieving the first goal seemed to require a
relatively ‘heavy footprint’, or a large and long-term international presence with
extensive powers, particularly in cases where governmental institutions are dys-
functional or non-existent; whereas the second goal seemed to require a relatively
‘light footprint’, a small and unobtrusive presence that would maximise the
freedom of local actors to pursue their own peacebuilding goals. Squaring these
two objectives became – and remains today – a crucial conceptual and strategic
challenge for practitioners. Simply put, if both the heavy footprint and the light
footprint are problematic, what is the ‘right’ footprint?

Other commentators, however, were more deeply sceptical about the prospects
for peacebuilding reform, and some opposed the very idea of deploying inter-
national missions into war-torn countries. Jeffrey Herbst, for instance, argued that
seeking to restore war-torn states in parts of Africa could backfire by freezing in
place political arrangements that did not reflect underlying social patterns and were
therefore unsustainable. His advice was to ‘let states fail’, in some cases allowing
new forms and centres of political authority to emerge through conflict and
cooperation, without outside direction or intrusion, and then to redraw national
boundaries where necessary to reflect these new arrangements, rather than seeking
to perpetuate the untenable fictions of many existing states.19 Pierre Englebert and
Denis Tull made a related argument with regard to Somaliland and Uganda,
which, in contrast to countries hosting major peacebuilding operations, underwent

16 David Chandler, Bosnia: Faking Democracy After Dayton (London: Pluto Press, 1999), pp. 3 and
154.

17 Jarat Chopra, ‘The UN’s Kingdom in East Timor’, Survival, 42:3 (2000), pp. 27–40; and Jarat
Chopra, ‘Building State Failure in East Timor’, Development and Change, 33:5 (2002), pp. 979–1000.

18 Astri Suhrke, ‘The Dangers of a Tight Embrace: Externally Assisted Statebuilding in Afghanistan’,
in Roland Paris and Timothy D. Sisk (eds), The Dilemmas of Statebuilding: Confronting the
Contradictions of Postwar Peace Operations (London: Routledge, 2009), pp. 227–51.

19 Jeffrey Herbst, ‘Let Them Fail: State Failure in Theory and Practice: Implications for Policy’, in
Robert I. Rotberg (ed.), When States Fail: Causes and Consequences (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 2003), p. 302. See also Jeffrey Herbst, ‘Responding to State Failure in Africa’, International
Security, 21:3 (Winter 1996–97), pp. 120–44; and Boaz Atzili, ‘When Good Fences Make Bad
Neighbors: Fixed Borders, State Weakness, and International Conflict’, International Security, 31:3
(Winter 2006–07), pp. 139–73.
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their own largely ‘indigenous state reconstruction efforts’ and ‘have fared better
than their externally sponsored counterparts’.20 Similarly, Jeremy Weinstein
endorsed a strategy of promoting ‘autonomous recovery’ that would allow states
to achieve ‘a lasting peace, a systematic reduction in violence, and postwar political
and economic development in the absence of international intervention’.21 He
maintained that international efforts to end wars through negotiated settlements,
and to rebuild states on the basis of these settlements, could ‘freeze unstable
distributions of power and to provide a respite from hostilities for groups that are
intent on continuing the conflict when the international community departs’.22

Instead, allowing conflicts to take their natural course (which would sort out the
winners from the losers) would sometimes provide a surer basis for a lasting
peace.23 This argument also built on other researchers’ findings that civil wars
ending in military victories tend to produce longer-lasting peace than those ending
in negotiated ceasefires.24

Herbst and Weinstein questioned current approaches to peacebuilding on the
prudential grounds that such missions were unlikely to succeed, and that allowing
conflicts to burn themselves out might, in some circumstances, offer a better
strategy for achieving lasting results. Others, by contrast, have based their
objections on moral criteria – arguing, for example, that peacebuilding is a form
of Western or liberal imperialism. One such writer, William Bain, denounced
international administration as ‘alien rule’ that denies the ‘human dignity’ of the
people who live in these countries.25 David Chandler, extending his earlier work on
Bosnia, characterised international statebuilding missions as the practice of ‘empire
in denial’ in which external actors ‘colonize’ non-Western state institutions.26

Michael Pugh criticised liberal peacebuilding on the grounds that it is part of a
larger ‘hegemonic’ project whose ‘ideological purpose’ is ‘to spread the values and
norms of dominant power brokers’.27 According to William Robinson, peacebuild-
ing activities in countries such as Nicaragua and Haiti represent an effort by ‘the

20 Pierre Englebert and Denis M. Tull, ‘Postconflict Resolution in Africa: Flawed Ideas about Failed
States’, International Security, 32:4 (Spring 2008), pp. 111 and 135.

21 Jeremy Weinstein, ‘Autonomous Recovery and International Intervention in Comparative Perspec-
tive’, (Washington, D.C.: Center for Global Development, Working Paper no. 57, 2005), p. 5;
emphasis in original.

22 Ibid., p. 9.
23 However, Weinstein also noted that ‘the conditions under which autonomous recovery is likely to

occur are rare and difficult to create’. Ibid., p. 5.
24 For example, Edward Luttwak, ‘Give War a Chance’, Foreign Affairs, 78:4 (July/August 1999),

pp. 36–44; Monica Duffy Toft, ‘Peace Through Victory?’, paper presented at the annual meeting of
the American Political Science Association, August 27–31, 2003, Philadelphia, Penn.; and Monica
Duffy Toft, Securing the Peace: The Durable Settlement of Civil Wars (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton
University Press, 2009). For a critique of this finding, see Caroline Hartzell and Matthew Hoddie,
Crafting Peace: Power Sharing and the Negotiated Settlement of Civil Wars (University Park, Penn.:
Penn State University Press, 2007).

25 William Bain, ‘In Praise of Folly: International Administration and the Corruption of Humanity’,
International Affairs, 82:3 (2006), pp. 525–38.

26 David Chandler, Empire in Denial: The Politics of Statebuilding (London: Pluto Press, 2006); and
‘The Other Regarding Ethics of “Empire in Denial”’, in David Chandler and Volker Heins (eds),
Rethinking Ethical Foreign Policy: Pitfalls, Possibilities and Paradoxes (London: Routledge, 2007),
p. 176.

27 Michael Pugh: ‘Corruption and the Political Economy of Liberal Peace’, paper prepared for the
International Studies Association annual convention (San Francisco, 26–28 March 2008); ‘Peace-
keeping as Constant Gardening by Other Means’, paper prepared for the British International
Studies Association conference (Cork, Ireland, 18–21 December 2006); ‘Towards a New Agenda for
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core regions of the capitalist world system’ to maintain ‘essentially undemocratic
societies’ which facilitates the continued exploitation of the global poor by the
global rich.28 For all of these commentators, liberal peacebuilding was hiding a
deeper and more destructive purpose: imperial or quasi-imperial domination.

The reaction of the US to 9/11 – including the declaration of a ‘war on terror’
and the invasion of Afghanistan and Iraq – added fuel to these peacebuilding-as-
imperialism arguments. After all, the Bush Administration justified its invasions
partly on liberal grounds: as a means of providing the benefits of democracy and
freedom to oppressed societies. Efforts to stabilise Iraq after the invasion also bore
at least a partial resemblance to liberal peacebuilding strategies pursued elsewhere
by the UN and by other international agencies in countries emerging from civil
wars. Elections, constitutional processes, market-oriented economic adjustment and
institution-building were central to the US plan in Iraq and also part of the
standard formula for UN-mandated peace operations. Given these apparent
similarities and the disastrous effects of the Iraq invasion, it was not long before
commentators began equating the Iraq war and international peacebuilding
missions as a part of an abhorrent phenomenon of ‘democratic imperialism’29 or
‘imperial nation-building’.30 In the words of Wolfram Lacher, ‘Statebuilding and
reconstruction practices in Iraq are in continuity with international operations
during the post-Cold War era and beyond’ because they have all involved
‘the reproduction and expansion of hegemonic international order’.31 Alejandro
Bendaña also portrayed the Iraq war as a natural extension of 1990s-era
peacebuilding operations, which had promoted the ‘external economic and strategic
interests’ at the expense of such principles as justice and self-determination, thereby
‘opening the door to Washington’s subsequent savagery’ in Iraq.32 Similarly, John
Gray insisted that liberal peacebuilding and the Iraq invasion were based on the
same flawed methods and assumptions: the ‘liberal interventionism that took root
in the aftermath of the Cold War was never much more than a combination of
post-imperial nostalgia with crackpot geopolitics’, as events in Iraq definitively
demonstrated, in his view.33

Frustration at America’s ‘regime change’ invasion of Iraq thus seemed to
contribute to a mounting backlash against all forms of liberal interventionism
including UN-sponsored peacebuilding. It also deepened scepticism about the

Transforming War Economies’ (co-authored with Mandy Turner), Conflict Security and Develop-
ment, 6:3 (October 2006), pp. 471–9; and ‘The Political Economy of Peacebuilding: A Critical Theory
Perspective’, International Journal of Peace Studies, 10:2 (Autumn/Winter 2005), pp. 23–42.

28 William I. Robinson, Promoting Polyarchy: Globalization, US Intervention, and Hegemony
(Cambridge University Press, 1996), pp. 6–7.

29 Omar G. Encarnacion, ‘The Follies of Democratic Imperialism’, World Policy Journal, 22:1 (Spring
2005), pp. 47–60.

30 Alejandro Bendaña, ‘From Peacebuilding to Statebuilding: One Step Forward and Two Steps
Back?’, Development, 48:3 (2005), pp. 5–15.

31 Wolfram Lacher, ‘Iraq: Exception to, or Epitome of Contemporary Post-Conflict Reconstruction?’,
International Peacekeeping, 14:2 (April 2007), p. 247.

32 Bendaña, (2005), p. 6.
33 John Gray, ‘The Death of this Crackpot Creed Is Nothing to Mourn’, Guardian, (July 31, 2007). For

similar arguments, see also Tim Jacoby, ‘Hegemony, Modernization and Post-war Reconstruction’,
Global Society, 21:4 (October 2007), pp. 534–5; Mark Duffield, ‘Development, Territories, and
People: Consolidating the External Sovereign Frontier’, Alternatives, 32:2 (April–June 2007),
pp. 225–46; and John Heathershaw, ‘Unpacking the Liberal Peace: The Dividing and Merging of
Peacebuilding Discourses’, Millennium, 36:3 (May 2008), p. 620.
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legitimacy and feasibility of promoting democracy and market-oriented economics
as a remedy for civil conflict. Instead of simply critiquing the manner by which
international agencies support liberal democratic transitions in war-torn states,
some commentators began to dismiss the entire enterprise as ‘futile’,34 ‘folly’,35

‘delusional’,36 ‘hubristic’,37 and destined to produce ‘enemies instead of allies and
[to heighten] insecurity instead of enhancing security’.38 Similarly, rather than
simply examining the similarities between old-style colonialism and modern
peacebuilding, some commentators went further and claimed that liberal interven-
tionism was colonialism or imperialism, now ‘comprehensively discredited in the
killing fields of Fallujah and Samarra’.39 Thus, measured scepticism about the
difficulties or appropriateness of promoting liberalisation in specific postwar
circumstances gave way, in some quarters, to an almost indiscriminate indictment
of such efforts, which contributed to what Neil Cooper has called a “crisis of
confidence and credibility . . . in the Western liberal peace project.”40

In summary, the pendulum of peacebuilding analysis swung from one extreme
to another. After a period of irrational exuberance about the almost magical effects
of liberalisation, the study of this field entered a phase of constructive scepticism
about the effectiveness or propriety of liberal peacebuilding strategies, but the
pendulum kept on swinging, driven in part by 9/11 and the Iraq war. Today,
expressions of distrust, pessimism and even cynicism about liberal peacebuilding
have become more common.

There are interesting parallels between the heady optimism of the early 1990s
and the current ‘crisis of confidence’ in the strategy of promoting peace through
liberalisation. Both of these positions can be viewed as reactions to major opinion-
shaping events in international affairs. In the former instance, it was the end of the
Cold War and the apparent ‘victory’ of liberalism that informed the early optimism
about liberal peacebuilding. In the latter period, it was the Bush Administration’s
actions (and its appropriation of the language of liberalisation to rationalise and
justify its own destructive unilateralism) that contributed to a turn towards pessi-
mism. Both positions, moreover, reflected the zeitgeist of their respective times. In
the early 1990s there was a widely shared view that liberal democracy had emerged
‘the only model of government with any broad legitimacy and ideological appeal in
the world’ (as evidenced by the more than three dozen countries that adopted liberal
democratic constitutions for the first time between 1990 and 1996),41 whereas the
2000s witnessed democratic reversals in Africa, South America and elsewhere,
leading many to lament the ‘sobering state’ of democracy in the world.42

34 Michael Scheuer, Marching Toward Hell: America and Islam After Iraq (New York: Free Press,
2008), p. 37.

35 Bain, (2006); and Encarnacion, (2005), p. 47.
36 Gray, (2007).
37 Neil Cooper, ‘Review Article: On the Crisis of the Liberal Peace’, Conflict, Security and Development,

7:4 (December 2007), p. 610; and Oliver P. Richmond and Jason Franks, ‘Liberal Hubris? Virtual
Peace in Cambodia’, Security Dialogue, 38:1 (March 2007), pp. 27–48.

38 Beate Jahn, ‘The Tragedy of Liberal Diplomacy: Democratization, Intervention and Statebuilding
(Part II)’, Journal of Intervention and Statebuilding, 1:2 (June 2007), p. 212.

39 Seumas Milne, ‘A System to Enforce Imperial Power Will Only be Resisted’, Guardian (28 February
2008).

40 Cooper, (2007), p. 605.
41 Diamond, Linz and Lipset, (1990), p. x.
42 Thomas Carothers, ‘Democracy’s Sobering State’, Current History (December 2004), pp. 412–6.
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However, both of these extremely positive and extremely negative views of
liberal peacebuilding have been based on exaggerated claims about the benefits (in
the early 1990s) or the liabilities (in the late 2000s) of these missions. While the
mixed record of more than 20 operations to date has shown that democratisation
and marketisation are not all-purpose elixirs for societies emerging from civil
conflict, the recent backlash against liberal peacebuilding is just as immoderate and
mistaken as the earlier optimism. It is also reckless, as I shall argue below.

Critiquing the critiques

The real shortcomings of liberal peacebuilding have been widely discussed. They
include: inadequate attention to domestic institutional conditions for successful
democratisation and marketisation; insufficient appreciation of the tensions and
contradictions between the various goals of peacebuilding; poor strategic coordi-
nation among the various international actors involved in these missions; lack of
political will and attention on the part of peacebuilding sponsors to complete the
tasks they undertake, and insufficient commitment of resources; unresolved
tensions in relations between the military and non-military participants in these
operations; limited knowledge of distinctive local conditions and variations across
the societies hosting these missions; insufficient ‘local ownership’ over the strategic
direction and daily activities of such operations; and continued conceptual
challenges in defining the conditions for ‘success’ and strategies for bringing
operations to an effective close. This is just a sampling of the serious challenges
that continue to face the practitioners of peacebuilding.

But some critiques – including claims that peacebuilding missions have done
more harm than good, or that they are essentially exploitative or imperialist – have
gone too far. Many of these arguments rest on flawed information and fail to make
important distinctions between different forms of liberal intervention. In what
follows, I describe five mistakes that underpin several such analyses.

Mistake 1: conflating post-conquest and post-settlement peacebuilding

As noted above, several commentators have characterised the US invasion and
subsequent occupation of Iraq as equivalent to, or a natural extension of, the
multilateral peacebuilding missions of the post-Cold War era. According to this
perspective, supporters of liberal peacebuilding as well as US neoconservatives who
pushed for ‘regime change’ in Iraq have all suffered from the same delusions and
hegemonic impulses, which have led to dangerous and futile efforts to impose
democracy by force. Less extreme versions of this argument make distinctions
between UN-sponsored and unilateral types of intervention, but nevertheless
suggest that the practice of postwar peacebuilding ‘open[ed] the door’ to American
liberal imperialism in Iraq and Afghanistan.43 Given the dreadful effects of the Iraq

43 Bendaña, (2005), p. 6.
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aggression, nor, finally and more plausibly, the serious economic and social dangers inherent 
in disarmament,+ but the simple fact that no substitute for this final arbiter in intemational 
affairs has yet appeared on the political scene. Was not Hobbes right when he said: "Cov-
enants, without the sword, are but words"? 

Nor is a substitute likely to appear so long as national independence, namely, freedom 
from foreign rule, and the sovereignty of the state, namely, the claim to unchecked and 
unlimited power in foreign affairs, are identified. (The United States of America is among the 
few countries where a proper separation of freedom and sovereignty is at least theoretically 
possible.) That war is still the ulti:ma ratio, the old continuation of politics by means of violence, 
in the foreign affairs of the underdeveloped countries is no argument against its obsoleteness, 
and the fact that only small countries without nuclear and biological weapons can still afford 
it is no consolation. It is a secret from nobody that the famous random event is most likely to 
arise from those parts of the world where the old adage "There is no alternative to victory'' 
retains a high degree of plausibility. 

Under these circumstances, there are, indeed, few tlrings that are more frightening than the 
steadily in creasing prestige of scientifically minded brain trusters in the councils of government 
during the last decades. The trouble is not that they are cold-blooded enough to "think the 
unthinkable,'' but that they do not think. Instead of indulging in such an old-fashioned, uncom-
puterizable activity, they reckon with the consequences of certain hypothetically assumed con-
stellations without, however, being able to test their hypotheses against actual occurrences. 
The logical flaw in these hypothetical constructions of future events is always the same: what 
first appears as a hypothesis -with or without its implied alternatives, according to the level of 
sophistication - turns immediately, usually after a few paragraphs, into a "fact," which then 
gives birth to a whole string of similar non-facts, with the result that the purely speculative 
character of the whole enterprise is forgotten. Needless to say, this is not science but pseudo-
~ence, "the desperate attempt of the social and behavioral sciences," in the words of Noam 
Chomsky, "to imitate the surface features of sciences that really have significant intellectual 
content." And the most obvious and "most profound objection to this kind of strategic theory 
is- not.its limited usefulness but its danger, for it can lead us to believe we have an understand-
ing of events and control over their flow which we do not have," as Richard N. Goodwin 
recently pointed out in a review article that had the rare virtue of detecting the "unconscious 
humor" characteristic of many of these pompous pseudo-scientific theories. 5 

No one engaged in thought about history and politics can remain unaware of the enor-
- mous role violence has always played in human affairs, and it is at first glance rather surpris-
ing that violence has been singled out so seldom for special consideration.6 [ ••• ] This shows to 
what an extent violence and its arbitrariness were taken for granted and therefore neglected; 
no one questions or examines what is obvious to all. Those who saw notlring but violence in 
human affairs, convinced that they were "always haphazard, not serious, not precise" (Renan) 
Or that God was forever with the bigger battalions, had notlring more to say about either vio-
lence or history. Anybody looking for some kind of sense in the records of the past was almost 

to see violence as a marginal phenomenon. 'Whether it is Clausewitz calling war "the 
continuation of politics by other means," or Engels defining violence as the accelerator of 
.ixonomic development/ the emphasis is on political or economic continuity, on the continuR 
.ity of a process that remains determined by what preceded violent action. Hence, students 
Of international relations have held until recently that "it was a maxim that a military resolu-
:tiOn in discord with the deeper cultural sources of national power could not be stable," or 

: that, in Engels' words, "wherever the .power structure of a country contradicts its economic 
· ·:~evelopment" it is political power with its means of violence that will suffer defea.t.11 

95



160 Hannah Arendt d politics or about violence 
. . b t th relation between war an 

Today all these old venues a au e S d W rld War was not followed by peace . 
. licable The econ a T ak 

and power have become ma pp . · f th roili"t"'""''-industrial-labor complex. o spe 
d th tablisbrnent o e .... 1 • • " t but by a cold war an e es. ti.al the principal strocturi.ng force m society, o 

of "the priority of war:malOng pate~ . cal as hilosophies, and corpora juris serve and ex~e~d 
maintain that "economic systems, po ~ d p th t "war itself is the basic social system, within 
the war system, not vice versa," 7 co~al u ~ti.on conflict or conspire" - all this sounds 
which other secondary modes o ;co or . 's nineteenth-century formulas. Even more 
much more plausible than Engels or Clausedw;btzth anonymous author of the Report.from Iron 

this · le reversal propose Y e fth "t conclusive than srrnp . f diplo-'C'f (or of politics, or o e PUI'SUI 
f being "an e.,"Ctens1on a u....... • th al 

lvfountain - instead a war . . f war by other means - lS e actu 
. . ) ,, ace is the contmuao.on a . . S-'·" "A of economic obJecuves , . pe e In the words of the Russian phys1cist (;l..l<,.J.1arov, 

development in the techniques of~ar . . ti n of politics by other means (accord-
cl cannot be considered a contmua a .. d ,,9 . 

thermonu ear war . uld be a means of universal sUlCl e. 
ing to the formula of Clausewitz). It wo uld . t aJl other sources of national .. 

Moreover we know that "a few we.apons co ~pe bou d-"sed which would enable 
' ,,10 th b" l oical weapons l,Ul.ve een .... v. 

power in a few moments, at 10 0 :::.· . balance" and would be cheap enough 
"small groups of individuals ... to upset the stratej1'c tri1cin forces ,,11 that '\vith.in a very 
to be produced by "n~tions. unable to ~ev,~op:. s~~di:rs co~pletel; obsolete,"12 and that,. 
few years" robot soldiers will have ma e um . much less vulnerable than the great 

. nal arfar the poor countnes are . · · · 
finally, in conventlo w e " derdevelo ed," and because technical supenonty ~ , 
Powers precisely because they are un . p _.......:11 wars tz 'What aJl these uncomfortable 

liabili. th an asset" m gue:rn.1..1.a · · l "be much more of a ty an 1 . h" between power and via ence., . 1 rsal in the re ations lp 
novelties add up to lS a comp ete reve el . ship between small and great powers.:. . 

al · the future r ation . · di foreshado'Ning another revers .m f . ountry may soon not be a reliable m -
The amount of violence at the disposal? any given c <>=inst destruction by a substantially 

, tr ngth or a reliable guarantee '""b-- •• al . , -. cation of the country s s e . ~-:i~..;ty to one ofpolitlc sClence s ,~ 
And th" bears an orrunous si.u.1.1.1.a.u 

s:mallerandweakerpo.,ver. is d" t ......,.,ofwealth thatanabundance th cannotbemeasure m e ... ...., ' ell: 
oldest insights, namely at power . articularly dangerous to the power and w -
of wealth may erode power, that nches are p 
being ofrepublics [. · .] 

[ ... ] th d causes of violence in these terms must appear presumptu~ 
To speak about e nature an : 

ous. [ ... ] . ts fascinating, I fail to see how it can. 
First while I find much of the work of the zoolothgist ple will fight for their homeland-_.··.· 

, bl In der to know a pea . :-".,· 
Possibly apply to our pro em. or . .ali " ;.., ants fish and apes; and :in · · f" oup ternton sm J..1.• • ' 
we hardly had to discover m~tmcts o ts~ irritation and aggressiveness, we hardly needed t~ 
order to learn thatovercrowdingresul f b" o"ty should have sufficed. I am-', 

. 0 d nt in the slums a any ig .'!..:~· · experiment with rats. ne ay spe . als b have like men· I cannot see how 1..1.ll" 

surprised and often delighted to see that sax: ~I fail ~o understand 'why we are asked '~to;i 
could either justify or condemn human ?e :vior. . rial species" rather than the other:. 
recogruz· e that man behaves very much like a group terntcho i:1. en~+ -- ::;:.'1:.\ 

· · alspeciesbehaveverymu J,il'>.em · · 1 i" 
way round - that certain arum ial d the na~·--1 sciences tend to make \110 ell ._., h ul fboth the soc an rur;;u ·th~,, 

Second, the researc r:s ts o " . than we would have been prepared to grant "."1 .. : ".' ·,; 
behavior even more of a natural reacti~n . al dri . · d to play the same funCOonai,_.· .. 

. d fin d as an mstmctu :ve, lS sm fth .. 
out them. Aggressiveness, e e . . and se.xual instincts in the life process o .-~ 
role in the household of nature as _the nutn~ve_ cts which are activated by compelling bo~'"· 
individual and the species. But unlike these m.snn , . instincts in the . 
ily needs on one side, by outside stimulants on the other, aggressive ., 

On violence 161 

ldngdom seem to be independent of such provocation; on the contrary, lack of provocation 
apparently leads to instinct frustration, to "repressed" aggressiveness, which according to 
psychologists causes a damming up of"energy" whose eventual explosion vvill be all the more 
dangerous. (It is as though the sensation of hunger in man would increase with the decrease 
of hungry people.) 15 In this interpretation, violence vvithout provocation is "natural"; if it has 
lost its rationale, basically its function in self-preservation, it becomes "irrational," and this is 
allegedly the reason why men can be more "'beastly'' than other animals.- [ ... ] 

Quite apart from the misleading transposition of physical terms such as "energy" and 
"force" to biological and zoological data, where they do not make sense because they cannot 
be measured, 16 I fear there lurks behind these newest "discoveries" the oldest definition of 
the nature of man - the definition of man as the animal rationale, according to which we are 
distinct from other animal species in nothing but the additional attribute of reason. Modern 
science, starting uncritically from this old assumption, has gone far in ''proving" that men 
share all other properties with some species of the animal kingdom - except that the addi-
tional gift of "reason" makes man a more dangerous beast. It is the use of reason that makes 
us dangerously ''irrational," because this reason is the property of an ''aboriginally instinctual 
being." 17 The scientists know, of course, that it is man the tool maker who has invented those 
long-range weapons· that free him from the "natural" restraints we find in the animal king-
dom, and that tool-making is a highly complex mental activity. 18 Hence science is called upon 
to cure us of the side effects of reason by manipulating and controlling our instincts, usually 
by finding harmless outlets for them after their "life-promoting function" has disappeared. 
The standard of behavior is again derived from other animal species, in which the function 
of the life instincts has not been destroyed through the intervention of human reason. A.nd 
the specific distinction between man and beast is now, strictly speaking, no longer reason (the 
lumen naturale of the human animal) but science, the knowledge of these standards and the 
techniques applying them. According to this view, man acts irrationally and like a beast if he 
refuses to listen to the scientists or is ignorant of their latest findings. As against these theories 
and their implications, I shall argue in what follows that violence is neither beastly nor irra-
tional - whether we understand these terms in the ordinary language of the humanists or in 
accordance with scientific theories. 

That violence often springs from rage is a commonplace, and rage can indeed be irrational 
and pathological, but so can every other human affect. It is no doubt possible to create con-
ditions under which men are dehumanized - such as concentration camps, torture, famine 
- but this does not mean that they become animal-like; and under such conditions, not rage 
and violence, but their conspicuous absence is the clearest sign of dehumanization. Rage is by 
no means an automatic reaction to misery and suffering as such; no one reacts with rage to an 
incurable disease or to an earthquake or, for that matter, to social conditions that seem to be 
unchangeable. Only where there is reason to suspect that conditions could be changed and 
are not does rage arise. Only when our sense of justice is offended do we react with rage, and 
this reaction by no means necessarily reflects personal injury, as is demonstrated by the whole 
history of revolution, where invariably members of the upper classes touched off and then led 
the rebellions of the oppressed and downtrodden. To resort to violence when confronted with 
Outrageous events or conditions is enormously tempting because of its inherent immediacy 

: .and swiftness. To act with deliberate speed goes against the grain of rage and violence, but this 
"does not make them irrational. On the contrary, in private as well as public life there are 

i·,· situations in which the very svviftness of a violent act may be the only appropriate remedy. 
,,_ 'fhe point is not that, this permits us to let off steam-which indeed can be equally well done 
'\~Y pounding the table or slamming the door. The point is that under certain circumstances 

,~·-··, 
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or political, the group, for the sake of its own safety, will require "that each individual per-
form. an irrevocable action" in order to burn his bridges to respectable society before he is 
admitted into the community of violence. But once a man is admitted, he will fall under the 
intoxicating spell of"the practice of violence [which] binds men together as a whole, since 
each individual forms a violent link in the great chain, a part of the great organism of violence 
which has surged upward."22 

Fanon's words point to the well-known phenomenon of brotherhood on the battlefield, 
where the noblest, most selfless deeds are often daily occurrences. Of all equalizers, death 
seems to be the most potent, at least in the few e..xtraordinary situations where it is permit-
ted to play a political role. Death, whether faced in actual dying or in the inner awareness 
of one's own mortality, is perhaps the most antipolitical experience there is. It signifies that 
we shall disappear from the world of appearances and shall leave the company of our fellow-
men, which are the conditions of all politics. As far as human experience is concerned, death 
indicates an extreme of loneliness and impotence. But faced collectively and in action, death 
changes its conntenance; now nothing seems more likely to intensify our vitality than its prox-
imity. Something we are usually hardly aware of, namely, that our own death is accompanied 
by the potential inunortality of the group we belong to and, in the final analysis, of the spe-
cies, moves into the center of our experience. It is as though life itself, the immortal life of the 
species, nourished, as it were, by the sempiternal dying of its individual members, is "surging 
upward," is actualized in the practice of violence. 

It would be wrong, I think, to speak here of mere sentiments. After all, one of the outstand-
ing properties of the human condition is here :finding an adequate experience. In our conte..xt, 
however, the point of the matter is that these e..xperiences, whose elementary force is beyond 
doubt, have never found an institutional, political e..xpression, and that death as an equalizer 
plays hardly any role in political philosophy, although human mortality - the fact that men 
are "mortals," as the Greeks used to say-was understood as the strongest motive for political 
2.ction in prephilosophic political thought It was the certainty of death that made men seek 
immortal fame in deed and word and that prompted them to establish a body politic which was 
potentially inunortal. Hence, politics was pfecisely a means by which to escape from the equal-
ity before death into a distinction assuring some measure of deathlessness. (Hobbes is the only 
political philosopher in whose work death, in the form of fear of violent death, plays a crucial 
role. But it is not equality before death that is decisive for Hobbes; it is the equality of fear result-
ing from the equal ability to kill possessed by everyone that persuades men in the state of nature 
to bind themselves into a commonwealth.) At any event, no body politic I know of was ever 
f~unded on equality before death and its actualization in violence; the suicide squads in history, 
which were indeed organized on this principle and therefore often called them.selves "broth-
erp.oods," can hardly be counted among political organizations. But it is true that the strong 
fraternal sentiments collective violence engenders have misled many good people into the hope 
that a new community together with a "new man" will arise out ofit. The hope is an illusion for 
, tJ:ie simple reason that no human relationship is more transitory than this kind of brotherhood, 
which can be actualized only under conditions of immediate danger to life and limb. 

That, however, is but one side of the matter. Fanon concludes his praise of the practice of 
yiolence by remarking that in this kind of struggle the people realize "that life is an unend-
ing contest," that violence is an element of life. And does that not sound plaUSlOle? Have not 
men always equated death with "eternal rest," and does it not follow that where we have life 

;_we have struggle and unrest? Is not quiet a clear manifestation of lifelessness or decay? Is not 
>:Violent action a prerogative of the yonng-those who presumably are fully alive? Therefore 
;:-are not praise oflife and praise of violence the same? [ ... ] 
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Pronunciation:

 

dialogue | dialog, n.
  Brit. /ˈdʌɪəlɒɡ/ , U.S. /ˈdaɪəˌlɔɡ/ , /ˈdaɪəˌlɑɡ/

Forms:  OE dialogas (plural), ME dialege, ME dialoke, ME dialouge, ME–15 dialogge , ME–15 dyalog, ME–
15 dyaloge, ME–15 dyologe, ME–16 dyalogue, ME–16 (18– chiefly U.S.) dialog, ME–17 dialoge, ME–
dialogue, 15 diologgis (plural), 15–16 diologe, 15–16 diologue, 16 diallogue, 16 diolog; also Sc. pre-17 diallog,
pre-17 dialog, pre-17 dialoge, pre-17 dyalog.
Etymology:  Originally (in Old English) < classical Latin dialogus (see below).
 
Subsequently reinforced by or reborrowed < (i) Anglo-Norman and Old French dialoge, Anglo-Norman and Middle
French dialogue, Middle French dyalogue (French dialogue ) conversation carried on between two or more people
(c1200), literary work in the form of a conversation between two or more people (second half of the 13th cent. or
earlier),
 
and its etymon (ii) classical Latin dialogus discussion, dispute, literary composition in the form of a conversation <
ancient Greek διάλογος conversation, dialogue < δια- DIA- prefix  + -λογος -LOGUE comb. form, after διαλέγεσθαι to
speak alternately, converse (see DIALECT n.).
 
Compare Catalan diàleg (1507), Spanish diálogo (beginning of the 14th cent.), Portuguese diálogo (15th cent.; 14th
cent. as †dialago), Italian dialogo (first half of the 14th cent.; 1306 as †dialago); also Middle Dutch dialoghe,
dyaloghe (Dutch dialoog), German Dialog (second half of the 14th cent.; originally, and in early use often, with Latin
inflectional endings).
The Latin word (in genitive plural form) is also attested early in an English context in the title of the influential work by Gregory the Great

Dialogorum libri quatuor , lit. ‘four books of dialogues’ (compare sense 1a):

OE   ÆLFRIC Catholic Homilies: 2nd Ser. (Cambr. Gg.3.28) xxi. 203   Swa swa gregorius se halga papa awrat on ðære bec þe is gehaten

dialegorum.

OE   WÆRFERÐ tr. Gregory Dialogues (Hatton) (1900) II. 94 (heading)    Her onginneð seo æftre boc dialogorum.

lOE   Anglo-Saxon Chron. (Domitian A.viii) anno 482,   Her se eadiga abbod Benedictus þurh wuldor þara mihta þisum middanearde scan,

eal swa se eadiga Gregorius recð on Dialogorum þare boc.

 1.

 a. A literary work in the form of a conversation between two or more
persons, in which opposing or contrasting views are imputed to the
participants.

In early use esp. with reference to the title of Gregory's Dialogues (see etymological note).

OE   List of Bks., Worcester in A. J. Robertson Anglo-Saxon Charters (1956) 250   Ðeo englissce passionale
& II englissce dialogas [i.e. two copies of Gregory's Dialogues] & Oddan boc.

?c1225  (▸?a1200)    Ancrene Riwle (Cleo. C.vi) (1972) 61   Þis beoð sein gregories wordes in his dialege.
c1400  (▸?c1380)    Cleanness (1920) l. 1157 (MED),   Danyel in his dialokez devysed sumtyme.
?a1475  (▸?a1425)    tr. R. Higden Polychron. (Harl.) (1874) V. 283   As Seynte Gregory rehersethe in the

1
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firste booke of his dialogges.
1493   Dives & Pauper (Pynson) Colophon sig. Iviii/2,   Here endith a..dyalogue of Diues & pauper.
?1531   in F. J. Furnivall Polit. Relig. & Love Poems (1866) 35   A Dyalog betwixt the gentylman and the

plowman.
1598   SHAKESPEARE Love's Labour's Lost V. ii. 872   Will you heare the Dialogue that the two Learned men

haue compiled, in prayse of the Owle and the Cuckow?
1655   T. FULLER Church-hist. Brit. VI. 275   Erasmus in his Dialogues..doth Lucian it too much.
1685   N. BOTELER (title)    Six dialogues about sea-services.
1733   A. POPE (title)    The first satire of the second book of Horace, imitated in a dialoge between Alexander

Pope of Twickenham..and his learned council.
1751   JOHNSON Rambler No. 156. ⁋7   Tragedy was a Monody..improved afterwards into a dialogue by the

addition of another speaker.
1838   C. THIRLWALL Hist. Greece (new ed.) IV. 275   Plato, in one of his dialogues, introduces Anytus as

vehemently offended with Socrates.
1882   Temperance Mirror Mar. 63   Uncle Job's Theory, A Dialogue [between 5 persons].
1910   H. WALKER Lit. Victorian Era III. iii. 1028   The form which best suited Landor was the dialogue.
1962   W. V. O'CONNOR Grotesque p. xv,   I'll content myself by saying the dialogue, although rarely employed

today, should not be abandoned.
2008   Hermathena No. 185. 36   It is the pedagogical device of the dialogue itself that enabled Gast to write

the first truly critical account of Greek history.

 b. Music. A composition for two or more alternating voices.

1595   T. MORLEY 1st Bk. Balletts xxi. sig. D.v  (heading) ,   A Dialogue to 7. voices Phillis Quier.

1607   T. FORD Musicke of Sundrie Kindes (title-page)   Aries for 4. Voices to the Lute, Orphorion, or Basse-
Viol, with a Dialogue for two Voices, and two Basse Viols in parts, tunde the Lute way.

1652   J. WILSON et al. (title)    Select musical ayres and dialogues.
1659   J. GAMBLE in G. Grove Dict. Music (1879) I. 580 (title)    Ayres and Dialogues for One, Two, and Three

Voices.
1748   (title)    Jockey and Jenny. A favourite Dialogue..sung by Mr. Lowe, and Mrs. Arne, at Vaux-Hall.
1789   C. BURNEY Gen. Hist. Music IV. vi. 194   Henry Lawes and others continued to affect this species of

narrative melody [sc. recitative] in their dialogues and historical songs, till the Restoration.
1838   Boston Musical Gaz. 2 May 1/3   Carey and Miss Rafter sang a Dialogue by Purcell.
1890   G. P. UPTON Standard Cantatas 125   The next number, a very dramatic dialogue for soprano and

tenor, gives us the conversation between Arthur and Gyneth.
1912   J. E. C. FLITCH Mod. Dancing & Dancers ii. 28   Actors dressed as cocks and hens..sang a dialogue,

partly Italian, partly French, with a refrain of clucking and crowing.
2007   M. OSSI in J. Whenham & R. Wistreich Cambr. Compan. Monteverdi vi. 107   The last piece..is a

grand closing dialogue for seven voices.

 2.

 a. A conversation carried on between two or more people; a verbal
exchange, a discussion.

v
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Usually confined to a conversation between two people, probably through an association of the prefix
dia- with di- (see DIA- prefix    and DI- comb. form); cf. MONOLOGUE n., TRIALOGUE n., QUADRILOGUE n.

c1450   Jack Upland's Rejoinder (Digby) 3rd Interpolation l. 1 in P. L. Heyworth Jack Upland (1968) 172   To
make with þe a dialogge j holde it bot wast.

1509   J. FISHER Mornynge Remembraunce Countesse of Rychemonde (de Worde) sig. Aii,   A dyalogue that
is to saye a comynycacyon betwyxt..Martha and our sauyour Ihesu.

1600   SHAKESPEARE Much Ado about Nothing III. i. 31   Feare you not my part of the dialogue.
1690   To Reverend & Merry Answerer of Vox Cleri 8   We'll have done with your Means, and imagine a

short Dialogue between us concerning your End.
1749   H. FIELDING Tom Jones VI. XVI. ii. 5   A short Dialogue..then passed between them.
1789   W. HAYLEY Young Widow 201   After a brief dialogue of concern and gratitude on her part, and

common gallantry on mine, [etc.].
1828   J. BANIM Anglo-Irish III. x. 243   During this dialogue, several of the peasants rooted holes in the

damp turfen floor, filled them with potatoes and straw alternately,..and dinner was soon cooked.
1864   DICKENS Our Mutual Friend (1865) I. I. ix. 84   Bella had closely attended to this short dialogue.
1922   Electr. Railway Jrnl. 18 Nov. 822/2   Following Mr. Pinckney's general remarks, an animated

dialogue occurred between him and Mr. Davison.
2007   A. SMITH Girl meets Boy 66   This causes a shouted dialogue with him down the phone about

Chantelle.

 b. As a mass noun: conversation carried on between two or more people;
discussion, verbal interchange. Now somewhat rare.

?1533   G. DU WES Introductorie for to lerne Frenche sig. Bbiv,   By way of dialogue betwene the lady Mary, &
her seruant Gyles.

a1616   SHAKESPEARE King John (1623) I. i. 201   In Dialogue of Complement.
1651   T. HOBBES Leviathan II. xxv. 133   To enter into Dispute, and Dialogue with him.
1726   POPE tr. Homer Odyssey IV. XV. 532   So past in pleasing dialogue away The night.
1839   H. ROGERS Ess. II. iii. 136   The language of familiar dialogue and colloquial pleasantry..is always in a

high degree idiomatic.
1859   ‘G. ELIOT’ Adam Bede I. I. ix. 188   That is the great advantage of dialogue on horseback; it can be

merged any minute into a trot or a canter.
1920   J. F. DAVIS Chinese Label x. 117   Several times I saw him in earnest dialogue with one or the other of

the youngest of these.
2006   D. SMITH & K. F. WHITMORE Literacy & Advocacy (2008) ii. 22   Everywhere I went in the house I

heard dialogue.

 c. Discussion between representatives of different countries or groups,
esp. with a view to resolving conflict or solving a problem; an instance of
this.

1890   North-eastern Daily Gaz. (Middlesbrough) 1 Apr.,   Mr. H. H. Champion is conducting a dialogue
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between representatives of different interests.
1918   tr. G. von Hertling in Washington Post 27 Feb. 1/2   It does not appear as if Runciman's suggestion

has a chance of assuming tangible shape, and I must adhere to the existing methods of dialogue
across the channel and ocean.

1953   Times 13 May,   M. Mayer went on to speak of the ‘dialogue’ which was tending to establish itself
between east and west.

1966   Rep. Comm. Inq. Univ. Oxf. I. iv. 264   We would expect a continuing dialogue between the
Hebdomadal Council and the Council of the Colleges.

1989   B. H. KERBLAY Gorbachev's Russia ii. 22   Gorbachev's chief foreign-policy aims are to resume dialogue
with the United States, [etc.].

2012   N.Y. Times (Nexis) 21 Nov. A12   Some Turks are calling for a reappraisal of the country's policy
toward Israel and urging a reopening of dialogue.

 3. Conversation between two or more characters in a literary work; the
words spoken by the actors in a play, film, etc. Also: the style or character
of the spoken elements of a work.

In this sense dialogue may either form the work as a whole (see sense 1a), or (now more usually) an
element of the work, such as the words attributed to the characters of a novel or story.

1572   T. WILSON Disc. Vsurye (title-page)   A discourse vppon vsurye by waye of dialogue and oracians, for
the better varietye, and more delite of all those, that shall reade thys treatise.

1589   G. PUTTENHAM Arte Eng. Poesie I. xi. 20   Others who..by maner of Dialogue, vttered the priuate and
familiar talke of..shepheards, heywards and such like.

1656   T. STANLEY Hist. Philos. II. V. 45   The writings of Plato are by way of Dialogue.
1668   DRYDEN Of Dramatick Poesie 67   For the Epique way is every where interlac'd with Dialogue, or

discoursive Scenes.
1779   JOHNSON Smith in Pref. Wks. Eng. Poets IV. 48   The diction..is too luxuriant and splendid for dialogue.
1829   E. BULWER-LYTTON Disowned 98   Your book is very clever, but it wants dialogue.
1841   M. ELPHINSTONE Hist. India I. III. vi. 283   The plots are generally interesting; the dialogue lively.
1880   G. GROVE Dict. Music II. 531/1   [In Opéra comique] the dénouement is happy, and the Dialogue

spoken.
1918   Amer. Jrnl. Philol. 39 65   Many have investigated the oaths used in Greek comedy, dialogue, and

oratory.
1937   Life 26 July 58/1   Both Bergen and Fields write their own dialog and some of it is ad-libbed during the

broadcast.
1963   Playboy Feb. 19/1   Impossibly stilted dialog beside which the pomposities of Bullwinkle's

incorruptible Dudley Doright fairly crackle with wit and verisimilitude.
1982   A. ROAD Dr. Who: Making of TV Series 16/2   A script writer has to tell his story through dialogue.
2009   Canberra Times (Nexis) 20 Sept. A35   Every second word of the dialogue of The Wire is an f-word.

 4. Computing.

 a. The exchange of data between computers on a network; an instance of
this.
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1978   Computer Networks 2 314/2   In order to complete a transaction, a dialog takes place between a
control process (the Controller) at a control point and a server process (the Server) at a service point.

1989   Network World 5 June 15/2   Session protocols oversee the connection or dialogue between two
network devices.

2005   E. COLE et al. Network Security Bible III. xi. 370   It [sc. the Session layer] sets up the lines of
communication with other computers, manages the dialogue among computers..and manages the
communication session in general.

 b. Chiefly in form dialog. = dialogue box n. at Compounds 2.

1984   D. CLAPP Macintosh! Compl. vii. 74   Modeless dialogs are most useful in situations where you need
the command box to remain in view.

1998   G. KEARSLEY in J. M. Carroll Minimalism beyond Nurnberg Funnel xv. 400   Features such as pull-
down menus, pop-up dialogues and ‘undo’ have significantly reduced the learning time and problems
associated with using computers.

2011   Sunday Times (Nexis) 9 Jan. (In Gear section) 22   When you're finished, go to the ‘Index settings’ tab
of the ‘Advanced’ dialog and click ‘Rebuild’.

PHRASES

 

  dialogue of the deaf n.  [after French dialogue de sourds DIALOGUE DE

SOURDS n.] a discussion, meeting, etc., in which neither side understands or
makes allowance for the point of view of the other.

1956   Ann. Amer. Acad. Polit. & Social Sci. 305 167/1   Should..representatives from East and West German
regimes congregate at a round table, the ensuing conference will in all probability amount to little
more than a ‘dialogue of the deaf’.

1974   Times 15 Feb. 14   Better communication is no panacea for every industrial dispute... But English
reserve does seem to lead, all too often, to a muted dialogue of the deaf.

1985   Financial Times 10 July 4/1   The talks were little more than a dialogue of the deaf and broke down
essentially over the vexed issue of sovereignty over the islands.

2000   F. KEANE Stranger's Eye 153   After the long dialogue of the deaf, the politicians were actually working
with each other!

COMPOUNDS

 C1. General attrib. and objective with agent and verbal nouns, as
dialogue-author, dialogue-novel, dialogue-piece, dialogue-
writer, etc.
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1571   T. HILL Contempl. Mankinde f. 235,   Two pleasaunt Bookes of Paulmestrie..the first..handled in
Dialogue maner, as betweene the maister, and the scholler.

1580   W. FULKE T. Stapleton & Martiall Confuted 165,   I laugh to see this wise Dialogue maker..bring in
swearing.., as though our Bishops vsed that veine, as commonly as Popish prelats.

1624   J. USSHER Answer to Challenge by Iesuite 229   The Grecians to this day do still use this forme of prayer;
As thou didst loose Trajan from punishment by the earnest intercession of thy servant Gregory the
Dialogue-writer, [etc.].

1711   LD. SHAFTESBURY Characteristicks III. Misc. V. iii. 317   The Form or Manner of our Dialogue-Author.
a1777   S. FOOTE Devil upon Two Sticks (1778) III. 68   A kind of circulating library, for the vending of dialogue

novels.
1783   Hist. Miss Baltimores I. 211,   I will write it dialogue fashion.
1819   Monthly Rev. Sept. 95   The dialogue-form..gives a quaintness to the work which very ill accords with

modern taste.
1849   Trans. Royal Soc. Lit. 29 18,   I have already mentioned the epoch-making dialogue-novel, the ancestor

of all modern realistic fiction, ‘Celestina’.
1851   Illustr. London News 3 May 354/3   Sentiment, affection, and romance all..make a delightful dialogue-

piece, in which incident is quite a secondary matter.
1911   E. MERRILL Dialogue in Eng. Lit. iv. 73   As a dialogue-writer, Dryden shares many of the good qualities

and limitations of Cicero.
1953   K. REISZ Technique Film Editing i. 60   Dialogue-writing, set-design and acting all become subjugated to

this central purpose.
2004   P. H. PAYNE in Searching for Meaning Introd. 19   With Thomas Deloney..we come to a high point in

Elizabethan dialogue writing.

 C2.

  dialogue box   n. Computing a window in a graphical user interface
which asks the user for input in response to some given information, such
as a choice of command in answer to a question.

1984   Electronics 26 Jan. 149/2   Toolkit/32 is a generic application that shares the features of Lisa's user
interface, including windows, menus, scrolling, printing, dialog boxes, mouse, graphics, and cut-and-
paste integration.

1992   Personal Computer World Mar. 255/2   The typestyle and point size are specified when text is typed
into the text dialogue box.

2010   R. PRATAP Getting Started Matlab ii. 30   On PCs: Select Save As..from the File menu. A dialog box
should appear.

DERIVATIVES

 

  ˈdialoguewise adv. in the form of a dialogue; so as to contain dialogue;
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(now more usually) in respect of dialogue.

?1555   G. MENEWE Confut. Popishe & Antichristian Doctr. (title-page),   A confutacion of that Popishe and
Antichristian doctryne..made Dialogewise betwene the Prieste and the Prentyse.

1639   J. WOODALL Surgeons Mate (rev. ed.) sig. G3,   Explained Dialogue wise, betwixt the Authour and a
Military Surgeon.

1732   Criticism 5 in H. Fielding Covent-Garden Trag.,   A Tragedy is a Thing of five Acts, written Dialogue-
wise.

1861   J. M. NEALE in Lit. Churchman VII. 375/1   It is a poem written dialoguewise.
2004   St. Louis (Missouri) Post-Dispatch (Nexis) 30 May E3   It became clear to everyone that, dialoguewise,

the scene would work better with just the leaf blower.

This entry has been updated (OED Third Edition, June 2014).
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Pronunciation:

 

 

 

dialogue, v.
  Brit. /ˈdʌɪəlɒɡ/ , U.S. /ˈdaɪəˌlɔɡ/ , /ˈdaɪəˌlɑɡ/

Etymology:  < DIALOGUE n. Compare slightly later DIALOGIZE v., DIALOGUIZE v.

 1.

 a. intr. To hold a dialogue or conversation, esp. with another person; to
communicate by speech or writing. Also in extended use.

1595   ‘J. DANDO’ & ‘H. RUNT’ Maroccus Extaticus sig. B ,   I am come in purpose to debate a while and
dialogue with you.

a1616   SHAKESPEARE Timon of Athens (1623) II. ii. 50   Var. How dost Foole? Ape. Dost Dialogue with thy
shadow?

1628   J. EARLE Micro-cosmogr. xl. sig. G10,   Where men dialogue with their noses, and their
communication is smoke.

1685   Tryals H. Cornish, J. Fernley et al. 28   You must not stand to Dialogue between one another.
1740   S. RICHARDSON Pamela II. 45   Thus foolishly dialogu'd I with my Heart.
1817   S. T. COLERIDGE Biogr. Lit. (1882) 286   Those puppet-heroines for whom the showman contrives to

dialogue without any skill in ventriloquism.
1859   Brit. Millennial Harbinger July 344/1   He reasoned, or dialogued with them.
1934   E. A. BAKER Hist. Eng. Novel V. v. 99   Isaac Brandon..brings in stage figures called Toby, Trim, and

the like, who dialogue and ejaculate in clumsy mimicry of the original worthies.
2006   S. D. WILLIAMS Moral Premise iv. 53   We dialogued by email over the following weeks.

 b. trans. To converse with, talk to. Now U.S. slang.

1681   Dialogue upon Dialogue 3,   I am glad I have converted you. I never dialogued any body in my life, but
I convinc'd them at last.

1699   F. BUGG Quakerism Expos'd 9   To dialogue the Bishops, and call them Monsters.
1699   F. BUGG Quakerism Expos'd 27   The Quakers dialogu'd the Bishops.
 
1992   D. BURKE Street Talk 2 i. 2   Get with the program! Just go up and dialogue her.

 2. trans. To provide with dialogue, now esp. for a literary work, a play,
film, etc. Formerly also: †to express in the form of a dialogue (obs.). Freq.
in pa. pple.

1609   SHAKESPEARE Louers Complaint in Sonnets sig. K3 ,   And dialogu'd for him what he would say.

v

v
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1781   F. BURNEY Let. May in Early Jrnls. & Lett. (2003) IV. 358   Our conference grew very grave..I have not
Time to Dialogue it.

1817   tr. in Encycl. Londinensis XV. 684/1   Fables well conceived, written with facility, dialogued with
naïvete, are the first of his titles to literary glory.

1859   G. RIPLEY & C. A. DANA New Amer. Cycl. (1869) V. 130/1   The emperor Yung-ching..and his
son..enlarged these commands, and Wang-yu-pi dialogued them, adding a diatribe against
Buddhism.

1885   Academy 16 May 356   A tale full of human interest, brightly dialogued.
1928   L. MITCHELL in J. L. Williams et al. Art of Playwriting 45   Nothing could be finer than the art with

which Broadway is composed and dialogued.
1993   C. CRISP Classic French Cinema iv. 191   Prévert managed to get work adapting or dialoguing a film.
2008   San Francisco Chron. (Nexis) 28 Dec. N4   Kirby would plot and draw entire stories largely on his own

initiative, which would then be dialogued by Lee.

 3. intr. Music. Of an instrument or instrumental part: to be played so as
to alternate with, echo, or contrast with another instrument or part in a
manner considered analogous to spoken dialogue.

1883   Monthly Musical Rec. Apr. 80/1   We find it [sc. the organ] dialoguing with the oboe or bassoon.
1892   Sat. Rev. 18 June 709/2   With oboe obbligato dialoguing now with sopranos, now with tenors.
1922   Musical Q. 8 575   This [organ] part..probably dialogued with the strings in much the same way as

Mozart afterwards so cleverly illustrated.
2000   M. HARRISON et al. Essent. Jazz Rec. II. iv. 439   Dialoguing with the guitar, Katz's cello was an

especially new, disquieting romantic voice.

This entry has been updated (OED Third Edition, June 2014).
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United Nations Year of Dialogue among Civilizations

Report of the Secretary-General*

I. Introduction

1. The General Assembly, by its resolution 53/22 of
4 November 1998, decided to proclaim the year 2001
as the United Nations Year of Dialogue among
Civilizations, and invited Governments, the United
Nations system, including the United Nations
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization
(UNESCO), and other relevant international and non-
governmental organizations, to plan and implement
appropriate cultural, educational and social
programmes to promote the concept of dialogue among
civilizations, including through organizing conferences
and seminars and disseminating information and
scholarly material on the subject, and to inform me of
their planned activities. In that resolution, the
Assembly also requested that I present a provisional
report on activities in this regard to the General
Assembly at its fifty-fourth session (see A/54/546) and
a final report to the Assembly at its fifty-fifth session.
The present report is written pursuant to paragraph 6 of
Assembly resolution 54/113 of 10 December 1999. The
activities described in my report A/54/546 have been
pursued by my Personal Representative for the United
Nations Year of Dialogue among Civilizations,
Giandomenico Picco, and by UNESCO.

2. That the General Assembly’s call for a dialogue
among civilizations seems to have been well received
across the world, in both the public and the private
sectors led to the launch of a number of initiatives
aimed at celebrating, and diffusing the fear of,
diversity, and underscoring the importance of
inclusion.

3. Over the last 12 months, governmental and
academic institutions and non-governmental
organizations have conducted seminars, debates and
research work on the issue of the dialogue among
civilizations, bringing together a variety of civil society
groups. The topic of dialogue among civilizations was
also the subject of a meeting, at the head-of-State level,
that took place at United Nations Headquarters in New
York on 5 September 2000. The meeting was strongly
supported by the President of the Islamic Republic of
Iran, Mohammad Khatami, and chaired by the
Director-General of UNESCO. The Secretary-General,
12 heads of State (of Afghanistan, Algeria, Georgia,
Indonesia, the Islamic Republic of Iran, Latvia, Mali,
Mozambique, Namibia, Nigeria, Qatar and the Sudan),
the Secretary of State of the United States of America
and the Foreign Ministers of Azerbaijan, Costa Rica,
Egypt, India and Iraq were among those in attendance
(see annex 1).

* The footnote requested by the General Assembly in
resolution 54/248 was not included in the submission.
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II. The conceptual underpinnings

4. As mentioned in the 1999 report, diversity is the
concept underlying a focused reflection about dialogue
among civilizations. Learning how to address diversity
has become a more compelling necessity as our world
has grown smaller and our interaction more intense
and, indeed, unavoidable. It is the perception of
diversity as a threat that is at the very origin of war. It
is the perception of diversity as a threat that blinds so
many, who equate it with enmity. It is the perception of
diversity as a threat that has made so many overlook
the common humanity that unites us all. Can a
reflection on these issues help in the rediscovery of the
foundations of the United Nations? Can it be directed
towards enriching the vision that emanates from the
United Nations? Can it become concrete and practical?

5. I am very grateful that a number of eminent
persons (Prince Hassan bin Talal, Richard von
Weizacker, Jacques Delors, Dr. A. Kamal Aboulmagd,
Dr. Hannan Ashrawi, Dr. Lourdes Arispe, Dr. Ruth
Cardoso, Dr. Leslie Gelb, Dr. Nadine Gordimer,
Professor Sergey Kapitza, Dr. Hayao Kaway,
Ambassador Tommy Koh, Dr. Hans Kung, Professor
Amartya Sen, Professor Tu Wei-Ming and Professor
Javad Zarif) have kindly accepted the invitation to
cooperate with my Personal Representative in pursuing
these reflections during the next year. Their work will
be contained in a book to be presented to me by late
summer 2001. In striving towards those objectives, the
conceptual journey may be articulated along the
following lines:

The indignities of the 1990s:

• A sober look at ethnic cleansing, killings in the
name of God and similar atrocities stemming
from the perception of diversity as a threat;

Diversity and the United Nations:

• Diversity as an inherent part of universality,
which is an integral feature of the philosophy
behind the world organization;

• Diversity and the common denominator of values,
as embodied in the Charter of the United Nations
and other United Nations documents;

Diversity as the human face of globalization:

• In today’s world, interdependence is a two-way
street as never before. It is no longer only the
case that the major powers affect the smaller
ones, but also the reverse. “Our world has never
been more integrated, more vulnerable and more
unequal”;

Dialogue as a seed for a new paradigm of
international relations:

• Revisiting the concept of the enemy. Do we need
an enemy?;

• Can we aspire to a society in which we leaders
lead without an enemy?;

• If, at this stage in human development, society
cannot exist without an enemy, can we all aim to
rally against the same enemy — intolerance?;

• Rigid alliances may be remnants of the past. Are
alignments to be flexible according to issues?;

• Individual responsibility as an indispensable
ingredient of a new paradigm;

• Accountability of the individual in international
relations.

III. The unsung heroes of dialogue

6. Examples are the best means for conveying a
message in a convincing manner. The faces, names and
stories of 12 individuals from a spectrum of societies,
who have reached across the “divide” to the “other”,
will be shown in short television spots. The 12 spots —
of 30 seconds each — will be offered to all television
stations in the world for broadcasting as many times as
possible during the year 2001. The same spots will also
be placed on the web site for the dialogue, which is
being established by the United Nations Secretariat. It
will be an interactive site through which it is expected
that direct and instant communication may be
established.

IV. From theory to practice

7. If, indeed, it is possible to define a new paradigm
of international relations engendered by the dialogue,
then it should be possible to transform the theory into
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practice. In the spirit of the dialogue, it has already
been possible to achieve small steps in the
communication between two Member States that had,
thus far, been at odds with each other. On the occasion
of the Millennium Assembly of the United Nations,
arrangements were made by the Secretary-General to
engender in the future real dialogue; in this case, at
least listening to each other — on the part of the
leaders of these two countries — had been possible.
Thus, it should also be possible to put forth a proposal
that focuses on a specific area of the world and
suggests a specific diplomatic initiative by the
Secretary-General. This would be a fitting conclusion
to the United Nations Year of Dialogue among
Civilizations.

8. A United Nations Trust Fund for the dialogue
among civilizations was established late in 1999.
Switzerland has contributed in cash, while others have
offered to defray some of the costs incurred by the
meetings of the Eminent Persons Group. Academic
institutions and non-governmental organizations have
also offered support and assistance. Seton Hall
University’s School of Diplomacy and International
Relations is providing the secretariat for the work of
the Eminent Persons Group. As the contributions have
been limited, support for some of the activities has also
come from the private sector. No funds from the
regular budget have been allocated to activities related
to the dialogue among civilizations.
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The Public Sbhere: 
An Encyclopedia Article ( 1964)* 

by Jurgen Habermas 

1 .  The Concept. By "the public sphere" we mean first of all a realm of our 
social life in which something approaching public opinion can be formed. 
Access is guaranteed to all citizens. A portion of the public sphere comes 
into being in every conversation in which private individuals assemble to 
form a public body.' They then behave neither like business or professional 
people transacting private affairs, nor like members of a constitutional order 
subject to the legal constraints of a state bureaucracy. Citizens behave as a 
public body when they confer in an unrestricted fashion-that is, with the 
guarantee of freedom of assembly and association and the freedom to 
express and publish their opinions-about matters of general interest. In a 
large public body this kind of communication requires specific means for 
transmitting information and influencing those who receive it. Today 
newspapers and magazines, radio and television are the media of the public 
sphere. We speak of the political public sphere in contrast, for instance, to 
the literary one, when public discussion deals with objects connected to the 
activity of the state. Although state authority is so to speak the executor of 
the political public sphere, it is not a part of it.2 To be sure, state authority 
is usually considered "public" authority, but it derives its task of caring for 
the well-being of all citizens primarily from this aspect of the public sphere. 
Only when the exercise of political control is effectively subordinated to the 
democratic demand that information be accessible to the public, does the 
political public sphere win an institutionalized influence over the 
government through the instrument of law-making bodies. The expression 
"public opinion" refers to the tasks of criticism and control which a public 
body of citizens informally-and, in periodic elections, formally as well- 
practices &-d-vis the ruling structure organized in the form of a state. 
Regulations demanding that certain proceedings be public (Publizittitsvor-

* Originally appeared in Fischer Lexicon, Staat und Politik, new edition (Frankfurt am 
Main, 1964), pp. 220-226. 

1. Habermas' concept of the public sphere is not to be equated with that of "the public," 
i.e. of the individuals who assemble. His concept is directed instead at the institution, which to 
be sure only assumes concrete form through the participation of people. It cannot, however, be 
characterized simply as a crowd. (This and the following notes by Peter Hohendahl.) 

2. The state and the public sphere do not overlap, as one might suppose from casual 
language use. Rather they confront one another as opponents. Habermas designates that sphere 
as public which antiquity understood to be private, i.e. the sphere of non-governmental opinion 
making. 
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schrgten), for example those providing for open court hearings, are also 
related to this function of public opinion. The public sphere as a sphere 
which mediates between society and state, in which the public organizes 
itself as the bearer or public opinion, accords with the principle of the 
public sphere3 -that principle of public information which once had to be 
fought for against the arcane policies of monarchies and which since that 
time has made possible the democratic control of state activities. 

It is no coincidence that these concepts of the public sphere and public 
opinion arose for the first time only in the eighteenth century. They acquire 
their specific meaning from a concrete historical situation. It was at that 
time that the distinction of "opinion" from "opinion publique" and "public 
opinion" came about. Though mere opinions (cultural assumptions, 
normative attitudes, collective prejudices and values) seem to persist 
unchanged in their natural form as a kind of sediment of history, public 
opinion can by definition only come into existence when a reasoning public 
is presupposed. Public discussions about the exercise of political power 
which are both critical in intent and institutionally guaranteed have not 
always existed- they grew out of a specific phase of bourgeois society and 
could enter into the order of the bourgeois constitutional state only as a 
result of a particular constellation of interests. 

2. History. There is no indication European society of the high middle ages 
possessed a public sphere as a unique realm distinct from the private sphere. 
Nevertheless, it was not coincidental that during that period symbols of 
sovereignty, for instance the princely seal, were deemed "public." At that 
time there existed a public representation of power. The status of the feudal 
lord, at whatever level of the feudal pyramid, was oblivious to the categories 
"public" and "private," but the holder of the position represented it 
publicly: he showed himself, presented himself as the embodiment of an 
ever present "higher" power. The concept of this representation has been 
maintained up to the most recent constitutional history. Regardless of the 
degree to which it has loosed itself from the old base, the authority of 
political power today still demands a representation at the highest level by a 
head of state. Such elements, however, derive from a pre-bourgeois social 

3. The principle of the public sphere could still be distinguished from an institution which 
is demonstrable in social history. Habermas thus would mean a model of norms and modes of 
behavior by means of which the very functioning of public opinion can be guaranteed for the 
first time. These norms and modes of behavior include: a) general accessibility, b) elimination 
of all privileges and c) discovery of general norms and rational legitimations. 
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structure. Representation in the sense of a bourgeois public sphere,4 for 
instance the representation of the nation or of particular mandates, has 
nothing to do with the medieval representative public sphere-a public 
sphere directly linked to the concrete existence of a ruler. As long as the 
prince and the estates of the realm still "are" the land, instead of merely 
functioning as deputies for it, they are able to "re-present" ; they represent 
their power "before" the people, instead of for the people. 

The feudal authorities (church, princes and nobility), to which the repre- 
sentative public sphere was first linked, disintegrated during a long process 
of polarization. By the end of the eighteenth century they had broken apart 
into private elements on the one hand, and into public on the other. The 
position of the church changed with the reformation: the link to divine 
authority which the church represented, that is, religion, became a private 
matter. So-called religious freedom came to insure what was historically the 
first area of private autonomy. The church itself continued its existence as 
one public and legal body among others. The corresponding polarization 
within princely authority was visibly manifested in the separation of the 
public budget from the private household expenses of a ruler. The insti- 
tutions of public authority, along with the bureaucracy and the military, 
and in part also with the legal institutions, asserted their independence from 
the privatized sphere of the princely court. Finally, the feudal estates were 
transformed as well: the nobility became the organs of public authority, 
parliament and the legal institutions; while those occupied in trades and 
professions, insofar as they had already established urban corporations and 
territorial organizations, developed into a sphere of bourgeois society which 
would stand apart from the state as a genuine area of private autonomy. 

The representative public sphere yielded to that new sphere of "public 
authority" which came into being with national and territorial states. 
Continuous state activity (permanent administration, standing army) now 
corresponded to the permanence of the relationships which with the stock 
exchange and the press had developed within the exchange of commodities 
and information. Public authority consolidated into a concrete opposition 
for those who were merly subject to it and who at first found only a negative 
definition of themselves within it. These were the "private individuals" who 
were excluded from public authority because they held no office. "Public" 

4. The expression "represent" is used in a very specific sense in the following section, 
namely to "present oneself." The important thing to understand is that the medieval public 
sphere, if it even deserves this designation, is tied to the personal. The feudal lord and estates 
create the public sphere by means of their very presence. 
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no longer referred to the "representative" court of a prince endowed with 
authority, but rather to an institution regulated according to competence, 
to an apparatus endowed with a monopoly on the legal exertion of 
authority. Private individuals subsumed in the state at whom public 
authority was directed now made up the public body. 

Society, now a private realm occupying a position in opposition to the 
state, stood on the one hand as if in clear contrast to the state. On the other 
hand, that society had become a concern of public interest to the degree 
that the reproduction of life in the wake of the developing market economy 
had grown beyond the bounds of private domestic authority. The bourgeois 
public sphere could be understood as the sphere of private individuals 
assembled into a public body, which almost immediately laid claim to the 
officially regulated "intellectual newspapers" for use against the public 
authority itself. In those newspapers, and in moralistic and critical journals, 
they debated that public authority on the general rules of social intercourse 
in their fundamentally privatized yet publically relevant sphere of labor and 
commodity exchange. 

3. The Liberal Model of the Public Sphere. The medium of this debate- 
public discussion-was unique and without historical precedent. Hitherto 
the estates had negotiated agreements with their princes, settling their 
claims to power from case to case. This development took a different course 
in England, where the parliament limited royal power, than it did on the 
continent, where the monarchies mediatized the estates. The third estate 
then broke with this form of power arrangement since it could no longer 
establish itself as a ruling group. A division of power by means of the 
delineation of the rights of the nobility was no longer possible within an ex- 
change economy-private authority over capitalist property is, after all, 
unpolitical. Bourgeois individuals are private individuals. As such, they do 
not "rule." Their claims to power vis-2-vispublic authority were thus 
directed not against the concentration of power, which was to be "shared." 
Instead, their ideas infiltrated the very principle on which the existing power 
is based. To  the principle of the existing power, the bourgeois public 
opposed the principle of supervision-that very principle which demands 
that proceedings be made public (Publizittit). The principle of supervision is 
thus a means of transforming the nature of power, not merely one basis of 
legitimation exchanged for another. 

In the first modern constitutions the catalogues of fundamental rights 
were a perfect image of the liberal model of the public sphere: they 
guaranteed the society as a sphere of private autonomy and the restriction of 
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public authority to a few functions. Between these two spheres, the con-
stitutions further insured the existence of a realm of private individuals 
assembled into a public body who as citizens transmit the needs of bourgeois 
society to the state, in order, ideally, to transform political into "rational" 
authority within the medium of this public sphere. The general interest, 
which was the measure of such a rationality, was then guaranteed, 
according to the presuppositions of a society of free commodity exchange, 
when the activities of private individuals in the marketplace were freed from 
social compulsion and from political pressure in the public sphere. 

At the same time, daily political newspapers assumed an important role. 
In the second half of the eighteenth century literary journalism created 
serious competition for the earlier news sheets which were mere compilations 
of notices. Karl Biicher characterized this great development as follows: 
"Newspapers changed from mere institutions for the publication of news 
into bearers and leaders of public opinion-weapons of party politics. This 
transformed the newspaper business. A new element emerged between the 
gathering and the publication of news: the editorial staff. But for the 
newspaper publisher it meant that he changed from a vendor of recent news 
to a dealer in public opinion." The publishers insured the newspapers a 
commercial basis, yet without commercializing them as such. The press 
remained an institution of the public itself, effective in the manner of a 
mediator and intensifier of public discussion, no longer a mere organ for the 
spreading of news but not yet the medium of a consumer culture. 

This type of journalism can be observed above all during periods of 
revolution when newspapers of the smallest political groups and organi- 
zations spring up, for instance in Paris in 1789. Even in the Paris of 1848 
every half-way eminent politician organized his club, every other his 
journal: 450 clubs and over 200 journals were established there between 
February and May alone. Until the permanent legalization of a politically 
functional public sphere, the appearance of a political newspaper meant 
joining the struggle for freedom and public opinion, and thus for the 
public sphere as a principle. Only with the establishment of the bourgeois 
constitutional state was the intellectual press relieved of the pressure of its 
convictions. Since then it has been able to abandon its polemical position 
and take advantage of the earning possibilities of a commercial 
undertaking. In England, France, and the United States the transformation 
from a journalism of conviction to one of commerce began in the 1830s at 
approximately the same time. In the transition from the literary journalism 
of private individuals to the public services of the mass media the public 
sphere was transformed by the influx of private interests, which received 
special prominence in the mass media. 
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4 .  The Public Sphere in the Social Welfare State Mass Democracy. Al-
though the liberal model of the public sphere is still instructive today with 
respect to the normative claim that information be accessible to the p u b l i ~ , ~  
it cannot be applied to the actual conditions of an industrially advanced 
mass democracy organized in the form of the social welfare state. In part the 
liberal model had always included ideological components, but it is also in 
part true that the social pre-conditions, to which the ideological elements 
could at one time at least be linked, had been fundamentally transformed. 
The very forms in which the public sphere manifested itself, to which 
supporters of the liberal model could appeal for evidence, began to change 
with the Chartist movement in England and the February revolution in 
France. Because of the diffusion of press and propaganda, the public body 
expanded beyond the bounds of the bourgeoisie. The public body lost not 
only its social exclusivity; it lost in addition the coherence created by 
bourgeois social institutions and a relatively high standard of education. 
Conflicts hitherto restricted to the private sphere now intrude into the 
public sphere. Group needs which can expect no satisfaction from a self- 
regulating market now tend towards a regulation by the state. The public 
sphere, which must now mediate these demands, becomes a field for the 
competition of interests, competitions which assume the form of violent 
conflict. Laws which obviously have come about under the "pressure of the. 
street" can scarcely still be understood as arising from the consensus of 
private individuals engaged in public discussion. They correspond in a more 
or less unconcealed manner to the compromise of conflicting private 
interests. Social organizations which deal with the state act in the political 
public sphere, whether through the agency of political parties or directly in 
connection with the public administration. With the interweaving of the 
public and private realm, not only do the political authorities assume 
certain functions in the sphere of commodity exchange and social labor, but 
conversely social powers now assume political functions. This leads to a kind 
of "refeudalization" of the public sphere. Large organizations strive for 
political compromises with the state and with each other, excluding the 
public sphere whenever possible. But at the same time the large 
organizations must assure themselves of at least plebiscitary support from 
the mass of the population through an apparent display of openness 
(demonstrative P~bl i z i t i i t ) .~  

5. Here it should be understood that Habermas considers the principle behind the 
bourgeois public sphere as indispensable, but not its historical form. 
6. One must distinguish between Habermas' concept of "making proceedings public" 
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The political public sphere of the social welfare state is characterized by a 
peculiar weakening of its critical functions. At one time the process of 
making proceedings public (Publizitdt) was intended to subject persons or 
affairs to public reason, and to make political decisions subject to appeal 
before the court of public opinion. But often enough today the process of 
making public simply serves the arcane policies of special interests; in the 
form of "publicity" it wins public prestige for people or affairs, thus making 
them worthy of acclamation in a climate of non-public opinion. The very 
words "public relations work" (Oeffentlichkeitsarbeit) betray the fact that a 
public sphere must first be arduously constructed case by case, a public 
sphere which earlier grew out of the social structure. Even the central 
relationship of the public, the parties and the parliament is affected by this 
change in function. 

Yet this trend towards the weakening of the public sphere as a principle is 
opposed by the extension of fundamental rights in the social welfare state. 
The demand that information be accessible to the public is extended from 
organs of the state to all organizations dealing with the state. To the degree 
that this is realized, a public body of organized private individuals would 
take the place of the now-defunct public body of private individuals who 
relate individually to each other. Only these organized individuals could 
participate effectively in the process of public communication; only they 
could use the channels of the public sphere which exist within parties and 
associations and the process of making proceedings public (Publirittit)which 
was established to facilitate the dealings of organizations with the state. 
Political compromises would have to be legitimized through this process of 
public communication. The idea of the public sphere, preserved in the 
social welfare state mass democracy, an idea which calls for a rationalization 
of power through the medium of public discussion among private 
individuals, threatens to disintegrate with the structural transformation of 
the public sphere itself. It could only be realized today, on an altered basis, 
as a rational reorganization of social and political power under the mutual 
control of rival organizations committed to the public sphere in their 
internal structure as well as in their relations with the state and each other. 

Translated by Sara Lennox and Frank Lennox 

(Publizitdit)and the "public sphere" (Oeffentlichkeit).The term Publizitdit describes the degree 
of public effect generated by a public act. Thus a situation can arise in which the form of 
public opinion making is maintained, while the substance of the public sphere has long ago 
been undermined. 
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4
Mediation

Sara Horowitz

Introduction

Definitions

The word mediate comes from mediato, which in turn comes from the Latin noun medius (means)
and verb mediare (separate into halves). Yale (1992) compares it with immediate (direct, without
intermediaries), and with the Indo-European word medhyo, from which the Germanic compound
word midja-gardaz derives – gardaz (middle garden or garden in the middle) is the name of Earth,
the zone between Heaven and Hell.

Given this framework, we define mediation in a dispute or negotiation as the ‘intervention of a
third party unfamiliar to the conflict, trustable, unbiased and intending to be neutral’. Accord-
ing to Moore (1986), being a mediator involves artful skills to assist the parties in reaching a
mutually acceptable agreement on the issues in dispute. The task of a mediator is creating the
conditions for an open dialogue and assuring the parties involved in the conflict freedom of
speech and, above all, autonomy in decision making.

The mediator is ‘a facilitator, educator or communicator who helps to clarify issues, identify
and manage emotions, and create options, thus making it possible to reach an agreement
avoiding an adversarial battle in court’.

Historical background

Contrary to what happens with most other conflict resolution processes, there is evidence of
mediation far back in time. In the Bible, Moses is referred to as the mediator between God and
men; since the origin of catholic religions, members of the congregations have turned to priests
or preachers for intercession as mediators; and even today, in primitive hunter-gatherer societies
in Asia, America and Oceania, the shaman or witch doctor, who is supposed to have super-
natural powers to heal the sick, foretell, and communicate with spirits, is trusted to act as
mediator for his wisdom.

In many cultures, the most respected elderly people were used to mediate in family conflicts.
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Landau et al. (1987) report that in China, Japan and Africa people also resorted to mediation to
solve conflicts other than domestic, especially disputes between neighbours.

After the development of states, diplomats were the ones to intervene in social conflicts,
modifying conflicting interests and sharing valuable information for the parties involved in the
dispute.

Moving forward in history, other processes similar to modern western mediation can be
found: the ‘Water Court’ (Tribunal de las Aguas) in Spain, certain towns in Latin America, such as
the Mexican village of Ralua, where a judge helps the parties make a decision based on
consensus, and the people in Melanesia (Oceania), where a counsellor and a committee meet
regularly and analyze disputes in the community.

It is in the 1960s that this alternative practice shows a substantive growth in the US, UK and
Canada. At a local level, community justice centres which offer mediation services either for
free or minimum fees spread. Mediation is also applied in schools and higher education institu-
tions, and criminal justice uses it to solve disputes at prisons, especially in cases of riots with
hostages (Spain, US).

In American colonies and the US, mediation has its own history. Puritans, Quakers and other
religious communities or sects settled there, usually resorted to these procedures, but the first
field where mediation was formally applied in that country was the labour field during the
Great Depression. And it is particularly in the US where mediation expands greatly in the
resolution of family conflicts. The legal system and individual practitioners offer mediation
services for cases of child custody, divorce, parent–child conflicts, adoption and parental rights,
domestic violence, etc. The resulting agreements are more appropriate for these cases; the
parties are more satisfied with them rather than with imposed or contentious agreements, and
experience shows that these agreements are honoured longer than court ordered ones.

In the last years, mediation also spread to other fields such as in- or intra-company disputes
involving environmental or public policy issues, owner–tenant conflicts and provider–client
disputes.

The global evolution observed in the mediation system implementation was triggered by
both the oversaturation of the traditional ways – courts – and a sociocultural change, which
dictated that individuals in litigation claim greater protagonism in the process.

In the twentieth century, mediation played an important role in international conflicts.
(The role of mediators or intervenors will be discussed later in this chapter.)

Key elements of the process: trust and persuasiveness

Trust

As mentioned before, the ‘natural’ mediators were priests, shamans or elderly members of the
community, because people trusted them. Why is it so important that mediation be based in the
trust of people? Because the mediator intervenes in situations of disagreement, struggle, mis-
understanding, and conflict, and in these situations, the antagonists’ distrust predominates. The
parties in crisis are in a negative rather than positive position; they know what they do not want
but are not very clear regarding their expectations, wishes, or a positive way out of the conflict.
If parties trusted each other, they could use their creativity to transform the conflict and find a
solution. However, distrusting and perceiving the other party as an enemy or opponent drive
them to use hard tactics, making the conflict more complex and distant from a possible
solution.

The core issue is that in a conflict situation, parties consider that outcomes are excluding:

SARA HOROWITZ
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only one can win, as in a zero-sum situation. Consequently, seeking integrative solutions is not
feasible. Therefore, it is crucial for a mediator to be trusted by the parties to a conflict, and in
order to achieve that, he must be an upright and honourable person, who shows will and
determination to help the parties, and has no hidden agendas. He should also be a good
communicator, able to listen and give good feedback, capable of following the parties’ thoughts
and, especially important, patient. Another essential condition is that he should be unfamiliar
with the conflict and the sociocultural environment where the conflict takes place.

At the beginning of the process, the mediator should create an atmosphere of trust based
on his integrity and ethics, which would allow the process to flow in moments of negative
emotional commitment (anger, hate, reference to former negative events, betrayal, etc.).

Persuasiveness

Another key to success in mediation is persuasion. The mediator, as the politician, publicist or
salesperson, can influence unintendedly but persuade intendedly without pushing or manipu-
lating. It should be made clear that negative manipulation is used by a mediator who wishes to
profit from the conflict, whereas positive manipulation is used for the benefit of the parties in
order to find a solution to the conflict. This kind of manipulation is generally needed to prevent
conflict escalation or avoid stalemate, and Tidwell considers this skill as part of the mediator’s
role.

Persuasion is a constant in human matters. The difference between persuasion and influence
is that persuasion is a conscious activity (and many times intentional), whereas influence is the result
of communication, and usually does not carry an open intention. The difference between
persuasion and effective communication lies in the following: a person can be more persuasive
for having greater information and/or understanding than the other, or for speaking in more
precise terms, while being an effective communicator does not assure achieving persuasion.
Persuasion is an interactive process. When the process is successful, the persuaded person
becomes more cooperative.

Description of the traditional role of the mediator

In plain terms, a mediator is a person who puts his knowledge and skills at the service of the
parties in a voluntary and confidential process whose result is expected to be impartial for it does
not benefit or have to do with the mediator. The mediator has authority; although the parties
acknowledge his mediation skills, the mediator does not hold or abuse power.

A mediator’s power is different from a judge’s. A judge decides on the result and his decision is
bonding, contrary to the mediator, who does not make a decision. This is an important attribute
of mediation, but also its most vulnerable aspect. Among the risks it entails, there is the possibil-
ity of one party pushing the other, or using false information to drive the deceived party into an
unfair settlement. Williams (1993) calls this possibility ‘strategic interaction’, and compares it to
deceit in games such as poker. In order to face this risk, it is essential for the mediator to be ‘on
the alert’, checking the truthfulness of the given information to avoid preventable deceits.

Positive neutrality, the essence of mediation

The fact that the mediator’s role does not imply imposing his values and principles on the
parties but following the parties, does not mean that it is a passive role. Gary Friedman (1993)
states that the mediator should have an active participation, although respectful and without
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impositions, while helping the parties assume their responsibility in the process and in decision
making. Friedman defines positive neutrality as the mediator’s constant effort to fully understand
each party. He considers that, in order to be completely objective and fully understand the
parties, the mediator should have been deeply subjective before and, if possible, put himself in
the position of each party to the dispute. Active empathy is the characteristic of positive
neutrality, and it is the contrary to keeping emotional distance.

Goals of traditional mediation

The goal of mediation is assisting the parties in conflict so that they can solve their differences.
Fisher and Ury (1981), and other Harvard scholars, speak of joint problem solving to reach a
win-win settlement or integrative solution. Unfortunately, that is not always possible. Dates,
deadlines, scarce resources, different needs, and especially emotional issues that raise feelings
such as hate and resentment, prevent reaching an agreement.

Although Landau et al. (1987) listed the following ‘goals of a mediator’ as typical of family
mediation, they can be perfectly applied to mediation in other fields. To emphasize their
comprehensive nature, the comments about aspects specific to family conflict have been
omitted.

• To develop trust and cooperation between the parties, so they can share relevant tasks and
information.

• To improve communication between the parties, or, in other words, to understand the feelings of
their counterpart, and share the decision making.

• To assure all the relevant parties their perspectives will be heard, and therefore, make them feel
they are fairly treated.

• To reduce tension and conflict, so those who have a close relationship with both parties are
not involved in a conflict of loyalties.

• To help the parties appreciate relevant information, in order to make decisions based on proper
data, after having considered alternative proposals to solve the same issues.

• To favour confidentiality, while developing a voluntary resolution to the conflict.
• To reach a reasonable and fair agreement, unlike what usually happens in court.

The mediator’s role is crucial, but his skill must focus on granting the continuity and successful
conclusion of the process rather than substituting the parties at the moment of proposing or deciding on a
solution. The importance of the mediator’s role becomes greater when negotiations come to a
standstill and are at risk of breaking off or reaching a stalemate.

The mediator should guarantee a favourable environment for negotiation, allowing parties to
listen and understand themselves and each other; acknowledge and appreciate their own interests and needs,
and arrange them in order of importance; and build – together with the mediator – options that would let
them reach a fair, feasible and long-lasting agreement, flexible enough to consider the possibility of future
adjustments to its clauses.

When the mediator meets the parties at the beginning of the process, he finds them
entrenched in their own personal views regarding their perspectives and demands, which they
consider to be the best and fairest. Both parties are fixed in those positions, since they are
unwilling to resign their values and views. The mediator must build an atmosphere of trust in
himself and the process, which will allow working towards the conflict resolution, each party
leaving aside their fantasy of recreating life according to their own wishes.
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Bush and Folger’s (1994) ‘transformative orientation to conflict’ in mediation creates the
scenario for the mediator to accompany the parties in the design of a new reality, consistent
with their values and including both perspectives. In the transformative approach, the ideal
response is not the ‘solution to the problem’; it is helping transform the parties involved so
that they:

(a) Use their potential, resources and opportunities.
(b) Belong and relate to their society (the others) . . .

by means of two kinds of approaches: (1) empowerment and (2) recognition.

Empowerment allows parties to turn from being disorganized and unable to be in control into
being calm, clear, safe, organized and able to make decisions. This approach enhances the
parties’ capacities and resources to meet their goals; when parties acknowledge their power and
capacity for self-determination, empowerment is achieved. On the contrary, if the mediator
decides for the parties, there is no transformative process. Therefore, it is the concrete steps to
transformation rather than the nature of the outcome or solution that constitutes empowerment.

Recognition in mediation means that the parties voluntarily treat each other fairly, decide to
be more open, polite and empathic, and respond to their own and other’s needs. That is to say,
they expand their perspective to include the situation of the others, and are willing to recognize
it in concrete actions, thoughts and words. Recognition favours empathy when trying to
understand things from the other’s point of view. Recognition depends on the parties.

It is worth mentioning the ethical and humanistic level of transformative mediation. The
mediator assists the parties, empowering them so they can decide for themselves, use their
potential and recognize the other as a human being – a brother or sister. ‘The experience of
interdependence, in fact, is a key part of problem-solving mediation’ (Bush and Folger 1994).

Following the mediators’ standard of ethics, the first thing a mediator should point out at the
beginning of the process, is that he is not a representative of one party or the other but a neutral
third party. Acting on a neutral and impartial basis does not mean that he cannot have an
opinion on the issues at stake, but implies that the dispute resolution process is not guided by
these opinions. His perspective or vision should accompany those of the parties in dispute, for
his role is expanding the parties’ understanding and satisfying their needs.

Traditional approaches to conflict

Regarding roles, the mediator plays a certain number of different roles in the mediation process:

• Facilitator: He ensures the continuity of the mediation process, focusing on negotiation
rather than on hardening positions.

• Opener of negotiation channels: When, for any reason, the dialogue between parties is
interrupted, the mediator intervenes to re-establish communication.

• Translator of information or communicator: If parties speak but do not understand each other,
or are not aware of certain facts, or both have different perceptions, the mediator acts as a
communicator or translator of information.

• Reformulator: In some cases, the mediator should reframe or reformulate the conflict
within the codes acceptable for all the parties, even running the risk of considering only
the general aspects of the conflict and missing the particular aspects.

• Differentiator of positions and interests: The mediator knows that the positional bargaining
can be an expression of grief, anger or desire for revenge, while representing a realistic
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hope for concessions. In general, the parties do not come to an agreement without changing the
presentation or the content of their original demands.

• Creator of options: The mediator’s role is not always passive. In order for the sessions to
advance, he should sometimes suggest options to the parties. This creative aspect of
mediation should not be discarded, but the mediator should remember that his role will
never be that of ‘selling’ a solution but suggesting ideas to the parties.

• Agent of reality: This is a critical role of the mediator. As parties come to an agreement, one
of the mediator’s functions is raising awareness regarding the needs of each party, and
building a realistic framework to assess the costs and benefits of solving the conflict in that
way.

Responses to conflict

According to Moore (1986), when a conflict arises, and there are different perceptions regard-
ing how to solve it or by what means, the first response to conflict is denying or avoiding it. But
this response – denial or avoidance – does not solve the conflict, since it continues to exist. The
second step could be trying an informal negotiation and, in case it is not successful, the
following steps to take consist of the two approaches discussed in this section: negotiation and
mediation.

Negotiation

Two parties or more open a dialogue and use offers and counter-offers in an effort to build a
mutually acceptable agreement (decide on company policies, regional treaties like the EU, etc.).
Negotiations can be either distributive or integrative. In distributive negotiations, there is only
one variable at stake, and the outcome implies that if one party gets more, there will be less for
the other (zero-sum). In integrative negotiations, there is an exchange of items and issues in
dispute, allowing a more complex and beneficial solution.

Third parties: mediators, facilitators and intervenors

If the negotiation turns out to be unsuccessful, a third party unfamiliar to the conflict or dispute
may be included to help parties identify issues and reach an agreement. For example, a neigh-
bour could mediate in a conflict between two other neighbours, or as it happened in Chile,
where a conflict arose between companies with a mining lease for 3,200 hectares around Lleu
Lleu Lake, an ancient mapuche territory, part of the mapuche nation. In this case, the law
protects the rights of the mining companies but, on the other hand, there are the native
communities and small owners who feel they are not protected by the law. The mapuche
communities are agricultural and have lived in that territory for a long time. There are sacred
places where they conduct their religious ceremonies and which are therefore spiritually sig-
nificant to these people. Including a third party to act as an intervenor or facilitator is especially
relevant to solve conflicts of this kind, since this practice is both related to their ancient tradition
and accepted as a means of conflict resolution by the modern culture.

Watkins and Winters (1997) use another term to refer to a third party who assists the others,
and who has influencing power or power to put either economic or military pressure on the
parties: the intervenor. Intervenors are third parties who, whether invited by the parties in
conflict or by unilateral action, seek affecting the outcome of the conflicts. Because of their
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power, sometimes they do not build the agreement but ‘buy’ it (as happened when the US
acted as intervenor in the conflict between Israel and Egypt).

If the person who enters the process to assist parties in search of a solution is unfamiliar with
the system or conflicting situation, he is called a mediator. On the other hand, if the person
is part of the system where the conflict arose, he is called a facilitator. ‘The traditional view
which featured mediators as unbiased third parties has been for a long time inadequate to
describe situations in which third parties have interests and the power to influence in the results,
as it happens in international (Pruitt 1981; Touval and Zartman 1991) and in-company conflicts
(Kolb 1985). However, we still lack a good conceptual scheme to understand the range of roles
played by third parties with interests and power in the resolution of conflicts. We do not know
either enough regarding the impact of interests and power on the third parties’ role in the
conflicts, or the difficult choices that arise during intervention. . . . As a starting point in our
attempt to understand the role of third parties, we do not focus on the mediators but on a
broader group. In these terms, the traditional mediators are a kind of intervenor. Other kinds are
the negotiators who seek promoting their own interests in the conflict through negotiation,
and the arbitrators, whose coercive power allows them to impose the terms of an agreement to
the litigants’ (Watkins and Winters 1997).

The intervenors in international conflicts play a wide variety of roles. While sometimes they
try to act as conventional unbiased mediators, they seldom behave in that way. Although all
mentioned forms can be present in interpersonal, intergroup and interorganizational conflicts,
some of the approaches are more accessible than others, depending on who the protagonists of
the dispute are. For example, it is easier to move away from conflicts between people rather than
conflicts between countries, or resort to negotiation when one belongs to the structure that
provides for and regulates it.

Kolb (1985) recommends differentiating interpersonal conflicts from disputes between
groups or organizations, and those between strangers from those affecting pre-existing relation-
ships. According to this author (Horowitz), the relationship between the mediator and the
parties is different in each case. On the other hand, Robert Benjamin (1995) considers that
there is not such a marked difference between international, business, financial and family
conflicts. He states that in every conflict, the following three areas can be found:

• Economic aspects.
• Legal or regulatory aspects.
• Feelings – emotions.

Benjamin suggests that the professional mediator should be trained to deal with the three areas.
He believes that the mediator’s role is helping the parties get a clearer vision in order to make
informed decisions.

Trends in mediation

Within the scope of traditional mediation, there are different trends. Some focus on
(a) the process, others on (b) the outcome, or resolution of problems, and still others on (c) the
transformative approach, each trend using different strategies.

In the first approach, the scholars focus on the process, assigning the power of mediation to
the parties, and the mediator assumes the role of ‘traffic lights’, facilitating the dialogue between
the parties in conflict.

In the second approach, focusing on the outcome, or resolution of problems, the mediator
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focuses his capacity on finding solutions and generating mutually acceptable agreements. The
mediator uses a greater number of moves which influence and put pressure on the parties in
order to come to an agreement on general and even specific issues. In this process, the potential
to solve problems is stressed, and so this kind of directive mediation, oriented towards the
settlement, has become today the dominant practice.

The third approach, or transformative approach (Bush and Folger 1994), emphasizes the cap-
acity of mediation to promote empowerment and recognition. Mediators oriented towards
transformation focus their efforts in an attempt to enable the parties to define issues and decide
the settlement terms by themselves, as well as to help the parties to better understand each
other’s perspectives. The effect of this approach is avoiding the directive orientation of the
mediation focused on the resolution of problems.

An equally important fact is that transformative mediation helps parties recognize and bene-
fit from the opportunities of moral growth inherent to the conflict. I consider this approach
a bridge between traditional mediation and Johan Galtung’s transcendent transformative
mediation.

Summing up traditional mediation

As previously stated, if a third party is included in a negotiation to assist the parties in conflict,
then we have a mediation (that is why it is called a ‘three-way negotiation’). In mediation,
parties have self-determination, for they are the only ones who make decisions regarding their
differences. Thus, they can decide upon what is convenient or appropriate to agree or, on the
contrary, when it is not the right moment to reach an agreement.

It is necessary for the parties to understand to what they are committing, i.e. if reaching an
agreement is convenient or not for them. This is called informed consent. Informed consent is one
of the positive pillars of mediation: it is useful to clarify and understand whether it is preferable
to come to an agreement at present or in the future, or if it is better never to reach a settlement.

To sum up, there are two trends in mediation: a less directive one, in which the mediator
facilitates the flow of dialogue as the traffic lights facilitate the flow of cars, and a more directive
one, in which the mediator focuses on the outcome of the mediation, thus he gives personal
opinions and even gives advice on the content of the agreement. It is noteworthy that in
financial and family mediations, the parties consider that a directive mediator is more effective
than a mediator who only assists them and favours the flow of dialogue.

Mediation, based on Johan Galtung’s theory

Johan Galtung, the ‘father’ of Peace Studies as a science, developed the Transcendent Transforma-
tive Theory of Conflict. Instead of the term mediator, he prefers to use ‘peace worker’ or ‘conflict
worker’, for mediator is someone who is in the middle. However, in this section, the peace
worker will be referred to as ‘the mediator’.

Galtung offers a different and interesting view of traditional mediation when he points out
that it is better for the mediator to enter the process being ignorant of the culture and customs
of the place where he will mediate, so he will have to ask and receive ‘inside information’ from
the parties in conflict. The tool of every mediator is the word; the goal is opening a sincere and
committed dialogue. Of course, the mediator needs to achieve a deep understanding of the
culture in which the conflict is immersed and nurtured. Then, the mediator is like a diplomat
who travels to different countries, learning the local culture by speaking and asking questions of
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local residents. When the mediator cannot learn more, it is time to be recycled, change com-
munity and start learning a new culture.

Along the same lines, another author, Alan Campbell (1996), states that the mediator plays two
roles. First is the inquisitive tourist, curious, eager to learn the society – the culture – he is visiting,
and for whom everything is pleasant and fine. (As happens with tourists, he is not expected to
condemn or be bothered by different local customs; on the contrary, he is curious and wants to
learn about the new culture. In a conflict situation, the mediator wants to learn about both
parties, considering them as different cultures.) Second is the tourist guide, presenting to each
party the subculture of the other. It does not matter whether the parties share background and
culture; at the moment of conflict, both act as if they belonged to different subcultures.

An interesting proposal of Galtung is that in a mediation process, there should be the same
number of mediators and parties; in this scheme, the mediator’s role is that of an ‘auxiliary I’,1

assisting and helping the parties in conflict, taking into account their feelings, thoughts and
goals. He considers that having a greater number of parties and issues in conflict is enriching
and positive, since it allows for a greater number of integrative solutions.

The mediator enters the conflict as a third party, whether invited or not, and he must know
that his duty is to assist the parties, respecting their goals and needs, and seeking to generate a
dialogue based on the idea that:

• We are all part of the humankind, in which we are united in suffering. From this
perspective, there is the responsibility2 to reduce violence and destruction.

• The mediator is independent,3 does not conceal information or have a hidden agenda. He
does not make use of threats, punishments, rewards or promises to get the parties to yield.
Only fair play is accepted.

• The mediator brings to the conflict general knowledge, skills, empathy, nonviolence,
creativity, compassion and persistence.

• It is essential for the mediator to be willing to learn about the parties and speak with them,
exchanging general and local knowledge. He needs to know, grasp, understand and
explore the conflict, in order to assist the parties in the resolution of it.

The mediator’s profile should be low, even as regards his fees; they should be accessible to all
parties, not very high in case one of the parties cannot afford them. The world needs a huge
number of humble and competent conflict workers (mediators), good at transforming conflicts,
able to transcend them with creativity and respect for human rights, working on a legitimacy
criteria.

This third party should not limit his work to the analysis of the situation, predictions and/or
to speak and write. The mediator’s task is based on self-reflection. In order to explore oneself,
Galtung suggests the following ten-item list, which includes possible questions, and has been
respectfully reproduced:

1 Motivation: Why do I do this job? For them? For me? To get a promotion? Fame?
Reputation? Experience? Out of scientific curiosity?

2 General knowledge: Do I know the conflict and the local culture in depth? Do I have and
make use of common sense?

3 Specific local knowledge: Do I have information enough to make good, pertinent and
helpful questions, or do I wish to understand only certain aspects? We are trying to
understand if the worker is unbiased, and is really eager to learn.

4 Skills: Do I have skills enough to make myself clear? To understand others? To listen
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(including silence)? Do I tend to impose my thoughts? Do I have sense of humour? Am I
optimistic?

5 Empathy: Am I mature and sensitive enough to understand the others in a peaceful and
unbiased way?

6 Non-violence: Am I a nonviolent person in action, word and thought? Do I easily lose my
mind? Am I verbally violent? In my manners? Do I think it is alright to disagree?

7 Creativity: Can I get detached from the problem and project a positive future? Do I find it
appealing to challenge logics? Can I understand the positive and healing aspects of the
conflict? Do I like and enjoy finding original and different solutions?

8 Compassion: Am I sensitive to the suffering of others or are they mere objects to me? Do I
consider that it is fine to take care of others? Am I governed by individualistic behaviours,
letting each person take care of their own issues?

9 Persistence: Do I have the capacity to go on despite difficulties or negative conditions? Do
I get impatient when the others do not follow my advice?

10 Process: Do I understand that life is a continuous process? Do I understand that it is not
linear? Do I seek to expand my knowledge and feelings? Do I consider myself smart?

The psychoanalyst Donald Winnicott (1994) refers to the good mother as a ‘sufficiently
good mother’, who understands her child, accompanies his growth without pushing, creating a
space that allows him to be different, and assists him in case of need. I consider that, on the same
lines, a good mediator could be defined as the ‘sufficiently good mediator’, who provides a
service to the parties in dispute without putting pressure on it with his own desires.

The mediator’s task is very complex and stressing; that is why it is advisable to include
relaxation habits, meditation or some kind of self-reflection to allow him to focus and ‘cool
down’. If a mediator wants to help others, before each session he should work on his own
prejudices, the negative influence from other environments, and his strengths or weaknesses, as
well. Self-knowledge is a basic requirement to work as a mediator or peace worker.

Regarding the knowledge of the social and cultural context of the parties in conflict, it is
interesting to note that the nongovernmental organizations which offer help worldwide and
assist in cases of war, often send mediators who belong to an academic elite – high-class white
scholars from the West, mainly men. The war in Bosnia-Herzegovina and natural catastrophes
like the tsunami give an account of the phenomenon. However, in his requirements for the
mediator’s profile, Galtung considers that it would be more positive for the mediator to be a
woman, since women get less involved in situations of physical violence and are more sensitive
and empathic concerning somebody else’s grief. As regards age, it would be better to look for
young, idealistic people, or older experienced mediators. Race is indifferent to him, although
racists would not accept mediators of other race than theirs. He prefers middle-class mediators
to high-class or elite mediators, since the latter better understand the government and their
leaders rather than the people. Regarding nationality and religion, he is keener on the ‘soft’
rather than the ‘hard’ ones (among the Christians, the Quakers; among the Muslims, the Sufis;
and in Judaism, the humanists who follow Martin Buber’s line of work). Galtung also suggests
that a mediator who comes from smaller towns is likely to be humbler, and will also tend to
solve problems without using weapons.

How to relate to the parties in conflict

The basic attitude is respect, even if the mediator might have difficulties in feeling empathy or
friendliness for any of the parties. In every conflict there is a part of legitimate claim. The parties
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to the dispute are in crisis, and many times they show their darker or harder side. When the
mediator comes to intervene, the conflict has already escalated, and many times there is nothing
but hate and a desire for revenge between the parties. Actually, they are trapped and tend to
blame the others for the difficult situations through which they are going.

The positive aspect of being a third party unfamiliar to the conflict is that, if not emotionally
involved, the mediator will be able to help the parties speak and find their own solution to the
conflict. Which are the risks of getting emotionally involved? The mediator may be tempted to:

• Psychiatrize the parties, labelling them as mentally ill.
• Criminalize the parties, seeing them as morally wrong and deserving punishment.
• Idiotize the parties, considering them simple and dumb, needing to be educated.

Human beings identify4 themselves with some people (positive feelings) and reject others. In
the context of transcendent transformative mediation, openness to dialogue is the goal, and the
dialogue itself is the tool.

Empathy to soften attitudes

Empathy is the capacity to deeply understand the other at a cognitive and emotional level and it
is the mediator’s basic skill. Galtung is very strict regarding empathy. He states that, ‘being in
somebody else’s shoes’ is not enough. It does not matter how the conflict worker reacts; the
core is how ‘they’ – the parties in conflict – react and how the peace worker understands the
parties. Should the mediator be guided by these feelings, he would react as the parties them-
selves and that is not the task of a mediator. Hence, the importance of the conflict worker being
somebody from the outside.

Empathy allows mediators not to get trapped in the negative feelings that are part of the
mediation process but identify themselves as human beings, seeking legitimate goals based on
respect for human rights, especially those related to the fulfilment of basic needs. Every party to
a conflict, over and above violent means or expressions, has valid and legitimate goals and
demands on which nonviolent and creative solutions can be built.

Dehumanizing a party (the opposite to empathy) prevents the mediator from identifying the
legitimate claims present in every dispute. The mediator needs to stimulate the search for a
settlement which would not make parties feel rejected. We must remember that sometimes to
understand is to forgive, and that the role of the mediator is assisting the parties to end a
situation by nonviolent means, opening a dialogue between them.

Generating empathy has to do with establishing a respectful and deep relationship with the
different people. It may also be necessary, in order to build mutual trust and generate empathy,
to allow parties to share their feelings, establish an open dialogue with each party and, after
achieving a deep understanding of each one, foster communication between them.

Attitudes should be softened, trying to reach the goals without violence, without the
intention of hurting the other, and working with nonviolence at four levels:

1 In thought, meditating and promoting an inner, self-reflective dialogue.
2 In speech, avoiding labelling, blaming, demonizing the other while searching for common

roots and sharing the future responsibilities, calming anxieties and fears, helping the
parties to visualize a future in which they could live.

3 In action, making use of different resources, meeting to negotiate, avoiding repressive
answers and the use of weapons.
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4 In creativity to overcome contradictions. Creativity implies that the solution transcends the
conflict; it goes beyond saving the ‘honour’ or ‘face’ of the parties or the actual situation.
This is an interesting way of implementing creativity to prevent the parties from building
defences and opposing new ideas; it is considering the new situations as possibilities
rather than statements, since the original ideas suggested by others tend to be rejected by
those who have not considered or proposed them.

In order to get people to transcend contradiction and become creative, it is necessary to enter
a new perspective, a new dimension. Galtung goes deeper in this issue and differentiates indi-
vidual creativity from collective creativity. Individual creativity can be worked on by analogy, by
comparing similar situations, by placing situations at the same level, and by establishing the
complete difference. Collective creativity can be worked on doing brainstorming, pasting sheets
of paper on the wall and giving pencils to people, debating, discussing, imagining, writing on
cards and organizing them according to CCC (Condition, Consequence, Context). Creativity
is a turn, a spin of basic dimensions such as space and time. We need to add who? and how? to
this. For Galtung, the best solution is that which can be reverted.

Conclusions

The basics of the mediator’s task are to be a trustworthy and honourable person, unfamiliar to
the conflict or problem, who has the skills and the will to help in an empathic way, understand
and assist in an unbiased way the parties to the dispute. In mediation, there are three central
issues that all mediators should learn and consider:

1 The communication, including the divergence of perceptions present in every conflict.
2 The conflict process, since it has a predictable path, the mediator should recognize and

predict escalation, stalemate and other variables that may arise during the conflict.
3 His or her own negotiating style when facing a disagreement situation, as well as

identifying the different negotiating styles of others.

It is also important that the mediator should know how to ask, listen and recognize differ-
ences in a sensible way; consider each party as a human being; and be able to follow each party’s
speech without getting involved or imposing his personal values. The mediator should be a
person who asks a lot and generates empathy in the response; who is external to the society or
group he will try to assist. Mediation is a confidential process, embedded in the parties’ values
and wishes rather than the mediator’s.

In order to help solve a conflict, the mediator seeks to create an appropriate atmosphere;
share the existing information on the parties’ interests; and help them suggest and reduce
options, until they can make a rational decision, located in some point between the prospective
agreement and what they claimed.

To conclude dealing with traditional mediation, we must insist that the mediator’s role is
crucial, but his skill must focus on granting the continuity and successful conclusion of the process rather
than substituting the parties at the moment of proposing or deciding on a solution.

In the transcendent transformative mediation, when a mediator knows enough of the local
culture, he should be recycled, go to another place and start the task once again, as diplomats do.
Finally, a transcendent solution is oriented towards a legitimate, positive and constructive future.
Sometimes this solution does not agree with the law or with the structural violence that may
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exist in a society in which there is enough food but the population is starving because they do
not have the money to buy the food. Therefore, it can be legal – according to local laws – but
not legitimate. Human rights and basic needs are non-negotiable, and so should be for the whole
of humankind.

If mediation implies opening the dialogue between two parties which see themselves as
antagonist, maybe the education of future generations should be focused on the development
of the virtues which, according to Comte-Sponville (2004), are applied values, instead of on
teaching theoretical values which have fallen in disuse.

Slavery seemed a natural event, impossible to be eradicated at that time; the use of violence
and war also seems natural and difficult to eradicate. We must imagine and design a peaceful
world so maybe, in the future, dialogue outweighs weapons and the use of power. We need a
positive, legitimate and fair world, not only a legal one.

Notes

1 Term coined by Sara Horowitz.
2 For Galtung, the responsibility may be ‘by commission’, regarding a violent or improper event, or ‘by

omission’, for not having intervened in an unfair, and therefore, illegitimate situation.
3 This is similar to the concept of impartiality in the traditional theory, in which impartiality means not

getting benefits from the process or the outcome.
4 Identification is a way of projecting in others the positive aspects we believe to have in common. This

leads to the loss of neutrality.
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Veena Das 

Language and Body: Transactions in the 

Construction of Pain 

In repeatedly trying to write the meaning(s) of violence 

against women in Indian society, I find that the languages of 

pain through which social sciences could gaze at, touch, or 

become textual bodies on which this pain is written often elude 

me.1 The enormity of the violence is not in question. The very 
moment of the birth of India as a nation free from colonial domi 

nation was also the scene of unprecedented collective violence. 

One of the earliest studies of this violence stated that history had 

not known a fratricidal war of such dimensions: "Decrepit old 

men, defenseless women, helpless young children, infants in arms 

by the thousands were done to death by Muslim, Hindu and Sikh 
fanatics."2 One of the signatures of this violence was the large 
scale abduction and rape of women. The earliest estimates put the 

figure of abducted women from both sides of the border at close 
to one hundred thousand. In the legislative debates in the Con 

stituent Assembly it was stated, on December 15, 1949, that 

thirty-three thousand Hindu or Sikh women had been abducted by 

Muslims, while the Pakistan Government had claimed that fifty 
thousand Muslim women had been abducted by Hindu or Sikh 

men. I have elsewhere analyzed the discourses of the State on 

abducted women and their recovery as well as the composition of 

the personal voice in accounts by women.3 I want to reenter this 

scene of devastation to ask how one should inhabit such a world 

that has been made strange through the desolating experience of 

violence and loss. Stanley Cavell describes this as the Emersonian 

gesture of approaching the world through a kind of mourning for it.4 

Veena Das is Professor of Sociology at the University of Delhi. 
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In the work of mourning in many societies it is the transactions 

between language and body, especially in the gendered division of 

labor, by which the antiphony of language and silence recreates 

the world in the face of tragic loss. It is not that in turning to these 

transactions I expect to find direct answers to the questions on 

violence and the problem of meaning, but I do want to reenter 

some of the texts with which I have engaged earlier to make the 

dialogue deeper on two questions:5 1) How is it that the imaging 
of the project of nationalism in India came to include the appro 

priation of bodies of women as objects on which the desire for 

nationalism could be brutally inscribed and a memory for the 

future made? 2) Did forms of mourning find a place in the re 

creation of the world in, for instance, the discursive formations in 

post-Independence India? 

In forming these questions I am borrowing a metaphor from 

Stanley Cavell?the metaphor of philosophy as a river that flows 

between the two shores of the metaphysical and the everyday. The 

river does not have to ask which of these two shores is more 

important for its existence.6 But from the present position in which 

I write, one appears as the distant shore on which events of 

violence, brutal rape and abduction of women, and painful in 

scriptions of nationalist slogans on the bodies of women made 

sudden appearances. One is never certain whether the distance of 

these images is an optical illusion, for there is always the tempta 

tion, as in family and nationalist narratives, to cast away these 

images from the shore of everyday experience to some distant 

unseen horizon. Yet, one must ask what this brutalization did to 

the experiences of self, community, and nation. At the very least 

these scenes of violence constitute the (perhaps metaphysical) thresh 

old within which the scenes of ordinary life are lived. 
The second shore is the near one, on which the experience of 

loss in the flow of everyday life makes the voices of women 

"public" in the process of mourning. In the genre of lamentation, 
women have control both through their bodies and through their 

language?grief is articulated through the body, for instance, by 
infliction of grievous hurt on oneself, "objectifying" and making 

present the inner state,7 and is finally given a home in language. 
Thus the transactions between body and language lead to an 

articulation of the world in which the strangeness of the world 
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revealed by death, by its non-inhabitability, can be transformed 

into a world in which one can dwell again, in full awareness of a 

life that has to be lived in loss. This is one path towards healing? 
women call such healing simply the power to endure. 

And now we see the two shores together within a single frame. 

Was it possible for women and men to take this image of healing 
and recreate that which died when the desire for nationalism and 

autonomy from colonial subjugation became metamorphosed into 

sexual violation?8 Could that which died be named, acknowl 

edged, and mourned? Or would one be condemned to dwell alone 

and nameless in the ruins of memory, as Lawrence Langer calls 

them?9 

Some realities need to be fictionalized before they can be appre 
hended. This is apparent in the weight of the distinction between 
the three registers of the real, the symbolic, and the imaginary in 

the work of Lacan, and in Castoriadis's formulation of the neces 

sity of working on the register of the imaginary for the 

conceptualization of society itself.10 I shall allow myself three 

scenes, or phantasms, that provide a theoretical scaffolding to the 

issues I address. In these three scenes I call upon the words of the 

philosopher Wittgenstein, the poet-novelist-essayist Tagore, and 

the short story writer Sadat Hasan Manto, as persons who re 

sponded to the call of the world in the register of the imaginary. 

Tagore and Manto are important to me for they answered in the 

sounds and senses of the Indian languages to the scenes of devas 

tation; Wittgenstein because he showed the possibilities of imagi 
nation of pain within a rigorous philosophical grammar. In plac 

ing their texts within mine, I can simultaneously be there and not 

be there. I hope I shall be evoking these texts not in the manner of 

a thief who has stolen another voice but in the manner of one who 

pawns herself to the words of this other.11 

I 

The first scene is from Wittgenstein's The Blue and Brown Books 
on the question of how my pain may reside in another body: 

In order to see that it is conceivable that one person should have 

pain in another person's body, one must examine what sorts of facts 
we call criteria for a pain being in a certain place... .Suppose I feel 
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a pain which on the evidence of the pain alone, e.g. with closed eyes, 
I should call a pain in my left hand. Someone asks me to touch the 

painful spot with my right hand. I do so and looking around 

perceive that I am touching my neighbor's hand_This would be 

pain felt in another's body.12 

In this movement between bodies, the sentence "I am in pain" 
becomes the conduit through which I may move out of an inex 

pressible privacy and suffocation of my pain. This does not mean 

that I am understood. Wittgenstein uses the route of a philosophi 
cal grammar to say that this is not an indicative statement, al 

though it may have the formal appearance of one. It is the begin 

ning of a language game. Pain, in this rendering, is not that 

inexpressible something that destroys communication or marks an 

exit from one's existence in language. Instead, it makes a claim 

asking for acknowledgment, which may be given or denied. In 

either case, it is not a referential statement that is simply pointing 
to an inner object. 

What is fascinating for me is that in drawing the scene of the 

pathos of pain, Wittgenstein creates language as the bodying forth 

of words. Where is my pain?in touching you to point out the 

location of that pain?has my pointing finger?there it is?found 

your body, which my pain (our pain) can inhabit, at least for that 

moment when I close my eyes and touch your hand? And if the 

language for the inexpressibility of pain is always falling short of 

my need for its plenitude, then is this not the sense of disappoint 
ment that human beings have with themselves and the language 

that is given to them? But also, does the whole task of becoming 

human, even of becoming perversely human, not involve a re 

sponse (even if this is rage) to the sense of loss when language 
seems to fail? Wittgenstein's example of my pain inhabiting your 
body seems to me to suggest either the institution that the repre 
sentation of shared pain exists in imagination but is not experi 

enced, in which case one would say that language is hooked rather 

inadequately to the world of pain. Or, alternately, that the expe 
rience of pain cries out for this response of the possibility that my 

pain could reside in your body and that the philosophical gram 
mar of pain is an answer to that call. 
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II 

The second scene is from Rabindranath Tagore. A pr?figuration of 

the investment of sexuality into the project of nationalism is found 

in three important novels?Gora, Ghore Baire, and Char Adhyaya. 
Here I want to simply draw out certain passages from Ghore Baire 

(Home and the World)?a novel that is set in the context of the 

Swadeshi movement against the British Raj. The struggle is to free 

the self that has become frozen in language. It is this frozen self 

that reads itself as if it were a script. It produces a magnification 
of the images of both nation and sexuality, and in Tagore's read 

ing it is the pursuit of such magnified images that can make one 

blind towards the unique concreteness of being and hence to the 

experience of suffering. 
The story of Ghore Baire is well known. The narrative device is 

to relate the story through interspersed accounts of the three main 

characters: Nikhil, the local zamindar who is bound to his praja 
(subjects who include both Hindus and Muslims) by ties of pa 
tronage and love; his wife Bimala whose desire moves from Nikhil 

to Sandip and then returns to Nikhil; and his friend Sandip, the 

fiery nationalist revolutionary. I shall reproduce only some root 

metaphors from each character. 

Bimala 

When inspired by Sandip's passionate speech in favor of the Swadeshi 

movement, which she has heard with other women from behind 

the curtains, Bimala tells her husband that she wishes to serve food 
to Sandip with her own hands (i.e., not through the mediation of 
a servant). Serving food by a woman to a man can be a very 
sensuous gesture, hovering between the maternal and the sexual in 

Bengali imagery. This is the first time Bimala will enter any male 

presence except that of her husband, for according to convention, 
women of the feudal household do not step outside the women's 

arena. 

I shall speak the truth. That day I felt?why has not God made me 

unbelievably beautiful-Today as this great day dawns, let the 
men of the nation see in its women?the form of the goddess 
Jagaddhatri (the one who holds the earth)_Will Sandip be able to 
see that awakened power of the country in me? Or will he think that 
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I am an ordinary woman, merely the wife who lives in his friend's 

house? 

Sandip 
The magnification of her image in Sandip's eyes that Bimala de 

sires will find an answering chord. But before I describe that, it is 

important to ask how Sandip constructs himself. The opening line, 
when the reader first hears the voice of Sandip, is enlightening: 

When I read my own account, I reflect, is that Sandip? Am I simply 
constructed in language? Am I just a book constructed of flesh and 

blood? 

And then responding to the desire for the magnification of the 

image of Bimala that would merge with the image of the nation? 

a desire, however, which is read as a need?Sandip continues: 

Unless they can behold the nation with their own eyes, our people 
will not awaken. The nation needs the icon of a goddess_It will 

not do if we construct the icon. It is the icons that have been 

transmitted by tradition that will have to be transformed into the 

icons of our nation. The path of worship is deeply transcribed in our 

country?traversing that path we shall have to direct the devotional 
stream towards the nation. 

When I saw Bimala, I said that god(dess) for whose worship I 

have come to the earth after a hundred thousand yugas, till s (he) 
revealed her form to me, till then could I have believed in her with 

all my body and soul? If I had not been able to behold you, then I 

could not have seen the whole country as one, this I have told you 

many times. I do not know if you understand this. It is very difficult 

to explain that the gods in their heaven remain invisible, only in the 

world of death do they show themselves. 

And as reported speech in Bimala's story: 

Sandip got up and said, man reaches such a state when the whole 

world comes to be concentrated in one small place.13 Here in your 
salon I have seen my world revealed-1 worship you-After see 

ing you my mantra (sacred formula) has changed. Not vande matram 

(I worship the nation as mother) but vande priyam (I worship the 

nation as beloved), vande mohinim (I worship the nation as the 

enticing one). The mother protects us.. .the beloved destroys us. 

Beautiful is that destruction. You hear the tinkling of the bells of 
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that dance of death. This delicate, luminous, fruit bearing, the one 

cooled by the Malay mountains14?this earth of Bengal?you have 

altered its image in the eyes of your devotee in the fraction of a 

second [lit. in the blinking of an eye]. You, oh Mohini (the enticing 
one, a female form that god Vishnu took to entice the demons to 

drink poison)?you have come with your vessel of poison?I shall 

either die after drinking this poison or shall become the one who has 

conquered death. 

Nikhil 
In an argument with Sandip: 

I am willing to serve my country but not to worship it. To offer 

worship to anyone else except that which should be worshipped is 
to destroy it. 

In an argument with Sandip on the nation as an icon (as reported 

speech in Sandip's voice): 

But all this is very difficult to explain to Nikhil. Truth is now like 
a prejudice in his mind. As if there is a special substance called truth. 
I have said to him often that where falsity is truth there falsehood 

alone is truth. That falsehood shall be superior to truth. Those who 
can think of the icon of the nation as a truth, that icon will do the 

work of truth. We as a people cannot visualize the idea of a nation 

with ease but we can see the icon as the nation easily. When all this 

is well known then those who want to accomplish the project of 

nationalism, will have to work with this understanding. 
Nikhil suddenly got very agitated and said, you have lost the 

power to serve the truth, therefore you want a sacred formula to 

drop from the skies. This is why when for hundreds of years the 
work of the nation has remained undone, you now want to make 
the nation into a god so that you can stretch your palms in suppli 
cation and receive a blessing as if by magic. 

And finally in accepting his defeat in that his wife and beloved 
Bimala saw him as a diminished human being in comparison to 

Sandip, but refusing to accept this as the extinguishing of the self: 

Today I shall have to see myself and Bimala completely from the 
outside. I am greedy. I wanted to enjoy that Tilottama (a mythic 

woman created by the gods so that every particle of her being was 

perfect) as my mental creation. The Bimala who had an external 
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existence had become a pretext for that. But Bimala is what she is? 

she does not have to become Tilottama for me?there is no reason 

for that. 

Today I have understood this clearly?I am just a contingency in 

Bimala's life. That person with whom Bimala's whole being can 

merge, that person is Sandip. But it would be a great lie if I were to 

say that it means I am nothing for my manhood was not simply a 

means to capture the women of the interior. 

An Interlude 

The movements that run through these three voices may be brought 

together at this moment for a tentative weaving together. Each of 

the two men have found their destruction in Bimala, but in differ 

ent ways. Sandip began his account by voicing the idea that he was 

just a script?someone who had no existence outside of language. 
In the only moment of authenticity that is permitted to him, which 

comes when Bimala has turned away from him, she responds to a 

passionate plea by saying "Sandip Babu, have you got several 

speeches written in your exercise book?so you can produce an 

appropriate one for each occasion?" Sandip's own fear is finally 
confirmed in the reflection in Bimala's speech?he exists only in 

language. His words do not falsify an inner life or draw a veil over 

it?they are indeed functioning to hide the fact that there is no 

inner life to hide. His search for the nation is a search for an icon, 
his desire for the other is for a magnification of image in which the 

lack of individual self may be hidden by a collectivization of 
desire. I would have been tempted to draw an analogy with the 

idea of certain kinds of ghosts in folklore, whose identities are 

revealed in a mirror by the fact that they cast no reflection. But 

Rabindranath himself, who appears in the voice of a schoolmaster, 

compares him to the new moon (amavasyar chand)?simply an 

absence. 

As distinctions dissolve and the nation becomes a magnified 

image of beloved worshipped in the abstract, it becomes possible 
to inflict all kinds of violence on all those who resist this or who 

create counter images, equally enlarged. The desire for icons al 

lows the nation as an absent object to be made magically visible 

through an investment in this magnified sexuality. The potential 
for violence is written in this construction. The story ends with a 
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communal carnage that the reader does not gaze at directly but 

that is happening outside the immediate frame, waiting as it were, 
as the double of the nationalist ideology that has been propounded. 

Nikhil may seem to have won since Bimala returns to him. But 

in their last exchange of intimacies, Bimala falls on his feet and 

begs him to let her worship him. Is this traditional slippage be 
tween husband and god not what he has tried to resist in their 

relationship all along? He does not try to stop her from this 

disastrous identification any more: "Who am I to stop her?after 

all it is not I who am the recipient of this worship." Nikhil's defeat 

is the realization that the everyday life embodied in tradition lives 

as much in the worship of icons (the husband as god) as the new 

transformations that Sandip is trying to bring (nation as god). We 

see Nikhil riding away from us into the heart of the carnage, 

offering himself either as a sacrificial victim or as a martyr (but 
never being named as such)?the very magnification of the image 
of nation and the investment of sexual desire in it has made it into 

a monster. We only know, as the voice of the schoolteacher tells 

us, that it will not do for him not to go there, for what is being 
done to the women is unspeakable. Towards the end he is brought 

back, injured, in a carriage. The news, says the person who has 

rescued him, is not good. We do not know if he will live or die. 

Tagore does not permit himself a closure. Nikhil is the truth 
seeker who can find comfort neither in the psychological clich?s of 
tradition (husband is god), nor of modernity (nation is god). He 
sees the potential of violence in both. Tradition is what diminishes 

women and permits a subtle everyday violence to be perpetrated 
upon them. Thus, when Bimala once comments that women's 

hearts are ungenerous, small, Nikhil replies, "yes, like the feet of 

Chinese women that are tied and never allowed to grow." In the 

modern project of building a nation the image is not diminished, 
but enlarged. Its dramatization means that bodies of women are 

violently appropriated for the cause as nationalism gives birth to 

its double?communalism. If one deified women so that the nation 

could be imagined as the beloved, the other makes visible the dark 
side of this project by making the bodies of women the surfaces on 

which their text of the nation is written.15 

Body and language both function here as simulacrums in which 

collective desire and collective death meet. Nikhil, the truth seeker, 
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prefigures the image of the martyr who must offer himself in an 

unheroic mode so that the magnified images of gods and demons 

have a chance to be humanized again. I think this is the task 

Tagore sets his reader?to hear the unfinished nature of this story, 
the transformations of the projects of tradition and modernity. 

Ill 

The third phantasm I want to evoke is from a story by Sadat 

Hassan Manto entitled "Khol Do," which I first analyzed in 1986.16 
The setting is the Partition of India and the riots, though we never 

gaze at the violence directly. An aged father and his daughter take 

a journey from one side of the border to the other. On reaching his 

destination, the father cannot find his daughter. He goes berserk 

searching for her. He comes across some young men who are 

acting as volunteers to help trace lost relatives. He tells them about 

his daughter and urges them to find her. They promise to help. 
The young men find Sakina, the daughter, hiding in a forest half 

crazed with fear. They reassure her by telling her how they had 
met her father. She climbs into the jeep with them. One of them, 

seeing how embarrassed she is because she does not have her 

duppata (veil), gives her his jacket so that she can cover her 

breasts. 

We next see a clinic. A near dead body is being brought on a 

stretcher. The father, Sarajjudin, recognizes the corpse. It is his 

daughter. Numbly he follows the stretcher to the doctor's cham 

ber. Reacting to the stifling heat in the room, the doctor points to 

the window and says "khol do" ("open it"). 

There is a movement in the dead body. The hands move towards 

the tape of the salwar (trouser) and fumble to unloosen (lit. open) 
it. Old Sarajjudin shouts in joy "my daughter is alive?my daugh 
ter is alive." The doctor is drenched in sweat. 

As I understood this story in 1986,1 saw Sakina condemned to 
a living death. The normality of language has been destroyed, as 

Sakina can hear words conveying only the "other" command. 

Such a fractured relation to language has been documented for 

many survivors of prolonged violence, for whom it is the ordinari 

ness of language that divides them from the rest of the world. I 

noted that even Sakina's father cannot comprehend the non-world 
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into which she has been plunged, for he mistakes the movement in 

the body as a sign of life whereas in truth it is the sign of her living 
death. Only the doctor as the off-the-center character in the story 
can register the true horror. 

On deeper meditation, I think there is one last movement that I 

did not then comprehend. In giving the shout of joy and saying 

"my daughter is alive," the father does not speak here in person 
alized voices of tradition. In the societal context of this period, 

when ideas of purity and honor densely populated the literary 

narratives, as well as family and political narratives, so that fathers 

willed their daughters to die for family honor rather than live with 
bodies that had been violated by other men, this father wills his 

daughter to live even as parts of her body can do nothing else but 

proclaim her brutal violation. 

In the terms set by the example from The Blue and Brown 

Books, one may ask if the pain of the female body so violated can 

live in a male body. One can read in Manto a transaction between 

death and life, body and speech, in the figures of the daughter and 
the father. In the speech of the father, at least, the daughter is 

alive, and though she may find an existence only in his utterance, 
he creates through his utterance a home for her mutilated and 

violated self. Compare this with hundreds of accounts purporting 
to be based on direct experience in which the archetypal motif was 

of a girl finding her way to her parents' home after having been 

subjected to rape and plunder, and being told, "why are you 
here?it would have been better if you were dead." As I have 

argued elsewhere, such rejections may not have occurred as often 

as they were alleged to have happened in narratives. But the 

widespread belief in such narrative truths of sacrificing the daugh 
ter to maintain the unsullied purity and honor of the family attests 

to the power of this myth. To be masculine when death was all 

around was to be able to hand death to your violated daughter 
without flinching?to obliterate any desire for the concreteness 

and uniqueness of this human being who once played in your 

family yard.17 In the background of such stories, a single sentence 

of joy uttered by old Sarajjudin transforms the meaning of being a 
father. 

In Tagore's reading of Sandip, he was capable of constituting 
himself as a linguistic clich?. In Manto, the sentence, "my daugh 
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ter is alive," is like Wittgenstein's, "I am in pain." Although it has 

the formal appearance of an indicative statement, it is to beseech 

the daughter to find a way to live in the speech of the father. And 
it happens not at the moment when her dishonor is hidden from 

the eyes of the world but at the moment when her body proclaims 
it. This sentence is the beginning of a relationship, not its end. 

At this moment I want to present the glimpse of a later argu 
ment. I have written elsewhere that in the gendered division of 

labor in the work of mourning, it is the task of men to ritually 
create a body for the dead person and to find a place in the cosmos 

for the dead. This task, which is always a very difficult one for the 

mourner, may even become repulsive, as when members of the 

Aghori sect, who live on cremation grounds, state that in the cases 

when someone has died an unnatural or violent death, they have 

to consume parts of the dead body so as to free the dead person 
from living the fate of a homeless ghost. I wonder if Sarajjudin 
performed this terrifying task of accepting the tortured relation 

ship with the daughter whom other fathers may have simply cast 

away as socially dead. And instead of the simplified images of 

healing that assume that reliving a trauma or decathecting desire 

from the lost object and reinvesting it elsewhere, we need to think 

of healing as a kind of relationship with death. 

IV 

Nadia Serematakis has recently used the idea of the ethics of 

antiphony to describe the structure of Greek mourning rituals. She 

shows how the interaction between acoustic, linguistic, and corpo 
real orientations gives a public definition to a "good death" and 

distinguishes it from a "bad death": "The acoustics of death 

embodied in 'screaming' and lamenting and the presence or 'ap 

pearance' {fanerosi) of kin construct the 'good death.' The silent 

death is the asocial 'bad death' without kin support. Silence here 
connotes the absence of witness."18 Thus, it is the special role of 

women to "witness" death and to convert silence into speech.19 In 

the rendering of this issue by Serematakis, death is always seen as 

physical death. What happens to the work of mourning when 

women have been abducted, raped, and condemned to a social 

death? The classic ritualistic solution in this case is for the social 
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body to cut itself completely off from the polluted individual. This 
is objectified and made present by the performance of symbolic 

mourning for the "dead" person, by such ritualistic devices as the 

breaking of a pot that comes to stand for the person who has 

socially died but is physically alive. This is the sentiment underly 
ing the stories I described earlier of kinsmen refusing to accept 

women who had been abducted or violated; or of men construing 
their kinship obligations in terms of the obligation to kill a beloved 
sister or wife rather than let her fall into the hands of men of the 

other community. Such women who were violated and rejected 

may be said to be occupying a zone between two deaths, rather 

than between life and death. Let us take a step backwards towards 

mourning in everyday life as it occurs in the case of "normal" 

deaths and ask whether it was possible to deploy the cultural codes 

to represent the kind of social death that I have described. It does 
not seem an easy matter to transform these "bad deaths" into 

"good deaths." 

In an earlier paper, I described the division of labor between 

women and men, between professional mourners and close rela 

tives, and between kin and affines in giving structure to the work 

of mourning in Punjabi families.20 It is through the ritual work 

performed by the professional mourners (usually women of the 

Barber caste who have very specialized roles in the death rituals) 
that grief was objectified in the form of a portrait. We can glean 
from descriptions given in several accounts that women would 

form a circle around the dead body and move in circular forms, all 

the time beating their breasts and inflicting injuries upon their own 

bodies. In the frenzy of this "grief" they would tear at their clothes 

and their hair, improvising various mourning laments to make the 

loss that has occurred public and utterable. They would give the 

lead in the mourning laments to the women who were closely 
related to the dead person. The laments would articulate what the 

loss has meant for each person, now bereaved. The address was to 

the dead person, to the living, and to their own bodies, as well as 

to the gods. I give a brief example of each kind of address: 

(To the dead son)?Open your eyes just once my beloved jewel 
(mere lal)?you have never stalled any request I made of you. 
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(To the men who are going to take the dead body of her husband to 

the cremation ground)?Do not let the fire touch him?I fold my 
hands before you?he could never bear the heat. 

(To one's own body)?Are you made of stone that you do not break 

when you see this calamity? 

(To the family goddess, referring to the fact that the goddess is a 

virgin?address is by the mother of a dead son)?You call yourself 
a goddess?you were just jealous of the good fortune of my bahu? 

son's wife?you had to make her a widow because you have your 
self never found a husband?you call yourself a goddess?you are a 

demoness. 

I could give extensive examples of blasphemy in the laments, on 

how women rage against the idea that gods are just beings, rather 

than callous, small-minded beings who play with the happiness of 

mortals. They rage against their bodies that have to bear pain 

within, rather than just disintegrate in the face of such tragedy. But 

since the mourning laments also have a dialogical element, soon 

other women begin to punctuate this by the counsel to get on with 

the work of living and by assurances to the most deeply affected 

mourners that the support of the community is with them. It is not 

that grief is seen as something that shall pass. Indeed, the represen 

tation of grief is that it is metonymically experienced as bodily 

pain and the female body as one that will carry this pain within 

forever. A mimesis is certainly established between body and lan 

guage but it is through the work of the collectivity that this 

happens rather than at the level of individual symptom. A mourn 

ing lament from rural Greece recorded by Loring Danforth bears 

the same grammar as the mourning laments in Punjabi families:21 

My child, where can I put the ponos I feel for you? 
If I toss it by the road side, those who pass will take it. 

If I throw it in a tree, the little birds will take it. 

I will take it in my heart so that it will take root there 

So that it will cause me ponos while I walk. 

So that it will kill me as I stand. 

So, in a sense, it is the objectification of grief on the body taken 

both as surface and as depth, as well as in language, that bears 

witness to the loss that death has inflicted. According to Serematakis, 
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it is this witnessing that can make the performance of death public 
and even convert a bad death into a good death. In my own 

experience, the question of how good death and bad death is to be 
defined by the act of witnessing is a more complicated one, and I 

shall return to it later. 

The excess of speech in the mourning laments and the theatrical 

infliction of harm on the body by the women stands in stark 

contrast to the behavior of men. In the course of everyday life men 

dominate the public domain in terms of the control over speech, 
but in the case of death they become mute. While the corpse is in 

the house, all the preparations, including the bathing and dressing 
of the dead body, are performed by the women. Women cling to 

the corpse imploring the dead person not to leave them. It is the 

men who have to disengage the dead body from the weeping and 

wailing women, to carry it on their shoulders to the cremation 

ghats, and to give the sacred fire to the dead person. It is they who 

gather the bones on the fourth day and perform the ritual of 

immersing these into the sacred river. For a period ranging from 

ten to thirteen days, the dead person hovers between the living and 

the dead in the form of a ghost, and it is through the gift of a body 
ritually created for him or her by the chief mourner (usually the 
husband or son) that the ghost finally becomes an ancestor. Thus, 
if women perform the task of bearing witness to the grief and the 
loss that death has inflicted (otherwise people will say was it a dog 

or cat that died, one woman told me), it is men who must ritually 
create all the conditions so that the dead can find a home.22 

But if the good death is defined by the bearing of witness on the 

part of women so that grief can move between the body and 

speech that can be publicly articulated, as well as the performance 
of rituals for the dead so that they do not have to wander in the 

world of the living as ghosts, how is bad death to be represented? 
In a sense, every death, except that of a very old person, intro 

duces disorder in personal and social life. But in the flow of 

everyday life this is understood to be caused by events beyond the 
control of the living community. Indeed, one of the underlying 
tensions of mourning rituals is to absolve the living of responsibil 

ity for the death that has occurred. A common refrain in mourning 
laments is to say that the ostensible cause of the death (for instance 

a particular disease) is only the pretext for death to do its ap 
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pointed job. Of course, when death is seen to be caused by the 

willful action of others, then a great tension prevails as to what 

definition of the situation will come to prevail through the control 

of mourning laments. 

All this is reversed when the normal flow of life is seen as 

disrupted by the violence of men. In that case women bear witness 

to this disorder by a new construction of speech and silence. A 

woman recalled to me a mourning lament that witnessed the 

defeat of the Sikhs at the hands of the British troops in the Anglo 
Sikh wars: 

The crowns on the heads of the young wives? 

The flowing laps of the mothers? 

The swagger of sisters protected by brothers? 

Wiped out in a moment? 

Oh, from seven seas across came the white man to fight. 

She went on to say that although everything was wiped out it was 

possible for the women to wail since their men had died heroically 
in war. The men had died as husbands, sons, and brothers. But in 

the case of all that died in the Partition, there was nothing but 
silence?for the men who inflicted such violence on women were 

not only strange men but also men known and deeply loved.23 It is 

to an elaboration of this statement that the next section is devoted. 

It is an amplification that I have constructed?for it was never 

possible for me to get an exegesis of such statements from the 

women themselves. 

V 

In the literary imagination in India, the violence of the Partition 
was about inscribing desire on the bodies of women in a manner 

that we have not yet understood. In the mythic imagination in 

India, victory or defeat in war was ultimately inscribed on the 

bodies of women. The texts on the vilap (mourning laments of 

Gandhari in the Mahabharata or of Mandodari in the Ramayana, 
all whose kin were slain in the epic battles) are literary classics. 

This is a metaphoric transformation of the role of witnessing death 

in everyday life. Yet, the violence of the Partition was unique in 

the metamorphosis it achieved between the idea of appropriating 
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a territory as nation and appropriating the body of the women as 

territory. As we saw earlier, a pr?figuration of this is found in 

Tagore's rendering of the idea of the magnification of the image of 

nation, which draws its energy from the image of magnified sexu 

ality. However, this image of sexuality and its intimate connection 

with the project of nationalism has not only a genealogy in the 

Indian imagination, but it was also an important narrative trope in 

the representation of the violation of the project of the Empire. 
The image of the innocent white woman who was brutally raped 

by the barbaric sepoys was an important narrative trope for estab 

lishing the barbaric character of the natives in 1857, when the first 

large-scale rebellion against the British took place. Jenny Sharpe 
has analyzed the image of helpless women and children being cut 

to pieces by leering sepoys as establishing the "truth" of the 

"mutiny."24 As she says, "Commissioners and magistrates en 

trusted with investigating the rumors could find no evidence of 

systematic rape, mutilation and torture at Cawnpore or anyplace 
else. The official reports, however, came too late, as the sensa 

tional stories had already done their work. Rebels were seen as 

sadistic fiends, and Nana Sahib was especially vilified for the 

unforgivable crime of desecrating English womanhood. Barr ex 

hibits a predictable understanding of the Cawnpore massacre when 

she writes that 'one of the most revered of Victorian institutions, 
the English lady, was slaughtered, defiled and brought low.' When 
the massacre of women is reported as the destruction of an insti 

tution, we know that the sacred image of English womanhood has 

outlived the story of women's lives."25 

Thus, we have the interweaving of two strands. First, the idea 

that women must bear witness to death, which is found in the 

classical Indian literature and the everyday life, gets transformed 

into the notion that the woman's body must be made to bear the 

signs of its possession by the enemy. The second strand seems to 

come from a narrative trope established at the time of the mutiny 
that equates the violation of the nation with the violation of its 

women. It is not clear whether during the riots nationalist slogans 
were physically imprinted on women, although the most horrific 

stories about such violations are commonly believed.26 What is 

clear is that at least one hundred thousand women from both sides 

of the border were forcibly abducted and raped. The figures given 
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in the Legislative Assembly during the Constituent Assembly de 

bates in 1949 confirm this. It also affirmed that processions of 

women who were stripped naked were organized with the accom 

paniment of jeering crowds in cities like Amritsar and Lahore.27 

Family narratives abound on men who were compelled to kill their 

women to save their honor. Such sacrificial deaths are beatified in 

family narratives, while women who were recovered from their 

abductors and returned to their families or who converted to the 

other religion and made new lives in the homes of their abductors 

hardly ever find a place in these narratives, although they occur 

frequently in the literary representations. 
When women's bodies were made the passive witnesses of the 

disorder of the Partition in this manner, how did women mourn 

the loss of self and the world? It is in considering this question that 
we find startling reversals in the transactions between body and 

language. In the normal process of mourning, grievous harm is 

inflicted by women on their own bodies, while the acoustic and 

linguistic codes make the loss public by the mourning laments. 

When asking women to narrate their experiences of the Partition 

I found a zone of silence around the event. This silence was 

achieved either by the use of language that was general and meta 

phoric but that evaded specific description of any events so as to 

capture the particularity of their experience, or by describing the 

surrounding events but leaving the actual experience of abduction 

and rape unstated. It was common to describe the violence of the 

Partition in such terms as rivers of blood flowing and the earth 

covered with white shrouds right unto the horizon. Sometimes a 

woman would remember images of fleeing, but as one woman 

warned me, it was dangerous to remember. These memories were 

sometimes compared to poison that makes the inside of the woman 

dissolve, as a solid is dissolved in a powerful liquid (andar hi andar 

ghulja rahi h ai). At other times a woman would say that she is like 

a discarded exercise book in which the accounts of past relation 

ships were kept?the body, a parchment of losses. At any rate, 
none of the metaphors used to describe the self that had become 

the repository of poisonous knowledge emphasized the need to 

give expression to this hidden knowledge. 
This code of silence protected women who had been brought 

back to their families through the efforts of the military evacuation 
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authorities after they were recovered from the homes of their 

abductors, or who had been married by stretching norms of kin 

ship and affinity since the violation of their bodies was never made 

public. Rather than bearing witness to the disorder that they had 

been subjected to, the metaphor that they used was of a woman 

drinking the poison and keeping it within her: "Just as a woman's 

body is made so that she can hide the faults of her husband deep 
within her, so she can drink all pain?take the stance of silence." 

And as one woman told Ritu Menon and Kamla Bhasin (cited 

earlier), "what is a woman?she is always used?" Or, as was told 

to me, "what is there to be proud in a woman's body?everyday 
it is polluted by being consumed." The sliding of the representa 
tions of the female body between everyday life into the body that 
had become the container of the poisonous knowledge of the 

events of the Partition perhaps helped women to assimilate their 

experiences into their everyday lives. 

Just as the relation between speech and silence is reversed in the 

act of witnessing here, so is the relation between the surface and 

depth of the body. In the fantasy of men, the inscription of nation 

alist slogans on the bodies of women (Victory to India, Long live 

Pakistan), or proclaiming possession of their bodies (This thing, 
this loot?ye mal?is ours), would create a future memory by 

which men of the other community would never be able to forget 
that the women as territory had already been claimed and occu 

pied by other men. The bodies of the women were surfaces on 

which texts were to be written and read?icons of the new nations. 

But women converted this passivity into agency by using meta 

phors of pregnancy?hiding pain, giving it a home just as a child 

is given a home in the woman's body. Kriesteva's description of 

pregnancy?it happens but I am not there?may also be used to 

describe such violence. But the subsequent act of remembering 

only through the body makes the woman's own experience dis 

place being from the surface to the depth of the body. The only 
difference is that unlike the child, which the woman will be able to 

offer to the husband, this holding of the pain inside must never be 

allowed to be born. This movement from surface to depth also 

transforms passivity into agency. 
It was again Sadat Hasan Manto who was able to give literary 

expression to this. In his story Fundanen (Pompoms), a woman is 
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sitting in front of a mirror. Her speech is completely incoherent, 
but like many strings of nonsense used in rhymes or musical 

compositions, its phonetic properties are like theatrical or musical 

representations. Interspersed between the strings of nonsense syl 
lables are meaningful sentences with precise information such as 

the bus number that brought her from one side of the border to the 

other. The woman is drawing grotesque designs on her body, 

registering these only in the mirror. She says she is designing a 

body that is appropriate for the time, for in those days, she says, 
women had to grow two stomachs?one was the normal one and 

the second was for them to be able to bear the fruits of violence 

within themselves. The distortion of speech and the distortion of 

body seems to make deep sense. The language of pain could only 
be a kind of hysteria?the surface of the body becomes a carnival 

of images and the depth becomes the site for hysterical pregnan 
cies?the language having all the phonetic excess of hysteria that 

destroys apparent meanings. When Tagore's Bimala said that she 

wondered if Sandip could see the power of the nation in her, she 

seems to have prefigured Manto's women in whom one could see 

the completion of that project of making the nation visible by a 

surrealist juxtaposition of images. 

So, if men emerged from colonial subjugation as autonomous 

citizens of an independent nation, then they emerged simulta 

neously as monsters. What kind of death rituals could have been 

performed for these wandering ghosts to be given a place in the 

cosmos? We have to again turn to the register of the imaginary. 
Intizar Hussain described this in his story "The City of Sorrow," 
in which three nameless men are having a conversation. The story 

opens with the first man saying, "I have nothing to say. I am 

dead." The story then moves in the form of a dialogue on the 

manner of his dying. One of his companions asks how he actually 
died. Did he die when he forced a man on the point of his sword 

to strip his sister naked? No, he remained alive. Then perhaps 
when he saw the same man forcing another old man to strip his 

wife naked? No, he remained alive. Then, when he was himself 

forced to strip his own sister naked? Then too he remained alive. 

It was only when his father gazed at his face and died that he heard 

in his wife's voice the question, "don't you know it is you who are 
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dead?" and he realized that he had died. But he was condemned to 

carry his own corpse with him wherever he went. 

It appears to me that just as women drank the pain so that life 

could continue, so men longed for an unheroic martyrdom by 
which they could invite the evil back upon themselves and human 

ize the enormous looming images of nation and sexuality. But it 

was not through the political discourse that this was achieved. The 

debates in the Constituent Assembly on the issue of abducted 

women were full of the imagery of restoring national honor by 

recovering the women who had been abducted from the other side 

and returning "their" women back to the Muslims. Mahatma 

Gandhi, writing about the exchange of women and the exchange 
of prisoners on the same page of his Delhi diary, said that it had 

pained him to learn that many Hindu men were reluctant to return 

the Muslim women. He urged them to do so as a form of repen 
tance. Jawaharlal Nehru urged Hindu men to accept the women 

who were recovered and to not punish them for the sins of their 

abductors. In this entire discourse of exchange of women from 

both sides, it was assumed that once the nation had claimed back 

its women, its honor would have been restored. It was as if you 
could wipe the slate clean and leave the horrendous events behind. 

VI 

It was on the register of the imaginary that the question of what 

could constitute the passion of those who occupied this unspeak 
able and unhearable zone was given shape. The zone between the 

two deaths that the women had to occupy did not permit of any 

speech, for what "right" words could be spoken against the wrong 
that had been done them. Hence, Manto's Sakina can only pro 
claim the terrible truth of this society by a mute repetition?mur de 

main kuch jumbish hui (there was a movement in the corpse). The 

task of mourning for the men was to hear this silence, to mold it 

by their presence. Hence the joyful cry of the father that his 

daughter was alive. This being alive in the zone of the two deaths, 
and this witnessing of the truth of the women's violation, is how 

mourning in this zone could be defined. Here the issue is not that 

of an Antigone, mourning for her dead brother in defiance of the 
law of Creon, proclaiming that the register of someone who has 
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been named must be preserved, as Lacan makes us witness it in his 

interpretation of Antigone's famous passage that she would not 

have died for a husband or a child but that this concerned her 

brother, born of the same father and the same mother (the product 
of criminal desire and criminal knowledge).28 Here it is the issue of 

the women drinking poisonous knowledge and men molding the 

silences of the women with their words. Truth does not need here 

the envelope of beauty as Lacan would have it, but rather a 

renouncing of it as Tagore's Nikhil came to state it. 

It is often considered the task of historiography to break the 
silences that announce the zones of taboo. There is even something 
heroic in the image of empowering women to speak and to give 
voice to the voiceless. I have myself found this a very complicated 

task, for when we use such imagery as breaking the silence, we 

may end by using our capacity to "unearth" hidden facts as a 

weapon. Even the idea that we should recover the narratives of 

violence becomes problematic when we realize that such narra 

tives cannot be told unless we see the relation between pain and 

language that a culture has evolved. I have found it important to 

think of the division of labor between men and women in the 

work of mourning as a model on which the further work of 

transforming could be done in thinking about the relation between 

pain, language, and the body. Following Wittgenstein, this manner 

of conceptualizing the puzzle of pain frees us from thinking that 

statements about pain are in the nature of questions about cer 

tainty or doubt over our own pain or that of others. Instead, we 

begin to think of pain as asking for acknowledgment and recogni 

tion; denial of the other's pain is not about the failings of the 

intellect but the failings of the spirit. In the register of the imagi 

nary, the pain of the other not only asks for a home in language 
but also seeks a home in the body. 

It is not that there is a seamless continuity between the distant 

shore and the everyday shore, between the registers of the imagi 

nary and the real, but one can only understand the subtle transfor 

mations that go on as we move from one shore to the other, if one 

keeps in mind the complex relation between speaking and hearing, 
between building a world that the living can inhabit with their loss 
and building a world in which the dead can find a home. It worries 

me that I have been unable to name that which died when autono 
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mous citizens of India were simultaneously born as monsters. But 

then I have to remind myself and others that those who tried to 
name it, such as Manto, themselves touched madness and died in 

fierce regret for the loss of the radical dream of transforming 

India, while those who found speech easily, as in the political 
debates on abducted women in the Constituent Assembly, con 

tinue to talk about national honor when dealing with the violence 

that women have had to endure in every communal riot since the 

Partition. 
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ears that you may chop off the head of whichever Hindu you find, or that you 
must plunge a knife in the stomach of whichever Muslim you find? Did the En 

glish also educate us into the art of committing atrocities with women of other 

religions right in the marketplace? Did they teach us to tattoo Pakistan and Jai 
Hind on the breasts and secret organs of women?" Khwja Ahmed Abbas, 

"Prastavna," in Ramananda Sagar, Aur insan mar gaya (Delhi: Rakjamal 

Prakashan, 1977, in Hindi). See also Das, Critical Events: An Anthropological 
Perspective on Contemporary India, 184. 

9Lawrence Langer, Holocaust Testimonies: The Ruins of Memory (New Haven, 
Conn.: Yale University Press, 1991). 

10C. Castoriadis, The Imaginary Institution of Society (Cambridge: Polity Press, 
1987). 

11 On the concept of pawning of voice, see Cavell, A Pitch of Philosophy. 

12Ludwig Wittgenstein, The Blue and Brown Books (London: Basil Blackwell, 
1958). 

13If Sandip sounds like a textbook, this is precisely what is intended. This point was 

completely missed by the many critics of Tagore. 

14A11 these adjectives describe the goddess and were given a different life by 
Bankimchandra to describe the nation. 

15It would be obvious that my interpretation of this text differs considerably from 
the interpretation offered by Ashis Nandy, The Illegitimacy of Nationalism 

(Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1994), who argues that Tagore's women stand 
for an authentic, unencumbered relation to tradition and hence are the defense 

which the culture puts up in response to both colonialism and an illegitimate 
nationalism that is modeled on the colonial image. Clearly Tagore has a more 

complex relation to tradition as evident in Nikhil's sense of defeat when Bimala 

insists on offering him her worship. Similarly, I cannot agree with Partha 

Chatterji, Nationalism: A Derivative Discourse? (Delhi: Oxford University 
Press, 1990), that Tagore's nationalism is simply a derived discourse. 

16This story is included in an anthology of stories on the Partition translated by 
Alok Bhalla, ed., Stories about the Partition of India, vols. I, II, III (Delhi: Indus 

Publications, 1994), but there are many problems with the translation as I have 

pointed out elsewhere. See Veena Das, Review of Stories about the Partition of 
India, vols. I, II, and III, ed. Alok Bhalla (Delhi: Indus Publications, 1994). 

17Das, Critical Events: An Anthropological Perspective on Contemporary India. 
See my account of the narration by a man on how he had felt compelled to kill 
his favorite sister because the other modes of dying were too painful for her. 

18Nadia C. Serematakis, The Last Word: Women, Death and Divination in Inner 

Mani (Chicago, 111.: University of Chicago Press, 1991), 101. 

19See also Charles L. Briggs, "Personal Sentiments and Polyphonic Voices in Warao 

Women's Ritual Wailing: Music and Poetics in a Collective Discourse," Ameri 

can Anthropologist 95 (4) (1993): 929-57. 
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20Veena Das, "The Work of Mourning: Death in a Punjabi Family," in Merry I. 
White and Susan Pollock, eds., The Cultural Transition: Human Experience and 
Social Transformation in the Third World (London: Routledge, 1986), 179 
210. 

21Loring Danforth, The Death Rituals of Rural Greece (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton 

University Press, 1982). This is not to suggest any underlying similarity between 
the theoretical frames used by Danforth and Serematakis. See also Margaret 

Allexiou, "Reappropriating Greek Sacrifice," journal of Modern Greek Studies 
8 (1990): 97-123. 

22For a detailed discussion of the structure of these rituals and the manner in which 

caste and kinship categories are utilized, see Veena Das, Structure and Cogni 
tion: Aspects of Hindu Caste and Ritual (Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1977), 
chap. 5. 

23Das, "Composition of the Personal Voice." 

24Jenny Sharpe, Allegories of Empire: The Figure of Woman in the Colonial Text 

(Minneapolis, Minn.: University of Minnesota Press, 1993). 

25Ibid., 64. 

26Abbas, "Prastavna"; and Das, Critical Events: An Anthropological Perspective 
on Contemporary India. 

27Das, Critical Events: An Anthropological Perspective on Contemporary India; 
Uruashi Butalia, "Community, State and Gender: On Women's Agency during 

Partition," Economic and Political Weekly 17 (1993): WS12-WS24; Ritu 
Menon and Kamla Bhasin, "Surviving Violence: Some Reflections on Women's 

Experience of Partition," paper presented at IV Conference of the Indian Asso 

ciation of Women Studies, 1990; and Ritu Menon and Kamla Bhasin, "Recov 

ery, Rupture, Resistance. Indian State and Abduction of Women during Parti 

tion," Economic and Political Weekly 17 (1993): WS2-WS12. 

28J. Lacan, "The Essence of Tragedy," in J. A. Miller, ed., The Seminar of Jacques 

Lacan, Book VII, trans. Dennis Porter (London: Norton &c Co, 1992). 
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Performative Acts and Gender 
Constitution: An Essay in Phenomenology 

and Feminist Theory 

Judith Butler 

Philosophers rarely think about acting in the theatrical sense, but they do have a 
discourse of 'acts' that maintains associative semantic meanings with theories of 

performance and acting. For example, John Searle's 'speech acts,' those verbal as- 
surances and promises which seem not only to refer to a speaking relationship, but 
to constitute a moral bond between speakers, illustrate one of the illocutionary ges- 
tures that constitutes the stage of the analytic philosophy of language. Further, 'action 

theory,' a domain of moral philosophy, seeks to understand what it is 'to do' prior 
to any claim of what one ought to do. Finally, the phenomenological theory of 'acts,' 
espoused by Edmund Husserl, Maurice Merleau-Ponty and George Herbert Mead, 
among others, seeks to explain the mundane way in which social agents constitute 
social reality through language, gesture, and all manner of symbolic social sign. 
Though phenomenology sometimes appears to assume the existence of a choosing 
and constituting agent prior to language (who poses as the sole source of its con- 

stituting acts), there is also a more radical use of the doctrine of constitution that 
takes the social agent as an object rather than the subject of constitutive acts. 

When Simone de Beauvoir claims, "one is not born, but, rather, becomes a woman," 
she is appropriating and reinterpreting this doctrine of constituting acts from the 

phenomenological tradition.1 In this sense, gender is in no way a stable identity or 
locus of agency from which various acts proceede; rather, it is an identity tenuously 
constituted in time-an identity instituted through a stylized repetition of acts. Further, 
gender is instituted through the stylization of the body and, hence, must be under- 
stood as the mundane way in which bodily gestures, movements, and enactments 
of various kinds constitute the illusion of an abiding gendered self. This formulation 

Judith Butler is an Assistant Professor of Philosophy at George Washington University. She is the 
author of Subjects of Desire: Hegelian Reflection in Twentieth-Century France. She has 
published articles in post-structuralist and gender theory. 

'For a further discussion of Beauvoir's feminist contribution to phenomenological theory, see my 
"Variations on Sex and Gender: Beauvoir's The Second Sex," Yale French Studies 172 (1986). 
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moves the conception of gender off the ground of a substantial model of identity to 
one that requires a conception of a constituted social temporality. Significantly, if gender 
is instituted through acts which are internally discontinuous, then the appearance of 
substance is precisely that, a constructed identity, a performative accomplishment 
which the mundane social audience, including the actors themselves, come to believe 
and to perform in the mode of belief. If the ground of gender identity is the stylized 
repetition of acts through time, and not a seemingly seamless identity, then the 

possibilities of gender transformation are to be found in the arbitrary relation between 
such acts, in the possibility of a different sort of repeating, in the breaking or sub- 
versive repetition of that style. 

Through the conception of gender acts sketched above, I will try to show some 

ways in which reified and naturalized conceptions of gender might be understood 
as constituted and, hence, capable of being constituted differently. In opposition to 
theatrical or phenomenological models which take the gendered self to be prior to 
its acts, I will understand constituting acts not only as constituting the identity of 
the actor, but as constituting that identity as a compelling illusion, an object of belief. 
In the course of making my argument, I will draw from theatrical, anthropological, 
and philosophical discourses, but mainly phenomenology, to show that what is called 

gender identity is a performative accomplishment compelled by social sanction and 
taboo. In its very character as performative resides the possibility of contesting its 
reified status. 

I. Sex/Gender: Feminist and Phenomenological Views 

Feminist theory has often been critical of naturalistic explanations of sex and sex- 

uality that assume that the meaning of women's social existence can be derived from 
some fact of their physiology. In distinguishing sex from gender, feminist theorists 
have disputed causal explanations that assume that sex dictates or necessitates certain 
social meanings for women's experience. Phenomenological theories of human em- 
bodiment have also been concerned to distinguish between the various physiological 
and biological causalities that structure bodily existence and the meanings that em- 
bodied existence assumes in the context of lived experience. In Merleau-Ponty's 
reflections in The Phenomenology of Perception on "the body in its sexual being," he 
takes issue with such accounts of bodily experience and claims that the body is "an 
historical idea" rather than "a natural species."2 Significantly, it is this claim that 
Simone de Beauvoir cites in The Second Sex when she sets the stage for her claim that 
"woman," and by extension, any gender, is an historical situation rather than a natural 
fact.3 

In both contexts, the existence and facticity of the material or natural dimensions 
of the body are not denied, but reconceived as distinct from the process by which 
the body comes to bear cultural meanings. For both Beauvoir and Merleau-Ponty, 

2Maurice Merleau-Ponty, "The Body in its Sexual Being," in The Phenomenology of Perception, trans. 
Colin Smith (Boston: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1962). 

3Simone de Beauvoir, The Second Sex, trans. H. M. Parshley (New York: Vintage, 1974), 38. 
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the body is understood to be an active process of embodying certain cultural and 
historical possibilities, a complicated process of appropriation which any phenom- 
enological theory of embodiment needs to describe. In order to describe the gendered 
body, a phenomenological theory of constitution requires an expansion of the con- 
ventional view of acts to mean both that which constitutes meaning and that through 
which meaning is performed or enacted. In other words, the acts by which gender 
is constituted bear similarities to performative acts within theatrical contexts. My 
task, then, is to examine in what ways gender is constructed through specific corporeal 
acts, and what possibilities exist for the cultural transformation of gender through 
such acts. 

Merleau-Ponty maintains not only that the body is an historical idea but a set of 
possibilities to be continually realized. In claiming that the body is an historical idea, 
Merleau-Ponty means that it gains its meaning through a concrete and historically 
mediated expression in the world. That the body is a set of possibilities signifies (a) 
that its appearance in the world, for perception, is not predetermined by some manner 
of interior essence, and (b) that its concrete expression in the world must be un- 
derstood as the taking up and rendering specific of a set of historical possibilities. 
Hence, there is an agency which is understood as the process of rendering such 
possibilities determinate. These possibilities are necessarily constrained by available 
historical conventions. The body is not a self-identical or merely factic materiality; it 
is a materiality that bears meaning, if nothing else, and the manner of this bearing 
is fundamentally dramatic. By dramatic I mean only that the body is not merely 
matter but a continual and incessant materializing of possibilities. One is not simply 
a body, but, in some very key sense, one does one's body and, indeed, one does 
one's body differently from one's contemporaries and from one's embodied prede- 
cessors and successors as well. 

It is, however, clearly unfortunate grammar to claim that there is a 'we' or an 'I' 
that does its body, as if a disembodied agency preceded and directed an embodied 
exterior. More appropriate, I suggest, would be a vocabulary that resists the substance 
metaphysics of subject-verb formations and relies instead on an ontology of present 
participles. The 'I' that is its body is, of necessity, a mode of embodying, and the 
'what' that it embodies is possibilities. But here again the grammar of the formulation 
misleads, for the possibilities that are embodied are not fundamentally exterior or 
antecedent to the process of embodying itself. As an intentionally organized mate- 
riality, the body is always an embodying of possibilities both conditioned and cir- 
cumscribed by historical convention. In other words, the body is a historical situation, 
as Beauvoir has claimed, and is a manner of doing, dramatizing, and reproducing a 
historical situation. 

To do, to dramatize, to reproduce, these seem to be some of the elementary 
structures of embodiment. This doing of gender is not merely a way in which em- 
bodied agents are exterior, surfaced, open to the perception of others. Embodiment 
clearly manifests a set of strategies or what Sartre would perhaps have called a style 
of being or Foucault, "a stylistics of existence." This style is never fully self-styled, 
for living styles have a history, and that history conditions and limits possibilities. 
Consider gender, for instance, as a corporeal style, an 'act,' as it were, which is both 
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intentional and performative, where 'performative' itself carries the double-meaning 
of 'dramatic' and 'non-referential.' 

When Beauvoir claims that 'woman' is a historical idea and not a natural fact, she 

clearly underscores the distinction between sex, as biological facticity, and gender, 
as the cultural interpretation or signification of that facticity. To be female is, according 
to that distinction, a facticity which has no meaning, but to be a woman is to have 
become a woman, to compel the body to conform to an historical idea of 'woman,' to 
induce the body to become a cultural sign, to materialize oneself in obedience to an 

historically delimited possibility, and to do this as a sustained and repeated corporeal 
project. The notion of a 'project', however, suggests the originating force of a radical 
will, and because gender is a project which has cultural survival as its end, the term 

'strategy' better suggests the situation of duress under which gender performance 
always and variously occurs. Hence, as a strategy of survival, gender is a performance 
with clearly punitive consequences. Discrete genders are part of what 'humanizes' 
individuals within contemporary culture; indeed, those who fail to do their gender 
right are regularly punished. Because there is neither an 'essence' that gender ex- 

presses or externalizes nor an objective ideal to which gender aspires; because gender 
is not a fact, the various acts of gender creates the idea of gender, and without those 
acts, there would be no gender at all. Gender is, thus, a construction that regularly 
conceals its genesis. The tacit collective agreement to perform, produce, and sustain 
discrete and polar genders as cultural fictions is obscured by the credibility of its 
own production. The authors of gender become entranced by their own fictions 

whereby the construction compels one's belief in its necessity and naturalness. The 
historical possibilities materialized through various corporeal styles are nothing other 
than those punitively regulated cultural fictions that are alternately embodied and 

disguised under duress. 

How useful is a phenomenological point of departure for a feminist description of 

gender? On the surface it appears that phenomenology shares with feminist analysis 
a commitment to grounding theory in lived experience, and in revealing the way in 
which the world is produced through the constituting acts of subjective experience. 
Clearly, not all feminist theory would privilege the point of view of the subject, 
(Kristeva once objected to feminist theory as 'too existentialist')4 and yet the feminist 
claim that the personal is political suggests, in part, that subjective experience is not 

only structured by existing political arrangements, but effects and structures those 

arrangements in turn. Feminist theory has sought to understand the way in which 

systemic or pervasive political and cultural structures are enacted and reproduced 
through individual acts and practices, and how the analysis of ostensibly personal 
situations is clarified through situating the issues in a broader and shared cultural 
context. Indeed, the feminist impulse, and I am sure there is more than one, has 
often emerged in the recognition that my pain or my silence or my anger or my 
perception is finally not mine alone, and that it delimits me in a shared cultural 
situation which in turn enables and empowers me in certain unanticipated ways. 
The personal is thus implicitly political inasmuch as it is conditioned by shared social 

4Julia Kristeva, Histoire d'amour (Paris: Editions Denoel, 1983), 242. 
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structures, but the personal has also been immunized against political challenge to 
the extent that public/private distinctions endure. For feminist theory, then, the 

personal becomes an expansive category, one which accommodates, if only implicitly, 
political structures usually viewed as public. Indeed, the very meaning of the political 
expands as well. At its best, feminist theory involves a dialectical expansion of both 
of these categories. My situation does not cease to be mine just because it is the 
situation of someone else, and my acts, individual as they are, nevertheless reproduce 
the situation of my gender, and do that in various ways. In other words, there is, 
latent in the personal is political formulation of feminist theory, a supposition that 
the life-world of gender relations is constituted, at least partially, through the concrete 
and historically mediated acts of individuals. Considering that "the" body is invariably 
transformed into his body or her body, the body is only known through its gendered 
appearance. It would seem imperative to consider the way in which this gendering 
of the body occurs. My suggestion is that the body becomes its gender through a 
series of acts which are renewed, revised, and consolidated through time. From a 
feminist point of view, one might try to reconceive the gendered body as the legacy 
of sedimented acts rather than a predetermined or foreclosed structure, essence or 
fact, whether natural, cultural, or linguistic. 

The feminist appropriation of the phenomenological theory of constitution might 
employ the notion of an act in a richly ambiguous sense. If the personal is a category 
which expands to include the wider political and social structures, then the acts of 
the gendered subject would be similarly expansive. Clearly, there are political acts 
which are deliberate and instrumental actions of political organizing, resistance col- 
lective intervention with the broad aim of instating a more just set of social and 

political relations. There are thus acts which are done in the name of women, and 
then there are acts in and of themselves, apart from any instrumental consequence, 
that challenge the category of women itself. Indeed, one ought to consider the futility 
of a political program which seeks radically to transform the social situation of women 
without first determining whether the category of woman is socially constructed in 
such a way that to be a woman is, by definition, to be in an oppressed situation. In 
an understandable desire to forge bonds of solidarity, feminist discourse has often 
relied upon the category of woman as a universal presupposition of cultural expe- 
rience which, in its universal status, provides a false ontological promise of eventual 

political solidarity. In a culture in which the false universal of 'man' has for the most 
part been presupposed as coextensive with humanness itself, feminist theory has 
sought with success to bring female specificity into visibility and to rewrite the history 
of culture in terms which acknowledge the presence, the influence, and the op- 
pression of women. Yet, in this effort to combat the invisibility of women as a category 
feminists run the risk of rendering visible a category which may or may not be 

representative of the concrete lives of women. As feminists, we have been less eager, 
I think, to consider the status of the category itself and, indeed, to discern the 
conditions of oppression which issue from an unexamined reproduction of gender 
identities which sustain discrete and binary categories of man and woman. 

When Beauvoir claims that woman is an "historical situation," she emphasizes that 
the body suffers a certain cultural construction, not only through conventions that 
sanction and proscribe how one acts one's body, the 'act' or performance that one's 
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body is, but also in the tacit conventions that structure the way the body is culturally 
perceived. Indeed, if gender is the cultural significance that the sexed body assumes, 
and if that significance is codetermined through various acts and their cultural per- 
ception, then it would appear that from within the terms of culture it is not possible 
to know sex as distinct from gender. The reproduction of the category of gender is 
enacted on a large political scale, as when women first enter a profession or gain 
certain rights, or are reconceived in legal or political discourse in significantly new 
ways. But the more mundane reproduction of gendered identity takes place through 
the various ways in which bodies are acted in relationship to the deeply entrenched 
or sedimented expectations of gendered existence. Consider that there is a sedi- 
mentation of gender norms that produces the peculiar phenomenon of a natural sex, 
or a real woman, or any number of prevalent and compelling social fictions, and that 
this is a sedimentation that over time has produced a set of corporeal styles which, 
in reified form, appear as the natural configuration of bodies into sexes which exist 
in a binary relation to one another. 

II. Binary Genders and the Heterosexual Contract 

To guarantee the reproduction of a given culture, various requirements, well- 
established in the anthropological literature of kinship, have instated sexual repro- 
duction within the confines of a heterosexually-based system of marriage which 

requires the reproduction of human beings in certain gendered modes which, in 
effect, guarantee the eventual reproduction of that kinship system. As Foucault and 
others have pointed out, the association of a natural sex with a discrete gender and 
with an ostensibly natural 'attraction' to the opposing sex/gender is an unnatural 
conjunction of cultural constructs in the service of reproductive interests.5 Feminist 
cultural anthropology and kinship studies have shown how cultures are governed 
by conventions that not only regulate and guarantee the production, exchange, and 

consumption of material goods, but also reproduce the bonds of kinship itself, which 

require taboos and a punitive regulation of reproduction to effect that end. Levi- 
Strauss has shown how the incest taboo works to guarantee the channeling of sex- 

uality into various modes of heterosexual marriage,6 Gayle Rubin has argued con- 

vincingly that the incest taboo produces certain kinds of discrete gendered identities 
and sexualities.7 My point is simply that one way in which this system of compulsory 
heterosexuality is reproduced and concealed is through the cultivation of bodies into 
discrete sexes with 'natural' appearances and 'natural' heterosexual dispositions. 
Although the enthnocentric conceit suggests a progression beyond the mandatory 
structures of kinship relations as described by Levi-Strauss, I would suggest, along 
with Rubin, that contemporary gender identities are so many marks or "traces" of 

5See Michel Foucault, The History of Sexuality: An Introduction, trans. Robert Hurley (New York: 
Random House, 1980), 154: "the notion of 'sex' made it possible to group together, in an artificial 

unity, anatomical elements, biological functions, conducts, sensations, and pleasures, and it enabled 
one to make use of this fictitious unity as a causal principle . . .". 

6See Claude Levi-Strauss, The Elementary Structures of Kinship (Boston: Beacon Press, 1965). 
7Gayle Rubin, "The Traffic in Women: Notes on the 'Political Economy' of Sex," in Toward an 

Anthropology of Women, ed. Rayna R. Reiter (New York: Monthly Review Press, 1975), 178-85. 
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residual kinship. The contention that sex, gender, and heterosexuality are historical 

products which have become conjoined and reified as natural over time has received 
a good deal of critical attention not only from Michel Foucault, but Monique Wittig, 
gay historians, and various cultural anthropologists and social psychologists in recent 

years.8 These theories, however, still lack the critical resources for thinking radically 
about the historical sedimentation of sexuality and sex-related constructs if they do 
not delimit and describe the mundane manner in which these constructs are pro- 
duced, reproduced, and maintained within the field of bodies. 

Can phenomenology assist a feminist reconstruction of the sedimented character 
of sex, gender, and sexuality at the level of the body? In the first place, the phe- 
nomenological focus on the various acts by which cultural identity is constituted and 
assumed provides a felicitous starting point for the feminist effort to understand the 
mundane manner in which bodies get crafted into genders. The formulation of the 

body as a mode of dramatizing or enacting possibilities offers a way to understand 
how a cultural convention is embodied and enacted. But it seems difficult, if not 

impossible, to imagine a way to conceptualize the scale and systemic character of 
women's oppression from a theoretical position which takes constituting acts to be 
its point of departure. Although individual acts do work to maintain and reproduce 
systems of oppression, and, indeed, any theory of personal political responsibility 
presupposes such a view, it doesn't follow that oppression is a sole consequence of 
such acts. One might argue that without human beings whose various acts, largely 
construed, produce and maintain oppressive conditions, those conditions would fall 

away, but note that the relation between acts and conditions is neither unilateral nor 
unmediated. There are social contexts and conventions within which certain acts not 

only become possible but become conceivable as acts at all. The transformation of 
social relations becomes a matter, then, of transforming hegemonic social conditions 
rather than the individual acts that are spawned by those conditions. Indeed, one 
runs the risk of addressing the merely indirect, if not epiphenomenal, reflection of 
those conditions if one remains restricted to a politics of acts. 

But the theatrical sense of an "act" forces a revision of the individualist assumptions 
underlying the more restricted view of constituting acts within phenomenological 
discourse. As a given temporal duration within the entire performance, "acts" are a 
shared experience and 'collective action.' Just as within feminist theory the very 
category of the personal is expanded to include political structures, so is there a 

theatrically-based and, indeed, less individually-oriented view of acts that goes some 
of the way in defusing the criticism of act theory as 'too existentialist.' The act that 

gender is, the act that embodied agents are inasmuch as they dramatically and actively 
embody and, indeed, wear certain cultural significations, is clearly not one's act alone. 

Surely, there are nuanced and individual ways of doing one's gender, but that one 
does it, and that one does it in accord with certain sanctions and proscriptions, is 
clearly not a fully individual matter. Here again, I don't mean to minimize the effect 

8See my "Variations on Sex and Gender: Beauvoir, Wittig, and Foucault," in Feminism as Critique, 
ed. Seyla Benhabib and Drucila Cornell (London: Basil Blackwell, 1987 [distributed by University of 
Minnesota Press]). 

163



526 / Judith Butler 

of certain gender norms which originate within the family and are enforced through 
certain familial modes of punishment and reward and which, as a consequence, 
might be construed as highly individual, for even there family relations recapitulate, 
individualize, and specify pre-existing cultural relations; they are rarely, if ever, 
radically original. The act that one does, the act that one performs, is, in a sense, 
an act that has been going on before one arrived on the scene. Hence, gender is an 
act which has been rehearsed, much as a script survives the particular actors who 
make use of it, but which requires individual actors in order to be actualized and 

reproduced as reality once again. The complex components that go into an act must 
be distinguished in order to understand the kind of acting in concert and acting in 
accord which acting one's gender invariably is. 

In what senses, then, is gender an act? As anthropologist Victor Turner suggests 
in his studies of ritual social drama, social action requires a performance which is 

repeated. This repetition is at once a reenactment and reexperiencing of a set of 

meanings already socially established; it is the mundane and ritualized form of their 
legitimation.9 When this conception of social performance is applied to gender, it is 
clear that although there are individual bodies that enact these significations by 
becoming stylized into gendered modes, this "action" is immediately public as well. 
There are temporal and collective dimensions to these actions, and their public nature 
is not inconsequential; indeed, the performance is effected with the strategic aim of 

maintaining gender within its binary frame. Understood in pedagogical terms, the 

performance renders social laws explicit. 

As a public action and performative act, gender is not a radical choice or project 
that reflects a merely individual choice, but neither is it imposed or inscribed upon 
the individual, as some post-structuralist displacements of the subject would contend. 
The body is not passively scripted with cultural codes, as if it were a lifeless recipient 
of wholly pre-given cultural relations. But neither do embodied selves pre-exist the 
cultural conventions which essentially signify bodies. Actors are always already on 
the stage, within the terms of the performance. Just as a script may be enacted in 
various ways, and just as the play requires both text and interpretation, so the 

gendered body acts its part in a culturally restricted corporeal space and enacts 

interpretations within the confines of already existing directives. 

9See Victor Turner, Dramas, Fields, and Metaphors (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1974). Clifford 
Geertz suggests in "Blurred Genres: The Refiguration of Thought," in Local Knowledge, Further Essays 
in Interpretive Anthropology (New York: Basic Books, 1983), that the theatrical metaphor is used by 
recent social theory in two, often opposing, ways. Ritual theorists like Victor Turner focus on a 
notion of social drama of various kinds as a means for settling internal conflicts within a culture 
and regenerating social cohesion. On the other hand, symbolic action approaches, influenced by 
figures as diverse as Emile Durkheim, Kenneth Burke, and Michel Foucault, focus on the way in 
which political authority and questions of legitimation are thematized and settled within the terms 
of performed meaning. Geertz himself suggests that the tension might be viewed dialectically; his 

study of political organization in Bali as a "theatre-state" is a case in point. In terms of an explicitly 
feminist account of gender as performative, it seems clear to me that an account of gender as ritualized, 
public performance must be combined with an analysis of the political sanctions and taboos under 
which that performance may and may not occur within the public sphere free of punitive conse- 

quence. 
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Although the links between a theatrical and a social role are complex and the 
distinctions not easily drawn (Bruce Wilshire points out the limits of the comparison 
in Role-Playing and Identity: The Limits of Theatre as Metaphor'?), it seems clear that, 
although theatrical performances can meet with political censorship and scathing 
criticism, gender performances in non-theatrical contexts are governed by more clearly 
punitive and regulatory social conventions. Indeed, the sight of a transvestite onstage 
can compel pleasure and applause while the sight of the same transvestite on the 
seat next to us on the bus can compel fear, rage, even violence. The conventions 
which mediate proximity and identification in these two instances are clearly quite 
different. I want to make two different kinds of claims regarding this tentative dis- 
tinction. In the theatre, one can say, 'this is just an act,' and de-realize the act, make 

acting into something quite distinct from what is real. Because of this distinction, 
one can maintain one's sense of reality in the face of this temporary challenge to our 

existing ontological assumptions about gender arrangements; the various conventions 
which announce that 'this is only a play' allows strict lines to be drawn between the 

performance and life. On the street or in the bus, the act becomes dangerous, if it 
does, precisely because there are no theatrical conventions to delimit the purely 
imaginary character of the act, indeed, on the street or in the bus, there is no 
presumption that the act is distinct from a reality; the disquieting effect of the act is 
that there are no conventions that facilitate making this separation. Clearly, there is 
theatre which attempts to contest or, indeed, break down those conventions that 
demarcate the imaginary from the real (Richard Schechner brings this out quite clearly 
in Between Theatre and Anthropology"). Yet in those cases one confronts the same 
phenomenon, namely, that the act is not contrasted with the real, but constitutes a 
reality that is in some sense new, a modality of gender that cannot readily be assim- 
ilated into the pre-existing categories that regulate gender reality. From the point of 
view of those established categories, one may want to claim, but oh, this is really a 
girl or a woman, or this is really a boy or a man, and further that the appearance 
contradicts the reality of the gender, that the discrete and familiar reality must be 
there, nascent, temporarily unrealized, perhaps realized at other times or other places. 
The transvestite, however, can do more than simply express the distinction between 
sex and gender, but challenges, at least implicitly, the distinction between appearance 
and reality that structures a good deal of popular thinking about gender identity. If 
the 'reality' of gender is constituted by the performance itself, then there is no recourse 
to an essential and unrealized 'sex' or 'gender' which gender performances ostensibly 
express. Indeed, the transvestite's gender is as fully real as anyone whose perform- 
ance complies with social expectations. 

Gender reality is performative which means, quite simply, that it is real only to 
the extent that it is performed. It seems fair to say that certain kinds of acts are 
usually interpreted as expressive of a gender core or identity, and that these acts 
either conform to an expected gender identity or contest that expectation in some 

"Bruce Wilshire, Role-Playing and Identity: The Lmits of Theatre as Metaphor (Boston: Routledge and 
Kegan Paul, 1981). 

"Richard Schechner, Between Theatre and Anthropology (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania 
Press, 1985). See especially, "News, Sex, and Performance," 295-324. 

165



528 / Judith Butler 

way. That expectation, in turn, is based upon the perception of sex, where sex is 
understood to be the discrete and factic datum of primary sexual characteristics. This 
implicit and popular theory of acts and gestures as expressive of gender suggests that 

gender itself is something prior to the various acts, postures, and gestures by which 
it is dramatized and known; indeed, gender appears to the popular imagination as 
a substantial core which might well be understood as the spiritual or psychological 
correlate of biological sex.12 If gender attributes, however, are not expressive but 

performative, then these attributes effectively constitute the identity they are said to 

express or reveal. The distinction between expression and performativeness is quite 
crucial, for if gender attributes and acts, the various ways in which a body shows 
or produces its cultural signification, are performative, then there is no preexisting 
identity by which an act or attribute might be measured; there would be no true or 
false, real or distorted acts of gender, and the postulation of a true gender identity 
would be revealed as a regulatory fiction. That gender reality is created through 
sustained social performances means that the very notions of an essential sex, a true 
or abiding masculinity or femininity, are also constituted as part of the strategy by 
which the performative aspect of gender is concealed. 

As a consequence, gender cannot be understood as a role which either expresses 
or disguises an interior 'self,' whether that 'self' is conceived as sexed or not. As 

performance which is performative, gender is an 'act,' broadly construed, which 
constructs the social fiction of its own psychological interiority. As opposed to a view 
such as Erving Goffman's which posits a self which assumes and exchanges various 
'roles' within the complex social expectations of the 'game' of modern life,13 I am 

suggesting that this self is not only irretrievably 'outside,' constituted in social dis- 
course, but that the ascription of interiority is itself a publically regulated and sanc- 
tioned form of essence fabrication. Genders, then, can be neither true nor false, 
neither real nor apparent. And yet, one is compelled to live in a world in which 

genders constitute univocal signifiers, in which gender is stabilized, polarized, ren- 
dered discrete and intractable. In effect, gender is made to comply with a model of 
truth and falsity which not only contradicts its own performative fluidity, but serves 
a social policy of gender regulation and control. Performing one's gender wrong 
initiates a set of punishments both obvious and indirect, and performing it well 

provides the reassurance that there is an essentialism of gender identity after all. 
That this reassurance is so easily displaced by anxiety, that culture so readily punishes 
or marginalizes those who fail to perform the illusion of gender essentialism should 
be sign enough that on some level there is social knowledge that the truth or falsity 
of gender is only socially compelled and in no sense ontologically necessitated.14 

'2In Mother Camp (Prentice-Hall, 1974), Anthropologist Esther Newton gives an urben ethnography 
of drag queens in which she suggests that all gender might be understood on the model of drag. 
In Gender: An Ethnomethodological Approach (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1978), Suzanne J. 
Kessler and Wendy McKenna argue that gender is an "accomplishment" which requires the skills 
of constructing the body into a socially legitimate artifice. 

'3See Erving Goffmann, The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life (Garden City: Doubleday, 1959). 
14See Michel Foucault's edition of Herculine Barbin: The Journals of a Nineteenth Century French 

Hermaphrodite, trans. Richard McDougall (New York: Pantheon Books, 1984), for an interesting display 
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III. Feminist Theory: Beyond an Expressive Model of Gender 

This view of gender does not pose as a comprehensive theory about what gender 
is or the manner of its construction, and neither does it prescribe an explicit feminist 
political program. Indeed, I can imagine this view of gender being used for a number 
of discrepant political strategies. Some of my friends may fault me for this and insist 
that any theory of gender constitution has political presuppositions and implications, 
and that it is impossible to separate a theory of gender from a political philosophy 
of feminism. In fact, I would agree, and argue that it is primarily political interests 
which create the social phenomena of gender itself, and that without a radical critique 
of gender constitution feminist theory fails to take stock of the way in which op- 
pression structures the ontological categories through which gender is conceived. 
Gayatri Spivak has argued that feminists need to rely on an operational essentialism, 
a false ontology of women as a universal in order to advance a feminist political 
program. 5 She knows that the category of 'women' is not fully expressive, that the 

multiplicity and discontinuity of the referent mocks and rebels against the univocity 
of the sign, but suggests it could be used for strategic purposes. Kristeva suggests 
something similar, I think, when she prescribes that feminists use the category of 
women as a political tool without attributing ontological integrity to the term, and 
adds that, strictly speaking, women cannot be said to exist.16 Feminists might well 
worry about the political implications of claiming that women do not exist, especially 
in light of the persuasive arguments advanced by Mary Anne Warren in her book, 
Gendercide.17 She argues that social policies regarding population control and repro- 
ductive technology are designed to limit and, at times, eradicate the existence of 
women altogether. In light of such a claim, what good does it do to quarrel about 
the metaphysical status of the term, and perhaps, for clearly political reasons, fem- 
inists ought to silence the quarrel altogether. 

But it is one thing to use the term and know its ontological insufficiency and quite 
another to articulate a normative vision for feminist theory which celebrates or eman- 
cipates an essence, a nature, or a shared cultural reality which cannot be found. The 
option I am defending is not to redescribe the world from the point of view of women. 
I don't know what that point of view is, but whatever it is, it is not singular, and 
not mine to espouse. It would only be half-right to claim that I am interested in how 
the phenomenon of a men's or women's point of view gets constituted, for while I 
do think that those points of views are, indeed, socially constituted, and that a 
reflexive genealogy of those points of view is important to do, it is not primarily the 
gender episteme that I am interested in exposing, deconstructing, or reconstructing. 

of the horror evoked by intersexed bodies. Foucault's introduction makes clear that the medical 
delimitation of univocal sex is yet another wayward application of the discourse on truth-as-identity. 
See also the work of Robert Edgerton in American Anthropologist on the cross-cultural variations of 
response to hermaphroditic bodies. 

"Remarks at the Center for Humanities, Wesleyan University, Spring, 1985. 
"6Julia Kristeva, "Woman Can Never Be Defined", trans. Marilyn A. August, in New French Fem- 

inisms, ed. Elaine Marks and Isabelle de Courtivron (New York: Schocken, 1981). 
17Mary Anne Warren, Gendercide: The Implications of Sex Selection (New Jersey: Rowman and Al- 

lanheld, 1985). 
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Indeed, it is the presupposition of the category of woman itself that requires a critical 
genealogy of the complex institutional and discursive means by which it is constituted. 
Although some feminist literary critics suggest that the presupposition of sexual 
difference is necessary for all discourse, that position reifies sexual difference as the 

founding moment of culture and precludes an analysis not only of how sexual 
difference is constituted to begin with but how it is continuously constituted, both 

by the masculine tradition that preempts the universal point of view, and by those 
feminist positions that construct the univocal category of 'women' in the name of 

expressing or, indeed, liberating a subjected class. As Foucault claimed about those 
humanist efforts to liberate the criminalized subject, the subject that is freed is even 
more deeply shackled than originally thought.18 

Clearly, though, I envision the critical genealogy of gender to rely on a phenom- 
enological set of presuppositions, most important among them the expanded con- 

ception of an "act" which is both socially shared and historically constituted, and 
which is performative in the sense I previously described. But a critical genealogy 
needs to be supplemented by a politics of performative gender acts, one which both 
redescribes existing gender identities and offers a prescriptive view about the kind 
of gender reality there ought to be. The redescription needs to expose the reifications 
that tacitly serve as substantial gender cores or identities, and to elucidate both the 
act and the strategy of disavowal which at once constitute and conceal gender as we 
live it. The prescription is invariably more difficult, if only because we need to think 
a world in which acts, gestures, the visual body, the clothed body, the various physical 
attributes usually associated with gender, express nothing. In a sense, the prescription 
is not utopian, but consists in an imperative to acknowledge the existing complexity 
of gender which our vocabulary invariably disguises and to bring that complexity 
into a dramatic cultural interplay without punitive consequences. 

Certainly, it remains politically important to represent women, but to do that in 
a way that does not distort and reify the very collectivity the theory is supposed to 

emancipate. Feminist theory which presupposes sexual difference as the necessary 
and invariant theoretical point of departure clearly improves upon those humanist 
discourses which conflate the universal with the masculine and appropriate all of 
culture as masculine property. Clearly, it is necessary to reread the texts of western 

philosophy from the various points of view that have been excluded, not only to 
reveal the particular perspective and set of interests informing those ostensibly trans- 

parent descriptions of the real, but to offer alternative descriptions and prescriptions; 
indeed, to establish philosophy as a cultural practice, and to criticize its tenets from 

marginalized cultural locations. I have no quarrel with this procedure, and have 

clearly benefited from those analyses. My only concern is that sexual difference not 
become a reification which unwittingly preserves a binary restriction on gender 
identity and an implicitly heterosexual framework for the description of gender, 
gender identity, and sexuality. There is, in my view, nothing about femaleness that 
is waiting to be expressed; there is, on the other hand, a good deal about the diverse 

'"Ibid.; Michel Foucault, Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison trans. Alan Sheridan (New 
York: Vintage Books, 1978). 
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experiences of women that is being expressed and still needs to be expressed, but 
caution is needed with respect to that theoretical language, for it does not simply 
report a pre-linguistic experience, but constructs that experience as well as the limits 
of its analysis. Regardless of the pervasive character of patriarchy and the prevalence 
of sexual difference as an operative cultural distinction, there is nothing about a 

binary gender system that is given. As a corporeal field of cultural play, gender is 
a basically innovative affair, although it is quite clear that there are strict punishments 
for contesting the script by performing out of turn or through unwarranted improvisa- 
tions. Gender is not passively scripted on the body, and neither is it determined by 
nature, language, the symbolic, or the overwhelming history of patriarchy. Gender 
is what is put on, invariably, under constraint, daily and incessantly, with anxiety 
and pleasure, but if this continuous act is mistaken for a natural or linguistic given, 
power is relinquished to expand the cultural field bodily through subversive per- 
formances of various kinds. 
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111 + 'The Gray Zone (Primo Levi) 

Primo Levi's notion of the 'gray zone" is one of the most unsettling ideas coming out of the work 
of this Italian chemist and Auschwitz survivor. Levi developed his concept in '!he Drowned and 
the Saved, his i989 collection of analytical essays aimed at approximating "understanding" of the 
death camp experience. The zone Levi speaks of refers to the moral ground amonginmates, the gray
ness to the uncertain moral boundaries of this zone. Thus the gray zone was inhabited by "prisoner
ftmctionaries" who were ready to collaborate with the Nazi authorities in order to ensure their own 
survival. They ranged from Kapos (thought to be short for the German Kameradschaftspolizei1 

which loosely translates as "comrade police" and refers to prisoners who aided Nazi concentration 
camp personnel in the policing of their fellow in111ates) who supervised and brutalized their fellow 
inmates to Sonderkommandos1 or "special squads1" whose task it was to prepare1 work1 and empty 
the gas chambers and crematoria. 

Have we-we who have returned-been able to understand and make others understand 
our experience?'\Vhat we commonly mean by "understand" coincides with "simplify": with-
out a profound simplification the \VO rid around us would be an infinite, undefined tangle that 
would defy our ability to orient ourselves and decide upon our actions. In short1 we are com-
pelled to reduce the knqwable to a schema: with this purpose in view we have built for our-
selves admirable tools in the course of evolution, tools-which are the specific property of the 
human species-language and conceptual thought. 

We also tend to simplify history; but the pattern within which events are ordered is not 
always identifiable in a single1 unequivocal fashion1 and therefore different historians may un-
derstand and construe history in ways that are incompatible with one another. Nevertheless, 
perhaps for reasons that go back to our origins as social animals1 the need to divide the field 
into "we" and "they"' is so strong that this pattern, this_bipartisan-friend/enemy~prevails 
over all others. Popular history, and also the history taught in schools, is influenced by this 
Manichean tendency, which shuns half-tints and complexities: it is prone to reduce the river 
of human occurrences to conflicts, and the confl1cts to duals-we and they, Athenians and 
Spartans1 Romans and Carthaginians .. , . 

1he desire for simplification is justified, but the same does not always apply to simplifica-
tion itself, \Vhich is a working hypothesis, useful as Jong as it is recognized as such and not 
mistaken for reality. The greater part of historical and natural phenomena are not simple, or 
not simple in the way that we would like. Now, the nehvotk of human relationships inside the 
Lagers [i.e., the Nazi concentration C<UT!ps] was not simple: it could not be reduced to the two 
bJocs of victims and persecutors.Anyone who today reads (or\vrites) the history of the Lager 
reveals the tendency, indeed the need1 to separate evil from good1 to be able to take sides, to 
emulate Christ's gesture onJudgmentDay: here the righteous1 overthere the reprobates. 

'Ihe young above all demand clarity, a sharp cut; their experience of the world being 
meager, they do not like ambiguity. In any case, their expectation reproduces exactly that of 

SOUN.CB: Primo Levi, 1heDrowned and the Saved, translated by Raymond Rosenthal (New York: Vintage, 
1989), 36-38, 39-401411 41, 43-44. Reprinted with permission of the publisher. 
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the newcomers to the Lagers, whether young or not; all of them, with the exception of those 
·who had already gone through analogous experience, expected to find a terrible but decipher-
able world in confonnity with that simple model which ,.,.e atavistically carry within us-
"we" insid~ and the enemy outside, separated by a sharply defined geographic frontier. In-
stead, the arrival in the Lager was indeed a shock because of the surprise it entailed. The world 
into which one was precipitated was terrible, yes, but also indecipherable: it did not conform 
to any model· the enemy was all around but also inside, the "web lost its limits, the contenders 
were not tw~ one could not discern a single frontier but rather many confused, perhaps in-
numerable frontiers1 which stretched between each of us, 

One entered hoping at least for the solidarity of one's companions in misfortune, but the 
hoped for allies1 except in special cases, 'vere not there; there were instead a thousand sealed 
off monads1 and between them a desperate covert and continuous struggle .... Rarely was a 
newcomer received1 I won't say as a friend but at least as a companion-in-misfortune; in the 
majority of cases, those with seniority (and seniority was acquired in three or four months; 
the changeover was swift!) showed irritation or even hostility. 'Ihe "newc.om:r" (Zu~~11g: o~e 
should note that in German this is an abstract, administrative term1 mearung access, entry ) 
was envied because he still seemed to have on him the smell ofhome1 and it,vas absurd enY)J 
because in fact one suffered much more during the first days of imprisonment than later on, 
when habituation on one hand and experience on the other made it possible to construct 
oneself a shelter. He was derided and subjected to cruel pranks, as happens in all communities 
with "conscripts" and "rookies," as well as in the initiation ceremonies of primitive peoples: 
and there is no doubt that life in the Lager involved a regression, leading back precisely to 
primitive behavior. It is probable that the hostility toward the Zugang was in ~ubstance moti-
vated like all other forms of intolerance, that is, it consisted in an unconscious attempt to 
consolidate the "we" at the expense of the "they," to create1 in short, that solidarity among the 
oppressed whose absence was the source of additional suffering1 even though not perceived 
openly., •• 

Now, one mustn't forget that the greater part of the memories1 spoken or written, of 
those who came back begin \Vith the collision with the concentrationary reality and, simul-
taneously, the unforeseen and uncomprehended aggression on the part of a nevf an~ strange 
enemy, the functionary-prisoner, who instead of taking you by the hand, reassunng you, 
teaching you the way, throws himself at you, screaming in a language you do not understand1 
and strikes you in the face, He wants to tame you, extinguish any spark of dignity that he has 
lost and you perhaps still preserve. , , , I remember now that the local Yiddish and Polish term 
to indicate privilege was protekcja, pronounced "proteksia," and is of obvious Italian and Latin 
origin ... , The ascent of the privileged, not only in the Lager but in all human coexiste~ce, 
is an anguishing but unfailing phenomenon: only in utopias is it absent. It is the du~ of ngh-
teous men to make war on all undeserved privilege, but one must not forget that this is a war 
without end. Where power is exercised by few or only one against n1any, privilege is born and 
proliferates, even againSt the will of the power itself. On the other hand, it is normal for power 
to tolerate and encourage privilege. 

Let us confine ourselves to the Lager, which (even in its Soviet version) can be considered 
an excellent "'laboratory": the hybrid class of the prisoner-functionary constitutes its arma-
ture and at the same time its n1ost disquietingfeature.Itis a gray zone poorly defined, where 
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the hvo camps of masters and servants both diverge and converge. 'Ihis gray zone possesses 
an incredibly complicated internal struch1re and contains 'vithin itself enough to confuse our 
need to judge. The gray zone of protekcja and collaboration springs from multiple roots .... 
In contrast to a certain hagiographic and rhetorical stylization, the harsher the oppression, 
the more widespread among the oppressed is the willingness, with all its infinite nuances and 
~otiva~ions, to collaborate: terror, ideological seduction, servile imitation of the victor

1 
myo-

pic desire for any power whatsoever, even though ridiculously circumscribed in space and 
time, cowardice, and, finally, lucid calculation aimed at eluding the imposed orders and order. 
All these motives, singly or combined1 have come into play in the creation of this gray zone, 
whose components are bonded together by the wish to preserve and consolidate established 
privilege vis-a.vis those without privilege. 

Before discussing separately the motives that impelled some prisoners to collaborate to 
some extent,vith the Lag~r :luthorities, however, it is necessary to declare the imprudence of 
i~uing hasty moral judgment on such human cases. CertainlYi the greatest responsibility lies 
~~~he sys~em, the very structure of the totalitarian state; the concurrent guilt on the part of 
1nd1v1dual h1g and small collaborators (never likable, never transparent!) is always difficult 
to evaluate. It is a judgment that we would like to entrust only to those who found themselves 
in similar circumstances and had the opportunity to test for themselves what it means to act 
in a state of coercion. 

I~ When Memory Comes (Saul Friedlander) 

Saul Friedliindetj a prof ii.sot of history at the University of California, Los Angeles, survived the 
Holocaust i1I France> hidden ~,in a Catholic boarding school. Aside from major contributions 
to the history of the destruction of th'el}uropean Jews, he is the author of a very personal account of 
remembrance and forgetting in the wdke.'9f genocide. When Memory Comes was published ;

11 
1979 and widely praised. In it Friedliinderfel~ of his unsettling encounters with his past while he 
was traveling in Germany in the 1960s and 19:;os.~n these occasions1 he felt conflicting emotions. 
On the one hand, the caimtry reminded him of dang(r, made him feel entrapped and desolate. On 
the other hand, it was impossible to block out pleasan'i)eeli~igs of familiarity: "the language, the 
streets, the songs, the waters of the Rhine. 11 But these ju.lings gavi:: way to strangeness as soon as he 

he~rd ;he protestations of ordir!ary Gennans not to have known 'ahyf~i11g, not to have done any-
thmg. Words, phrases, denials, as the survivor puts it. '"· 

' ',, 
At my guardian's, recent events were one subject of our conversations. Fo~··fustance, near our 
little city the Vichy militia-or was it Germans?-had flung some thirty Jews into.a well and 
then crushed them to death beneath a pile of stones they threw in after them. Of the~e stpries, 
those dealing with the camps themselves naturaHy impressed me more than the rest.. The 
names ofBelzec and Maidanekstruck me particularly. I wanted to write. 

sou~CE: Saul Friedlander, "WhenAfemory Comes, translated by Helen R. Lane (New York: Farrar, St~us and 
Giroux, t979), 155-56, 143, 144-46.Reprlntedwith perml.s.sion of the publisher. 
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Sunday, January 25, 2015
Syria's President Speaks
A Conversation With Bashar al-Assad

The civil war in Syria will soon enter its fifth year, with no end in sight. On January 20, Foreign
Affairs managing editor Jonathan Tepperman met with Syrian President Bashar al-Assad in
Damascus to discuss the conflict in an exclusive interview.

I would like to start by asking you about the war. It has now been going on for almost
four years, and you know the statistics: more than 200,000 people have been killed, a
million wounded, and more than three million Syrians have fled the country, according
to the UN. Your forces have also suffered heavy casualties. The war cannot go on
forever. How do you see the war ending? All wars anywhere in the world have ended with
a political solution, because war itself is not the solution; war is one of the instruments of
politics. So you end with a political solution. That’s how we see it. That is the headline.

You don’t think that this war will end militarily? No. Any war ends with a political solution.

Your country is increasingly divided into three ministates: one controlled by the
government, one controlled by ISIS and Jabhat al-Nusra, and one controlled by the
more secular Sunni and Kurdish opposition. How will   you ever put Syria back together
again? First of all, this image is not accurate, because you cannot talk about ministates
without talking about the people who live within those states. The Syrian people are still with
the unity of Syria; they still support the government. The factions you refer to control some
areas, but they move from one place to another—they are not stable, and there are no clear
lines of separation between different forces. Sometimes they mingle with each other and they
move. But the main issue is about the population. The population still supports the state
regardless of whether they support it politically or not; I mean they support the state as the
representative of the unity of Syria. So as long as you have the Syrian people believing in
unity, any government and any official can unify Syria. If the people are divided into two,
three, or four groups, no one can unify this country. That’s how we see it.

You really think that the Sunnis and the Kurds still believe in a unified Syria? If you go
to Damascus now, you can see all the different, let’s say, colors of our society living together.
So the divisions in Syria are not based on sectarian or ethnic grounds. And even in the
Kurdish area you are talking about, we have two different colors: we have Arabs more than
Kurds. So it’s not about the ethnicity; it’s about the factions that control certain areas militarily.

A year ago, both the opposition and foreign governments were insisting that you step
down as a precondition to talks. They no longer are. Diplomats are now looking for an
interim settlement that would allow you to keep a role. Just today, The New York Times
had an article that talked about increased U.S. support for the Russian and UN peace
initiatives. The article refers to “the West’s quiet retreat from its demands that Syria’s
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president step down immediately.” Given this shift in the Western attitude, are you
now more open to a negotiated solution to the conflict that leads to a political
transition? From the very beginning, we were open. We engaged in dialogue with every
party in Syria. Party doesn’t mean political party; it could be a party, a current, or some
personality; it could be any political entity. We changed the constitution, and we are open to
anything. But when you want to do something, it’s not about the opposition or about the
government; it’s about the Syrians. Sometimes you might have a majority that doesn’t belong
to any side. So when you want to make a change, as long as you’re talking about a national
problem, every Syrian must have a say in it. When you have a dialogue, it’s not between the
government and the opposition; it’s between the different Syrian parties and entities. That’s
how we look at dialogue. This is first. Second, whatever solution you want to make, at the end
you should go back to the people through a referendum, because you’re talking about the
constitution, changing the political system, whatever. You have to go back to the Syrian
people. So engaging in a dialogue is different from taking decisions, which is not done by the
government or the opposition.

So you’re saying that you would not agree to any kind of political transition unless
there is a referendum that supports it? Exactly. The people should make the decision, not
anyone else.

Does that mean there’s no room for negotiations? No, we will go to Russia, we will go to
these negotiations, but there is another question here: Who do you negotiate with? As a
government, we have institutions, we have an army, and we have influence, positive or
negative, in any direction, at any time. Whereas the people we are going to negotiate with,
who do they represent? That’s the question. When you talk about the opposition, it has to
have meaning. The opposition in general has to have representatives in the local
administration, in the parliament, in institutions; they have to have grass roots to represent on
their behalf. In the current crisis, you have to ask about the opposition’s influence on the
ground. You have to go back to what the rebels announced publicly, when they said many
times that the opposition doesn’t represent us—they have no influence. If you want to talk
about fruitful dialogue, it’s going to be between the government and those rebels. There is
another point. Opposition means national; it means working for the interests of the Syrian
people. It cannot be an opposition if it’s a puppet of Qatar or Saudi Arabia or any Western
country, including the United States, paid from the outside. It should be Syrian. We have a
national opposition. I’m not excluding it; I’m not saying every opposition is not legitimate. But
you have to separate the national and the puppets. Not every dialogue is fruitful.

Does that mean you would not want to meet with opposition forces that are backed by
outside countries? We are going to meet with everyone. We don’t have conditions.

No conditions? No conditions.

You would meet with everyone? Yes, we’re going to meet with everyone. But you have to
ask each one of them: Who do you represent? That’s what I mean.

If I’m correct, the deputy of the UN representative Staffan de Mistura is in Syria now.
They’re proposing as an interim measure a cease-fire and a freeze in Aleppo. Would
you agree to that? Yes, of course. We implemented that before de Mistura was assigned to
his mission. We implemented it in another city called Homs, another big city. We implemented
it on smaller scales in different, let’s say, suburbs, villages, and so on, and it succeeded. So
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the idea is very good, but it depends on the details. De Mistura came to Syria with headlines.
We agreed upon certain headlines, and now we are waiting for him to bring a detailed plan or
schedule—A-to-Z plan, let’s say. We are discussing this with his deputy.

In the past, you insisted as a precondition for a cease-fire that the rebels lay down their
weapons first, which obviously from their perspective was a nonstarter. Is that still
your precondition? We choose different scenarios or different reconciliations. In some
areas, we allowed them to leave inhabited areas in order to prevent casualties among
civilians. They left these areas with their armaments. In other areas, they gave up their
armaments and they left. It depends on what they offer and what you offer.

I’m not clear on your answer. Would you insist that they lay down their weapons? No,
no. That’s not what I mean. In some areas, they left the area with their armaments—that is
what I mean.

Are you optimistic about the Moscow talks? What is going on in Moscow is not
negotiations about the solution; it’s only preparations for the conference.

So talks about talks? Exactly—how to prepare for the talks. So when you start talking about
the conference, what are the principles of the conference? I’ll go back to the same point. Let
me be frank: some of the groups are puppets, as I said, of other countries. They have to
implement that agenda, and I know that many countries, like France, for example, do not
have any interest in making that conference succeed. So they will give them orders to make
them fail. You have other personalities who only represent themselves; they don’t represent
anyone in Syria. Some of them never lived in Syria, and they know nothing about the country.
Of course, you have some other personalities who work for the national interest. So when you
talk about the opposition as one entity, who’s going to have influence on the other? That is
the question. It’s not clear yet. So optimism would be an exaggeration. I wouldn’t say I’m
pessimistic. I would say we have hope, in every action.

It seems that in recent days, the Americans have become more supportive of the
Moscow talks. Initially, they were not. Yesterday, Secretary of State Kerry said
something to suggest that the United States hopes that the talks go forward and that
they are successful. They always say things, but it’s about what they’re going to do. And
you know there’s mistrust between the Syrians and the U.S. So just wait till we see what will
happen at the conference.

So what do you see as the best way to strike a deal between all the different parties in
Syria? It’s to deal directly with the rebels, but you have two different kinds of rebels. Now, the
majority are al Qaeda, which is ISIS and al-Nusra, with other similar factions that belong to al
Qaeda but are smaller. Now, what’s left, what Obama called the “fantasy,” what he called the
“moderate opposition”—it’s not an opposition; they are rebels. Most of them joined al Qaeda,
and some of them rejoined the army recently. During the last week, a lot of them left those
groups and came to the army.

Are these former defectors who came back? Yes, they came back to the army. They said,
“We don’t want to fight anymore.” So what’s left of those is very little. At the end, can you
negotiate with al Qaeda, and others? They are not ready to negotiate; they have their own
plan. The reconciliation that we started and Mr. de Mistura is going to continue is the practical
solution on the ground. This is the first point. Second, you have to implement the Security
Council resolution, no. 2170, on al-Nusra and ISIS, which was issued a few months ago, and
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this resolution is very clear about preventing anyone from supporting these factions militarily,
financially, or logistically. Yet this is what Turkey, Saudi Arabia, and Qatar are still doing. If it’s
not implemented, we cannot talk about a real solution, because there will be obstacles as
long as they spend money. So this is how we can start. Third, the Western countries should
remove the umbrella still referred to by some as “supporting the moderate opposition.” They
know we have mainly al Qaeda, ISIS, and al-Nusra.

Would you be prepared to take any confidence-building measures in advance of the
talks? For example, prisoner exchanges, or ending the use of barrel bombs, or
releasing political prisoners, in order to build confidence on the other side that you’re
willing to negotiate in good faith? It’s not a personal relationship; it’s about mechanisms. In
politics, you only talk about mechanisms. You don’t have to trust someone to do something. If
you have a clear mechanism, you can reach a result. That is what the people want. So the
question is, what is the mechanism that we can put in place? This takes us back to the same
question: Who are they? What do they represent? What’s their influence? What is the point of
building trust with people with no influence?

When two parties come together, it’s often very useful for one party to show the other
that it’s really interested in making progress by taking steps unilaterally to try and
bring down the temperature. The measures that I described would have that effect. You
have something concrete, and that is reconciliation. People gave up their armaments; we
gave them amnesty; they live normal lives. It is a real example. So this is a measure of
confidence. On the other hand, what is the relation between that opposition and the
prisoners? There’s no relation. They are not their prisoners anyway. So it is completely a
different issue.

So have you offered amnesty to fighters? Yes, of course, and we did it many times.

How many—do you have numbers? I don’t have the precise numbers, but it’s thousands,
not hundreds, thousands of militants.

And are you prepared to say to the entire opposition that if you lay down your
weapons, you will be safe? Yes, I said it publicly in one of my speeches.

And how can you guarantee their safety? Because they have reasons to distrust your
government. You cannot. But at the end, let’s say that if more than 50 percent succeed,
more than 50 percent in such circumstances would be a success. So that’s how. Nothing is
absolute. You have to expect some negative aspects, but they are not the major aspects.

Let me change the subject slightly. Hezbollah, Iran’s Quds Force, and Iranian-trained
Shiite militias are all now playing significant roles in the fight against rebels here in
Syria. Given this involvement, are you worried about Iran’s influence over the country?
After all, Iraq or even Lebanon shows that once a foreign military power becomes
established in a country, it can be very difficult to get them to leave again. Iran is an
important country in this region, and it was influential before the crisis. Its influence is not
related to the crisis; it’s related to its role, its political position in general. When you talk about
influence, various factors make a certain country influential. In the Middle East, in our region,
you have the same society, the same ideology, many similar things, the same tribes, going
across borders. So if you have influence on one factor, your influence will be crossing the
border. This is part of our nature. It’s not related to the conflict. Of course, when there is
conflict and anarchy, another country will be more influential in your country. When you don’t
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have the will to have a sovereign country, you will have that influence. Now, the answer to
your question is, Iran doesn’t have any ambitions in Syria, and as a country, as Syria, we
would never allow any country to influence our sovereignty. We wouldn’t accept it, and the
Iranians don’t want it either. We allow cooperation. But if you allowed any country to have
influence, why not allow the Americans to have influence in Syria? That’s the problem with
the Americans and with the West: they want to have influence without cooperation.

Let me just push you a little bit further. Last week, a commander of the Iranian
Revolutionary Guard Corps, of their airspace command, Hajizadeh, said in an interview
in Der Spiegel that Iran’s supreme leader has ordered his forces to build and operate
missile plants in Syria. That suggests that Iran is playing a greater role and doing it on
its own. No, no. Playing a role through cooperation is different from playing a role through
hegemony.

So everything that Iran is doing ... ? Of course, in full cooperation with the Syrian
government, and that’s always the case.

Now Iran is one thing to deal with because it’s a country. But you also have militias,
which are substate actors and therefore more complicated. One problem with working
with these groups is that, unlike a government, they may not be willing to cooperate
and it’s not always clear who to talk to. Are you worried about your ability to control
these forces and to rein them in if you need to? And, a related question, this week,
Israel attacked Hezbollah forces in the Golan Heights, and the Israelis suggest that
they attacked them because Hezbollah was planning an attack on Israel from Syrian
territory. Doesn’t this also highlight the danger of allowing militias with their own
agendas, not necessarily your agenda, to come into the war? Do you mean Syrian, or
any other militias in general?

I mean especially Hezbollah and the Iraqi Shiite militias. It’s natural to say that only the
institutions of the government, of the state, let’s say, are the guarantee for stability and to put
things in order. Any other factor that would play a role in parallel with the government could
be positive, could be good in certain circumstances, but it will always have side effects,
negative side effects. That is a natural thing. And having militias who support the government
is a side effect of the war. You have it, but you’re going to try to control this side effect.
Nobody will feel more comfortable than if they are dealing with government institutions,
including the army and the police and so on. But talking about what happened in Quneitra is
something completely different. Never has an operation against Israel happened through the
Golan Heights since the cease-fire in 1974. It has never happened. So for Israel to allege that
there was a plan for an operation—that’s a far cry from reality, just an excuse, because they
wanted to assassinate somebody from Hezbollah.

But the Israelis have been very careful since the war began to not get involved except
when they felt their interests were directly threatened. That’s not true, because they’ve
been attacking Syria now for nearly two years, without any reason.

But in each case, they say it’s because Hezbollah was being given weapons from Iran
through Syria. They attacked army positions. What is the relation between Hezbollah and
the army?

Those were cases where the army accidentally shelled ... Those are false allegations.

So what do you think Israel’s agenda is? They are supporting the rebels in Syria. It’s very
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clear. Because whenever we make advances in some place, they make an attack in order to
undermine the army. It’s very clear. That’s why some in Syria joke: “How can you say that al
Qaeda doesn’t have an air force? They have the Israeli air force.”

To return to my question about militias, do you feel confident that you’ll be able to
control them when this war ends? Because after all, to have effective sovereignty, any
government has to have what’s called a monopoly of force, and that’s very hard when
you have these independent armed groups running around. That’s self-evident: the state
cannot fulfill its commitment to society if it’s not the only master of order.

But you see in Iraq how hard that is. It is now very difficult for the government to
control all the Shiite militias that were empowered during the war. There’s a very
important reason in Iraq: it’s because Paul Bremer didn’t create a constitution for the state; he
created one for factions. Whereas in Syria, why did the army stand fast for four years in spite
of this embargo, this war, tens of countries around the world attacking Syria and supporting
the rebels? Because it has a real constitution, a real, secular constitution. That is the reason.
In Iraq, it is sectarian. When you talk about a sectarian constitution, it’s not a constitution.

But what will you do about these militias when the war ends? Things should go back to
normal, like before the war.

And you’re confident ... ? Yes. We don’t have any other option. That is the role of the
government. This is self-evident.

What impact are falling oil prices having on the war in Syria? After all, your two closest
allies and supporters, Iran and Russia, are very dependent on oil prices, and they have
suffered tremendous damage to their budgets in recent months as the price of oil has
fallen. Do you worry about their ability to continue helping you? No, because they don’t
give us money, so it has no effect on Syria. Even if they are going to help us, it would be in
the form of loans. We’re like any other country: we have loans. Sometimes we pay;
sometimes we take loans.

But their military support costs them money, and if they have less money to pay for
their own militaries, won’t that become a problem? No, because when you pay for
armaments or any other goods, you don’t have a problem.

So you’re saying everything you’re getting from the Russians and the Iranians ... ? So
far, we haven’t seen any changes, so what the influence is on them, I cannot answer.

You’ve said in past interviews that you and your government have made mistakes in
the course of the war. What are those mistakes? Is there anything that you regret?
Every government, every person, makes mistakes, so that’s again self-evident; it’s a given.
But if you want to talk about political mistakes, you have to ask yourself, what are the major
decisions that you took since the crisis started? We took three main decisions: First of all, to
be open to all dialogue. Second, we changed the constitution and the law according to what
many in the opposition were saying, allegedly, that this is the reason of the crisis. Third, we
took the decision to defend our country, to defend ourself, to fight terrorists. So I don’t think
those three decisions can be described as wrong or mistakes. If you want to talk about
practice, any official in any place can make mistakes, but there’s a difference between
practice mistakes and policy mistakes.

177



10/2/2015 Syria's President Speaks

https://www.foreignaffairs.com/print/1113353 7/11

Can you describe some of the practical mistakes? I would have to go back to officials on
the ground; there’s nothing in my mind. I would rather talk about policies.

Do you feel there have been any policy mistakes that you’re responsible for? I
mentioned the major decisions.

But you said those are not mistakes. To defend the country from terrorism? If I wanted to
say that it’s a mistake, then to be correct would be to support the terrorists.

I’m just wondering if there’s anything you did that you wish in retrospect you had done
differently. Regarding these three main decisions, they were correct, and I am confident
about this.

In terms of lower-level practical mistakes, are people being held accountable, say, for
human rights abuses, for the excessive use of force, or the indiscriminate targeting of
civilians, those kinds of things? Yes. Some people were detained because they breached
the law in that regard, and that happens of course in such circumstances.

In terms of their treatment of civilians or protesters, is that what you’re referring to?
Yes, during the protests at the very beginning, yes.

Since the United States began its air campaign against the Islamic State, Syria and the
United States have become strange kinds of partners and are effectively cooperating in
that aspect of the fight. Do you see the potential for increased cooperation with the
United States? Yes, the potential is definitely always there, because we’ve been talking
about or asking for international cooperation against terrorism for 30 years. But this potential
needs will. The question that we have is, how much will does the United States have to really
fight terrorism on the ground? So far, we haven’t seen anything concrete in spite of the
attacks on ISIS in northern Syria. There’s nothing concrete. What we’ve seen so far is just,
let’s say, window-dressing, nothing real. Since the beginning of these attacks, ISIS has
gained more land in Syria and Iraq.

What about the air strikes on Kobani? Those have been effective in slowing down ISIS.
Kobani is a small city, with about 50,000 inhabitants. It’s been more than three months since
the beginning of the attacks, and they haven’t finished. Same areas, same al Qaeda factions
occupying them—the Syrian army liberated in less than three weeks. It means they’re not
serious about fighting terrorism.

So are you saying you want greater U.S. involvement in the war against ISIS? It’s not
about greater involvement by the military, because it’s not only about the military; it’s about
politics. It’s about how much the United States wants to influence the Turks. Because if the
terrorists can withstand the air strikes for this period, it means that the Turks keep sending
them armaments and money. Did the United States put any pressure on Turkey to stop the
support of al Qaeda? They didn’t; they haven’t. So it’s not only about military involvement.
This is first. Second, if you want to talk about the military involvement, American officials
publicly acknowledge that without troops on the ground, they cannot achieve anything
concrete. Which troops on the grounds are you depending on?

So are you suggesting there should be U.S. troops on the ground? Not U.S. troops. I’m
talking about the principle, the military principle. I’m not saying American troops. If you want
to say I want to make war on terrorism, you have to have troops on the ground. The question
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you have to ask the Americans is, which troops are you going to depend on? Definitely, it has
to be Syrian troops. This is our land; this is our country. We are responsible. We don’t ask for
American troops at all.

So what would you like to see from the United States? You mentioned more pressure
on Turkey ... Pressure on Turkey, pressure on Saudi Arabia, pressure on Qatar to stop
supporting the rebels. Second, to make legal cooperation with Syria and start by asking
permission from our government to make such attacks. They didn’t, so it’s illegal.

I’m sorry, I’m not clear on that point. You want them to make legal ... ? Of course, if you
want to make any kind of action in another country, you ask their permission.

I see. So a formal agreement between Washington and Damascus to allow for air
strikes? The format we can discuss later, but you start with permission. Is it an agreement?
Is it a treaty? That’s another issue.

And would you be willing to take steps to make cooperation easier with Washington?
With any country that is serious about fighting terrorism, we are ready to make cooperation, if
they’re serious.

What steps would you be prepared to make to show Washington that you’re willing to
cooperate? I think they are the ones who have to show the will. We are already fighting on
the ground; we don’t have to show that.

The United States is currently training 5,000 Syrian fighters who are scheduled to enter
Syria in May. Now, U.S. General John Allen has been very careful to say that these
troops will not be directed at the Syrian government, but will be focused on ISIS alone.
What will you do when these troops enter the country? Will you allow them to enter?
Will you attack them? Any troops that don’t work in cooperation with the Syrian army are
illegal and should be fought. That’s very clear.

Even if this brings you into conflict with the United States? Without cooperation with
Syrian troops, they are illegal, and are puppets of another country, so they are going to be
fought like any other illegal militia fighting against the Syrian army. But that brings another
question, about those troops. Obama said that they are a fantasy. How did fantasy become
reality?

I think with this kind of training program. But you can’t make extremism moderate.

There are still some moderate members of the opposition. They are weaker and weaker
all the time, but I think the U.S. government is trying very carefully to ensure that the
fighters it trains are not radicals. But the question is, why is the moderate opposition—if
you call them opposition; we call them rebels—why are they weaker and weaker? They are
still weaker because of developments in the Syrian crisis. Bringing 5,000 from the outside will
make most of them defect and join ISIS and other groups, which is what happened during the
last year. So that’s why I said it’s still illusory. It is not the 5,000 that are illusory but the idea
itself that is illusory.

Part of what makes Washington so reluctant to cooperate with you more formally are
the allegations of serious human rights abuses by your government. These allegations
aren’t just from the U.S. government; they are also from the UN Human Rights
Commission, the independent Special Investigative Commission of the UN. You are
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familiar with these allegations, I’m sure. They include denying access for relief groups
to refugee camps, indiscriminate bombing of civilian targets, photo evidence provided
by the defector code-named Caesar, who made a presentation to the U.S. Congress
showing terrible torture and abuse in Syrian prisons. Are you prepared to take action
on these issues in order to make cooperation with the United States easier? The funny
thing about this administration is that it’s the first one in history to build its evaluation and later
decisions on social media. We call it a social media administration, which is not politics. None
of these allegations you mentioned are concrete; all of them are allegations. You can bring
photos from anyone and say this is torture. Who took the pictures? Who is he? Nobody
knows. There is no verification of any of this evidence, so it’s all allegations without evidence.

But Caesar’s photos have been looked at by independent European investigators. No,
no. It’s funded by Qatar, and they say it’s an anonymous source. So nothing is clear or
proven. The pictures are not clear which person they show. They’re just pictures of a head,
for example, with some skulls. Who said this is done by the government, not by the rebels?
Who said this is a Syrian victim, not someone else? For example, photos published at the
beginning of the crisis were from Iraq and Yemen. Second, the United States in particular and
the West in general are in no position to talk about human rights. They are responsible for
most of the killings in the region, especially the United States after getting into Iraq, and the
United Kingdom after invading Libya, and the situation in Yemen, and what happened in
Egypt in supporting the Muslim Brotherhood, and terrorism in Tunisia. All these problems
happened because of the United States. They were the first ones to trample international law
and Security Council resolutions, not us.

That may or may not be true, but those are separate issues, and that does not absolve
your government of responsibility. No, no. The United States accused, so we have to
answer that part. I’m not saying if there’s any human rights breach or infringement, the
government has no responsibility. That is another issue. The second part of your question is
about the allegations. They’re still allegations. If you want me to answer, I have to answer
about something that is concrete, proved, and verified.

Are you prepared to categorically deny that there’s torture and abuse of prisoners in
Syria? If there’s any unbiased and fair way to verify all those allegations, of course we are
ready. That would be in our interest.

What impact would a U.S.-Iranian nuclear deal have on Syria? Nothing, because the
crisis here was never part of the negotiations, and Iran refused to make it such. And that is
correct, because there is no link between the two.

But many in the United States anticipate that if Iran and the United States strike a deal,
it will make cooperation between the two countries much easier. People therefore
wonder if Iran might decide to reduce its support for Syria as a favor to the U.S.
government. We have never had any positive information about such a thing, never. I cannot
discuss something which I don’t have any information about.

Describe whether you think the war is going well from the government’s perspective.
Independent analysts have suggested that your government currently controls 45 to 50
percent of the territory of Syria. First of all, if you want to describe the arena—it’s not a war
between two countries, between two armies where you have an incursion and you lost some
territory that you want to regain. It’s not like this. We’re talking about rebels that infiltrate
areas inhabited by civilians. You have Syrian terrorists that support foreign terrorists to come
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and hide among civilians. They launch what you call guerrilla attacks. That is the shape of this
war, so you cannot look at it as being about territory. Second, wherever the Syrian army has
wanted to go, it has succeeded. But the Syrian army cannot have a presence on every
kilometer of Syrian territory. That’s impossible. We made some advances in the past two
years. But if you want to ask me, “Is it going well?” I say that every war is bad, because you
always lose, you always have destruction in a war. The main question is, what have we won
in this war? What we won in this war is that the Syrian people have rejected the terrorists; the
Syrian people support their government more; the Syrian people support their army more.
Before talking about winning territory, talk about winning the hearts and minds and the
support of the Syrian people. That’s what we have won. What’s left is logistical; it’s technical.
That is a matter of time. The war is moving in a positive way. But that doesn’t mean you’re not
losing on the national level. Because you lose lives, you lose infrastructure; the war itself has
very bad social effects.

Do you think you will eventually defeat the rebels militarily? If they don’t have external
support, and no, let’s say, supply and recruitment of new terrorists within Syria, there will be
no problem defeating them. Even today we don’t have a problem militarily. The problem is
that they still have this continuous supply, mainly from Turkey.

So Turkey seems to be the neighbor that you’re most concerned about? Exactly.
Logistically, and about terrorist financing from Saudi Arabia and Qatar, but through Turkey.

Do you blame Erdogan personally? This is a man you once had a fairly good
relationship with. Yes. Because he belongs to the Muslim Brotherhood ideology, which is
the base of al Qaeda; it was the first political Islamic organization that promoted violent
political Islam in the early twentieth century. He belongs strongly and is a staunch believer in
these values. He’s very fanatical, and that’s why he still supports ISIS. He is personally
responsible for what happened.

Do you see any other potential partners in the region? For example, General el-Sisi in
Egypt? I wouldn’t talk about him personally, but as long as Egypt and the Egyptian army and
the government are fighting the same kind of terrorists as in Iraq, of course, we can consider
these countries eligible to cooperate with in fighting the same enemy.

Two final questions, if I may. Can you imagine a scenario in which Syria returns to the
status quo as it was before the fighting started almost four years ago? In what sense?

In the sense that Syria is whole again, it is not divided, it controls its borders, it starts
to rebuild, and it is at peace and a predominantly secular country. If you look at a military
map now, the Syrian army exists in every corner. Not every place; by every corner, I mean
north, south, east, west, and between. If you didn’t believe in a unified Syria, that Syria can go
back to its previous position, you wouldn’t send the army there, as a government. If you don’t
believe in this as a people, you would have seen people in Syria isolated into different ghettos
based on ethnic and sectarian or religious identity. As long as this is not the situation, the
people live with each other; the army is everywhere; the army is made up of every color of
Syrian society, or the Syrian fabric. This means that we all believe Syria should go back to the
way it was. We don’t have any other option, because if it doesn’t go back to its previous
position, that will affect every surrounding country. It’s one fabric—it’s a domino effect that will
have influence from the Atlantic to the Pacific.
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If you were able to deliver a message to President Obama today, what would it be? I
think the normal thing that you ask any official in the world is to work for the interests of his
people. And the question I would ask any American is, what do you get from supporting
terrorists in our country, in our region? What did you get from supporting the Muslim
Brotherhood a few years ago in Egypt and other countries? What did you get from supporting
someone like Erdogan? One of the officials from your country asked me seven years ago in
Syria at the end of a meeting, “How do you think we can solve the problem in Afghanistan?” I
told him, “You have to be able to deal with officials who are not puppets, who can tell you no.”
So for the United States, only looking for puppet officials and client states is not how you can
serve the interests of your country. You are the greatest power in the world now; you have too
many things to disseminate around the world: knowledge, innovation, IT, with its positive
repercussions. How can you be the best in these fields yet the worst in the political field? This
is a contradiction. That is what I think the American people should analyze and question. Why
do you fail in every war? You can create war, you can create problems, but you cannot solve
any problem. Twenty years of the peace process in Palestine and Israel, and you cannot do
anything with this, in spite of the fact that you are a great country.

But in the context of Syria, what would a better policy look like? One that preserves
stability in the Middle East. Syria is the heart of the Middle East. Everybody knows that. If the
Middle East is sick, the whole world will be unstable. In 1991, when we started the peace
process, we had a lot of hope. Now, after more than 20 years, things are not at square one;
they’re much below that square. So the policy should be to help peace in the region, to fight
terrorism, to promote secularism, to support this area economically, to help upgrade the mind
and society, like you did in your country. That is the supposed mission of the United States,
not to launch wars. Launching war doesn’t make you a great power.
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CHAPTER 

3 

As we attempt to analyze dialogue as a human phenomenon, 
we discover something which is the essence of dialogue 
itself: the word. But the word is more than just an instru

ment which makes dialogue possible; accordingly, we must seek its 
constitutive elements. Within the word we find two dimensions, 
reflection and action, in such radical interaction that if one is sac
rificed—even in part—the other immediately suffers. There is no 
true word that is not at the same time a praxis.1 Thus, to speak a 
true word is to transform the world.2 

An unauthentic word, one which is unable to transform reality, 
results when dichotomy is imposed upon its constitutive elements. 
When a word is deprived of its dimension of action, reflection auto
matically suffers as well; and the word is changed into idle chatter, 
into verbalism, into an alienated and alienating "blah." It becomes 
an empty word, one which cannot denounce the world, for denuncia
tion is impossible without a commitment to transform, and there is 
no transformation without action. 

1. Action 1 J I 
Reflection ) ^ d = ^ k = praxis 
Sacrifice of action = verbalism 
Sacrifice of reflection = activism 

2. Some of these reflections emerged as a result of conversations with Professor 
Ernani Maria Fiori. 
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On the other hand, if action is emphasized exclusively, to the 
detriment of reflection, the word is converted into activism. The 
latter—action for action s sake—negates the true praxis and makes 
dialogue impossible. Either dichotomy, by creating unauthentic 
forms of existence, creates also unauthentic forms of thought, which 
reinforce the original dichotomy. 

Human existence cannot be Silent, nor can it be nourished by 
false words, but only by true words, with which men and women 
transform the world. To exist, humanly, is to name the world, to 
change it. Once named, the world in its turn reappears to the nam-
ers as a problem and requires of them a new naming. Human beings 
are not built in silence,3 but in word, in work, in action-reflection. 

But while to say the true word—which is work, which is praxis—is 
to transform the world, saying that word is not the privilege of some 
few persons, but the right of everyone. Consequently, no one can 
say a true word alone—nor can she say it for another, in a prescrip
tive act which robs others of their words. 

Dialogue is the encounter between men, mediated by the world, 
in order to name the world. Hence, dialogue cannot occur between 
those who want to name the world and those who do not wish this 
naming—between those who deny others the right to speak their 
word and those whose right to speak has been denied them. Those 
who have been denied their primordial right to speak their word 
must first reclaim this right and prevent the continuation of this 
dehumanizing aggression. 

If it is in speaking their word that people, by naming the world, 
transform it, dialogue imposes itself as the way by which they achieve 
significance as human beings. Dialogue is thus an existential neces
sity. And since dialogue is the encounter in which the united reflec
tion and action of the dialoguers are addressed to the world which 

3. I obviously do not refer to the silence of profound meditation, in which men 
only apparently leave the world, withdrawing from it in order to consider it in its 
totality, and thus remaining with it. But this type of retreat is only authentic when 
the meditator is "bathed" in reality; not when the retreat signifies contempt for the 
world and flight from it, in a type of "historical schizophrenia." 
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is to be transformed and humanized, this dialogue cannot be re
duced to the act of one persons "depositing" ideas in another, nor 
can it become a simple exchange of ideas to be "consumed" by the 
discussants. Nor yet is it a hostile, polemical argument between 
those who are committed neither to the naming of the world, nor 
to the search for truth, but rather to the imposition of their own 
truth. Because dialogue is an encounter among women and men 
who name the world, it must not be a situation where some name 
on behalf of others. It is an act of creation; it must not serve as a 
crafty instrument for the domination of one person by another. The 
domination implicit in dialogue is that of the world by the dia
logues; it is conquest of the world for the liberation of humankind. 

Dialogue cannot exist, however, in the absence of a profound love 
for the world and for people. The naming of the world, which is an 
act of creation and re-creation, is not possible if it is not infused 
with love.4 Love is at the same time the foundation of dialogue and 
dialogue itself. It is thus necessarily the task of responsible Subjects 
and cannot exist in a relation of domination. Domination reveals the 
pathology of love: sadism in the dominator and masochism in the 
dominated. Because love is an act of courage, not of fear, love is 
commitment to others. No matter where the oppressed are found, 
the act of love is commitment to their cause—the cause of liberation. 
And this commitment, because it is loving, is dialogical. As an act 

4. I am more and more convinced that true revolutionaries must perceive the 
revolution, because of its creative and liberating nature, as an act of love. For me, 
the revolution, which is not possible without a theory of revolution—and therefore 
science—is not irreconcilable with love. On the contrary: the revolution is made 
by people to achieve their humanization. What, indeed, is the deeper motive which 
moves individuals to become revolutionaries, but the dehumanization of people? 
The distortion imposed on the word "love" by the capitalist world cannot prevent 
the revolution from being essentially loving in character, nor can it prevent the 
revolutionaries from affirming their love of life. Guevara (while admitting the "risk 
of seeming ridiculous") was not afraid to affirm it: "Let me say, with the risk of 
appearing ridiculous, that the true revolutionary is guided by strong feelings of 
love. It is impossible to think of an authentic revolutionary without this quality.** 
Venceremos—The Speeches and Writings of Che Guevaray edited by John Gerassi 
(New York, 1969), p. 398. 
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of bravery, love cannot be sentimental; as an act of freedom, it must 
not serve as a pretext for manipulation. It must generate other acts 
of freedom; otherwise, it is not love. Only by abolishing the situation 
of oppression is it possible to restore the love which that situation 
made impossible. If I do not love the world—if I do not love life—if 
I do not love people—I cannot enter into dialogue. 

On the other hand, dialogue cannot°exist without humility. The 
naming of the world, through which people constantly re-create that 
world, cannot be an act of arrogance. Dialogue, as the encounter of 
those addressed to the common task of learning and acting, is bro
ken if the parties (or one of them) lack humility. How can I dialogue 
if I always project ignorance onto others and never perceive my 
own? How can I dialogue if I regard myself as a case apart from 
others—mere "its" in whom I cannot recognize other "I"s? How can 
I dialogue if I consider myself a member of the in-group of "pure" 
men, the owners of truth and knowledge, for whom all non-members 
are "these people" or "the great unwashed"? How can I dialogue if 
I start from the premise that naming the world is the task of an elite 
and that the presence of the people in history is a sign of deteriora
tion, thus to be avoided? How can I dialogue if I am closed to—and 
even offended by—the contribution of others? How can I dialogue 
if I am afraid of being displaced, the mere possibility causing me 
torment and weakness? Self-sufficiency is incompatible with dia
logue. Men and women who lack humility (or have lost it) cannot 
come to the people, cannot be their partners in naming the world. 
Someone who cannot acknowledge himself to be as mortal as every
one else still has a long way to go before he can reach the point of 
encounter. At the point of encounter there are neither utter ignora
muses nor perfect sages; there are only people who are attempting, 
together, to learn more than they now know 

Dialogue further requires an intense faith in humankind, faith in 
their power to make and remake, to create and re-create, faith in 
their vocation to be more fully human (which is not the privilege of 
an elite, but the birthright of all). Faith in people is an a priori 
requirement for dialogue; the "dialogical man" believes in others 
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even before he meets them face to face. His faith, however, is not 
naive. The "dialogical man" is critical and knows that although it is 
within the power of humans to create and transform, in a concrete 
situation of alienation individuals may be impaired in the use of that 
power. Far from destroying his faith in the people, however, this 
possibility-strikes him as a challenge to which he must respond He 
is convinced that the power to create and transform, even when 
thwarted in concrete situations, tends to be reborn. And that rebirth 
can occur—not gratuitously, but in and through the struggle for 
liberation—in the supersedence of slave labor by emancipated labor 
which gives zest to life. Without this faith in people, dialogue is a 
farce which inevitably degenerates into paternalistic manipulation. 

Founding itself upon love, humility, and faith, dialogue becomes 
a horizontal relationship of which mutual trust between the dia
logues is the logical consequence. It would be a contradiction in 
terms if dialogue—loving, humble, and full of faith—did not pro
duce this climate of mutual trust, which leads the dialoguers into 
ever closer partnership in the naming of the world. Conversely, such 
trust is obviously absent in the anti-dialogics of the banking method 
of education. Whereas faith in humankind is an a priori requirement 
for dialogue, trust is established by dialogue. Should it founder, it 
will be seen that the preconditions were lacking. False love, false 
humility, and feeble faith in others cannot create trust. Trust is 
contingent on the evidence which one party provides the others of 
his true, concrete intentions; it cannot exist if that party's words do 
not coincide with their actions. To say one thing and do another—to 
take one's own word lightly—cannot inspire trust. To glorify democ
racy and to silence the people is a farce; to discourse on humanism 
and to negate people is a lie. 

Nor yet can dialogue exist without hope. Hope is rooted in men's 
incompletion, from which they move out in constant search—a 
search which can be carried out only in communion with others. 
Hopelessness is a form of silence, of denying the world and fleeing 
from it. The dehumanization resulting from an unjust order is not 
a cause for despair but for hope, leading to the incessant pursuit of 
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the humanity denied by injustice. Hope, however, does not consist 
in crossing ones arms and waiting. As long as I fight, I am moved 
by hope; and if I fight with hope, then I can wait. As the encounter 
of women and men seeking to be more fully human, dialogue cannot 
be carried on in a climate of hopelessness. If the dialoguers expect 
nothing to come of their efforts, their encounter will be empty and 
sterile, bureaucratic and tedious. -

Finally, true dialogue cannot exist unless the dialoguers engage in 
critical thinking—thinking which discerns an indivisible solidarity 
between the world and the people and admits of no dichotomy 
between them—thinking which perceives reality as process, as 
transformation, rather than as a static entity—thinking which does 
not separate itself from action, but constantly immerses itself in 
temporality without fear of the risks involved. Critical thinking con
trasts with naive thinking, which sees "historical time as a weight, 
a stratification of the acquisitions and experiences of the past,"5 from 
which the present should emerge normalized and "well-behaved." 
For the naive thinker, the important thing is accommodation to 
this normalized "today." For the critic, the important thing is the 
continuing transformation of reality, in behalf of the continuing hu-
manization of men. In the words of Pierre Furter: 

The goal will no longer be to eliminate the risks of temporality 
by clutching to guaranteed space, but rather to temporalize 
space . . . The universe is revealed to me not as space, imposing 
a massive presence to which I can but adapt, but as a scope, a 
domain which takes shape as I act upon it.6 

For naive thinking, the goal is precisely to hold fast to this guaran
teed space and adjust to it. By thus denying temporality, it denies 
itself as well. 

Only dialogue, which requires critical thinking, is also capable of 
generating critical thinking. Without dialogue there is no communi-

5. From the letter of a friend. 
6. Pierre Furter, Educagdo e Vida (Rio, 1966), pp. 26-27. 

188



PEDAGOGY OF THE OPPRESSED -93 

cation, and without communication there can be no true education. 
Education which is able to resolve the contradiction between 
teacher and student takes place in a situation in which both address 
their act of cognition to the object by which they are mediated. 
Thus, the dialogical character of education as the practice of freedom 
does not begin when the teacher-student meets with the students-
teachers in a pedagogical situation, but rather when the former first 
asks herself or himself what she or he will dialogue with the latter 
about. And preoccupation with the content of dialogue is really 
preoccupation with the program content of education. 

For the anti-dialogical banking educator, the question of content 
simply concerns the program about which he will discourse to his 
students; and he answers his own question, by organizing his own 
program. For the dialogical, problem-posing teacher-student, the 
program content of education is neither a gift nor an imposition— 
bits of information to be deposited in the students—but rather the 
organized, systematized, and developed "re-presentation" to indi
viduals of the things about which they want to know more.7 

Authentic education is not carried on by "A" for "B" or by "A" 
about "B," but rather by "A" with "B," mediated by the world—a 
world which impresses and challenges both parties, giving rise to 
views or opinions about it. These views, impregnated with anxieties, 
doubts, hopes, or hopelessness, imply significant themes on the 
basis of which the program content of education can be built. In its 
desire to create an ideal model of the "good man," a naively con
ceived humanism often overlooks the concrete, existential, present 
situation of real people. Authentic humanism, in Pierre Furter s 
words, "consists in permitting the emergence of the awareness of 
our full humanity, as a condition and as an obligation, as a situation 

7. In a long conversation with Malraux, Mao-Tse-Tung declared, "You know Tve 
proclaimed for a long time: we must teach the masses clearly what we have received 
from them confusedly." AndrS Malraux, Anti-Memoirs (New York, 1968), pp. 361-
362. This affirmation contains an entire dialogical theory of how to construct the 
program content of education, which cannot be elaborated according to what the 
educator thinks best for the students. 
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and as a project. "8 We simply cannot go to the laborers—urban or 
peasant9—in the banking style, to give them "knowledge" or to im
pose upon them the model of the "good man" contained in a pro
gram whose content we have ourselves organized. Many political 
and educational plans have failed because their authors designed 
them according to their own personal views of reality, never once 
taking into account (except as mere objects of their actions) the men-
in-a-situation to whom their program was ostensibly directed. 

For the truly humanist educator and the authentic revolutionary, 
the object of action is the reality to be transformed by them together 
with other people—not other men and women themselves. The 
oppressors are the ones who act upon the people to indoctrinate 
them and adjust them to a reality which must remain untouched. 
Unfortunately, however, in their desire to obtain the support of the 
people for revolutionary action, revolutionary leaders often fall for 
the banking line of planning program content from the top down. 
They approach the peasant or urban masses with projects which 
may correspond to their own view of the world, but not to that of 
the people.10 They forget that their fundamental objective is to fight 

8. Furter, op. cit., p. 165. 
9. The latter, usually submerged in a colonial context, are almost umbilically 

linked to the world of nature, in relation to which they feel themselves to be 
component parts rather than shapers. 

10. "Our cultural workers must serve the people with great enthusiasm and 
devotion, and they must link themselves with the masses, not divorce themselves 
from the masses. In order to do so, they must act in accordance with the needs 
and wishes of the masses. All work done for the masses must start from their 
needs and not from the desire of any individual, however well-intentioned. It often 
happens that objectively the masses need a certain change, but subjectively they 
are not yet conscious of the need, not yet willing or determined to make the change. 
In such cases, we should wait patiently. We should not make the change until, 
through our work, most of the masses have become conscious of the need and are 
willing and determined to carry it out. Otherwise we shall isolate ourselves from 
the masses. . . . There are two principles here: one is the actual needs of the 
masses rather than what we fancy they need, and the other is the wishes of the 
masses, who must make up their own minds instead of our making up their minds 
for them." From the Selected Works of Mao-Tse-Tung, Vol. III. "The United Front 
in Cultural Work" (October 30, 1944) (Peking, 1967), pp. 186-187. 
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alongside the people for the recovery of the people's stolen human
ity, not to ' Avin the people over" to their side. Such a phrase does 
not belong in the vocabulary of revolutionary leaders, but in that of 
the oppressor. The revolutionary's role is to liberate, and be liber
ated, with the people—not to win them over. 

In their political activity, the dominant elites utilize the banking 
concept to encourage passivity in the oppressed, corresponding with 
the latter s "submerged" state of consciousness, and take advantage 
of that passivity to "fill" that consciousness with slogans which create 
even more fear of freedom. This practice is incompatible with a 
truly liberating course of action, which, by presenting the oppres
sors slogans as a problem, helps the oppressed to "eject" those 
slogans from within themselves. After all, the task of the humanists 
is surely not that of pitting their slogans against the slogans of the 
oppressors, with the oppressed as the testing ground, "housing" 
the slogans of first one group and then the other. On the contrary, 
the task of the humanists is to see that the oppressed become aware 
of the fact that as dual beings, "housing" the oppressors within them
selves, they cannot be truly human. 

This task implies that revolutionary leaders do not go to the peo
ple in order to bring them a message of "salvation," but in order to 
come to know through dialogue with them both their objective situ
ation and their awareness of that situation—the various levels of 
perception of themselves and of the world in which and with which 
they exist. One cannot expect positive results from an educational 
or political action program which fails to respect the particular view 
of the world held by the people. Such a program constitutes cultural 
invasion,11 good intentions notwithstanding. 

The starting point for organizing the program content of education 
or political action must be the present, existential, concrete situ
ation, reflecting the aspirations of the people. Utilizing certain basic 
contradictions, we must pose this existential, concrete, present situ
ation to the people as a problem which challenges them and requires 

11. This point will be analyzed in detail in chapter 4. 
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a response—not just at the intellectual level, but at the level of 
action.12 

We must never merely discourse on the present situation, must 
never provide the people with programs which have little or nothing 
to do with their own preoccupations, doubts, hopes, and fears— 
programs which at times in fact increase the fears of the oppressed 
consciousness. It is not our role to speak to the people about our 
own view of the world, nor to attempt to impose that view on them, 
but rather to dialogue with the people about their view and ours. 
We must realize that their view of the world, manifested variously 
in their action, reflects their situation in the world. Educational and 
political action which is not critically aware of this situation runs the 
risk either of "banking" or of preaching in the desert. 

Often, educators and politicians speak and are not understood 
because their language is not attuned to the concrete situation of 
the people they address. Accordingly, their talk is just alienated and 
alienating rhetoric. The language of the educator or the politician 
(and it seems more and more clear that the latter must also become 
an educator, in the broadest sense of the word), like the language 
of the people, cannot exist without thought; and neither language 
nor thought can exist without a structure to which they refer. In 
order to communicate effectively, educator and politician must 
understand the structural conditions in which the thought and lan
guage of the people are dialectically framed. 

It is to the reality which mediates men, and to the perception of 
that reality held by educators and people, that we must go to find 
the program content of education. The investigation of what I have 
termed the people s "thematic universe"13—the complex of their 
"generative themes"—inaugurates the dialogue of education as the 
practice of freedom. The methodology of that investigation must 
likewise be dialogical, affording the opportunity both to discover 

12. It is as self-contradictory for true humanists to use the banking method as 
it would be for rightists to engage in problem-posing education. (The latter are 
always consistent—they never use a problem-posing pedagogy.) 

13. The expression "meaningful thematics" is used with the same connotation. 
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generative themes and to stimulate people's awareness in regard to 
these themes. Consistent with the liberating purpose of dialogical 
education, the object of the investigation is not persons (as if they 
were anatomical fragments), but rather the thought-language with 
which men and women refer to reality, the levels at which they 
perceive that reality, and their view of the world, in which their 
generative themes are found. 

Before describing a "generative theme" more precisely, which will 
also clarify what is meant by a "minimum thematic universe," it 
seems to me indispensable to present a few preliminary reflections. 
The concept of a generative theme is neither an arbitrary invention 
nor a working hypothesis to be proved. If it were a hypothesis to be 
proved, the initial investigation would seek not to ascertain the na
ture of the theme, but rather the very existence or non-existence of 
themes themselves. In that event, before attempting to understand 
the theme in its richness, its significance, its plurality, its transforma
tions, and its0 historical composition, we would first have to verify 
whether or not it is an objective fact; only then could we proceed 
to apprehend it. Although an attitude of critical doubt is legitimate, 
it does appear possible to verify the reality of the generative 
theme—not only through one's own existential experience, but also 
through critical reflection on the human-world relationship and on 
the relationships between people implicit in the former. 

This point deserves more attention. One may well remember— 
trite as it seems—that, of the uncompleted beings, man is the only 
one to treat not only his actions but his very self as the object of his 
reflection; this capacity distinguishes him from the animals, which 
are unable to separate themselves from their activity and thus are 
unable to reflect upon it. In this apparently superficial distinction 
lie the boundaries which delimit the action of each in his life space. 
Because the animals' activity is an extension of themselves, the re
sults of that activity are also inseparable from themselves: animals 
can neither set objectives nor infuse their transformation of nature 
with any significance beyond itself. Moreover, the "decision" to per
form this activity belongs not to them but to their species. Animals 
are, accordingly, fundamentally "beings in themselves." 
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Unable to decide for themselves, unable to objectify either them
selves or their activity, lacking objectives which they themselves 
have set, living "submerged" in a world to which they can give no 
meaning, lacking a "tomorrow" and a "today" because they exist in 
an overwhelming present, animals are ahistorical. Their ahistorical 
life does not occur in the "world," taken in its strict meaning; for 
the animal, the world does not constitute a "not-I" which could set 
him apart as an "I." The human world, which is historical, serves as 
a mere prop for the "being in itself." Animals are not challenged by 
the configuration which confronts them; they are merely stimulated. 
Their life is not one of risk-taking, for they are not aware of taking 
risks. Risks are not challenges perceived upon reflection, but merely 
"noted" by the signs which indicate them; they accordingly do not 
require decision-making responses. 

Consequently, animals cannot commit themselves. Their ahis
torical condition does not permit them to "take on" life. Because 
they do not "take it on," they cannot construct it; and if they do not 
construct it, they cannot transform its configuration. Nor can they 
know themselves to be destroyed by life, for they cannot expand 
their "prop" world into a meaningful, symbolic world which includes 
culture and history. As a result, animals do not "animalize" their 
configuration in order to animalize themselves—nor do they "de-
animalize" themselves. Even in the forest, they remain "beings-in-
themselves," as animal-like there as in the zoo. 

In contrast, the people—aware of their activity and the world in 
which they are situated, acting in function of the objectives which 
they propose, having the seat of their decisions located in themselves 
and in their relations with the world and with others, infusing the 
world with their creative presence by means of the transformation 
they effect upon it—unlike animals, not only live but exist;14 and 
their existence is historical. Animals live out their lives on an atemp-
oral, flat, uniform "prop"; humans exist in a world which they are 

14. In the English language, the terms "live" and "exist" have assumed implica
tions opposite to their etymological origins. As used here, "live" is the more basic 
term, implying only survival; "exist" implies a deeper involvement in the process 
of "becoming." 
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constantly re-creating and transforming. For animals, "here" is only 
a habitat with which they enter into contact; for people, "here" 
signifies not merely a physical space, but also an historical space. 

Strictly speaking, "here," "now," "there," "tomorrow," and "yester
day" do not exist for the animal, whose life, lacking self-conscious
ness, is totally determined. Animals cannot surmount the limits 
imposed by the "here," the "now," or the "there." 

Humans, however, because they are aware of themselves and thus 
of the world—because they are conscious beings—exist in a dialecti
cal relationship between the determination of limits and their own 
freedom. As they separate themselves from the world, which they 
objectify, as they separate themselves from their own activity, as they 
locate the seat of their decisions in themselves and in their relations 
with the world and others, people overcome the situations which 
limit them: the "limit-situations."15 Once perceived by individuals 
as fetters, as obstacles to their liberation, these situations stand out 
in relief from the background, revealing their true nature as concrete 
historical dimensions of a given reality. Men and women respond to 
the challenge with actions which Vieira Pinto calls "limit-acts": those 
directed at negating and overcoming, rather than passively ac
cepting, the "given," 

Thus, it is not the limit-situations in and of themselves which 
create a climate of hopelessness, but rather how they are perceived 
by women and men at a given historical moment: whether they 
appear as fetters or as insurmountable barriers. As critical percep
tion is embodied in action, a climate of hope and confidence devel
ops which leads men to attempt to overcome the limit-situations. 
This objective can be achieved only through action upon the con-

15. Professor Alvaro Vieira Pinto analyzes with clarity the problem of "limit-
situations, w using the concept without the pessimistic aspect originally found in 
Jaspers. For Vieira Pinto, the "limit-situations" are not "the impassable boundaries 
where possibilities end, but the real boundaries where all possibilities begin**; they 
are not "the frontier which separates being from nothingness, but the frontier 
which separates being from nothingness but the frontier which separates being 
from being more." Alvaro Vieira Pinto, Consciencia e Realidade Nacional (Rio de 
Janeiro, 1960), Vol. II, p. 284. 
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crete, historical reality in which limit-situations historically are 
found. As reality is transformed and these situations are superseded, 
new ones will appear, which in turn will evoke new limit-acts. 

The prop world of animals contains no limit-situations, due to its 
ahistorical character. Similarly, animals lack the ability to exercise 
limit-acts, which require a decisive attitude towards the world: sepa
ration from and objectification of the world in order to transform it, 
Organically bound to their prop, animals do not distinguish between 
themselves and the world. Accordingly, animals are not limited by 
limit-situations—which are historical—but rather by the entire 
prop. And the appropriate role for animals is not to relate to their 
prop (in that event, the prop would be a world), but to adapt to it. 
Thus, when animals "produce" a nest, a hive, or a burrow, they 
are not creating products which result from "limit-acts," that is, 
transforming responses. Their productive activity is subordinated to 
the satisfaction of a physical necessity which is simply stimulating, 
rather than challenging. "An animal's product belongs immediately 
to its physical body, whilst man freely confronts his product."16 

Only products which result from the activity of a being but do 
not belong to its physical body (though these products may bear its 
seal), can give a dimension of meaning to the context, which thus 
becomes a world. A being capable of such production (who thereby 
is necessarily aware of himself, is a "being for himself") could no 
longer be if she or he were not in the process of being in the world 
with which he or she relates; just as the world would no longer exist 
if this being did not exist. 

The difference between animals—who (because their activity does 
not constitute limit-acts) cannot create products detached from 
themselves—and humankind—who through their action upon the 
world create the realm of culture and history—is that only the latter 
are beings of the praxis. Only human beings are praxis—the praxis 
which, as the reflection and action which truly transform reality, is 

16. Karl Marx, Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts of 1844, Dirk Struik, 
ed (New York, 1964), p. 113. 
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the source of knowledge and creation. Animal activity, which occurs 
without a praxis, is not creative; peoples transforming activity is. 

It is as transforming and creative beings that humans, in their 
permanent relations with reality, produce not only material goods— 
tangible objects—but also social institutions, ideas, and concepts.17 

Through their continuing praxis, men and women simultaneously 
create history and become historical-social beings. Because—in con
trast to animals—people can tri-dimensionalize time into the past, 
the present, and the future, their history, in function of their own 
creations, develops as a constant process of transformation within 
which epochal units materialize. These epochal units are not closed 
periods of time, static compartments within which people are con
fined. Were this the case, a fundamental condition of history—its 
continuity—would disappear. On the contrary, epochal units inter
relate in the dynamics of historical continuity.18 

An epoch is characterized by a complex of ideas, concepts, hopes, 
doubts, values, and challenges in dialectical interaction with their 
opposites, striving towards plenitude. The concrete representation 
of many of these ideas, values, concepts, and hopes, as well as the 
obstacles which impede the people's full humanization, constitute 
the themes of that epoch. These themes imply others which are 
opposing or even antithetical; they also indicate tasks to be carried 
out and fulfilled. Thus, historical themes are never isolated, inde
pendent, disconnected, or static; they are always interacting dialecti-
cally with their opposites. Nor can these themes be found anywhere 
except in the human-world relationship. The complex of interacting 
themes of an epoch constitutes its "thematic universe." 

Confronted by this "universe of themes" in dialectical contradic
tion, persons take equally contradictory positions: some work to 
maintain the structures, others to change them. As antagonism 
deepens between themes which are the expression of reality, there 

17. Regarding this point, see Karel Kosik, DiaUtica de lo Concreto (Mexico, 
1967). 

18. On the question of historical epochs, see Hans Freyer, Teoria de la tpoca 
atual (Mexico). 
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is a tendency for the themes and for reality itself to be mythicized, 
establishing a climate of irrationality and sectarianism. This climate 
threatens to drain the themes of their deeper significance and to 
deprive them of their characteristically dynamic aspect. In such a 
situation, myth-creating irrationality itself becomes a fundamental 
theme. Its opposing theme, the critical and dynamic view of the 
world, strives to unveil reality, unmask its mythicization, and achieve 
a full realization of the human task: the permanent transformation 
of reality in favor of the liberation of people. 

In the last analysis, the themes19 both contain and are contained 
in limit-situations; the tasks they imply require limit-acts. When the 
themes are concealed by the limit-situations and thus are not clearly 
perceived, the corresponding tasks—people s responses in the form 
of historical action—can be neither authentically nor critically ful
filled. In this situation, humans are unable to transcend the limit-
situations to discover that beyond these situations—and in contradic
tion to them—lies an untested feasibility. 

In sum, limit-situations imply the existence of persons who are 
directly or indirectly served by these situations,, and of those who 
are negated and curbed by them. Once the latter come to perceive 
these situations as the frontier between being and being more hu
man, rather than the frontier between being and nothingness, they 
begin to direct their increasingly critical actions towards achieving 
the untested feasibility implicit in that perception. On the other 
hand, those who are served by the present limit-situation regard 
the untested feasibility as a threatening limit-situation which must 
not be allowed to materialize, and act to maintain the status quo. 
Consequently, liberating actions upon an historical milieu must cor
respond not only to the generative themes but to the Way in which 
these themes are perceived. This requirement in turn implies an
other: the investigation of meaningful thematics. 

19. I have termed these themes "generative" because (however they are compre
hended and whatever action they may evoke) they contain the possibility of un
folding into again as many themes, which in their turn call for new tasks to be 
fulfilled. 
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Key Terms in Bakhtin's Theory

The Utterance or Word

In Bakhtin's view, an expression in a living context of exchange--termed a "word" or "utterance"--is
the main unit of meaning (not abstract sentences out of context), and is formed through a speaker's
relation to Otherness (other people, others' words and expressions, and the lived cultural world in
time and place). A "word" is therefore always already embedded in a history of expressions by others
in a chain of ongoing cultural and political moments.

An utterance/word is marked by what Bakhtin terms "Addressivity" and "Answerability" (it is always
addressed to someone and anticipates, can generate, a response, anticipates an answer). Discourse
(chains or strings of utterances) is thus fundamentally dialogic and historically contingent (positioned
within, and inseparable from, a community, a history, a place).

"I live in a world of others' words." (Problems of Dostoevsky's Poetics, 143)
"Any understanding of live speech, a live utterance, is inherently responsive... Any
utterance is a link in the chain of communication." (Speech Genres, 68, 84)
"The word lives, as it were, on the boundary between its own context and another, alien,
context." (Dialogic Imagination, 284).

Heteroglossia and Polyphony

Speech and complex cultural discourse in all our genres (novels, scientific descriptions, art works,
philosophical arguments, for example) is mixed through and through with heteroglossia (an other's
speech, and many others' words, appropriated expressions) and are necessarily polyphonic ("many-
voiced," incorporating many voices, styles, references, and assumptions not a speaker's "own").

Dialogue/Dialogic/Dialogism

Every level of expression from live conversational dialog to complex cultural expression in other
genres and art works is an ongoing chain or network of statements and responses, repetitions and
quotations, in which new statements presuppose earlier statements and anticipate future responses.

Selections from Writings

From Mikhail Bakhtin, Speech Genres and Other Late Essays. Trans. Vern W. McGee.
Austin, TX: University of Texas Press, 1986.

Any understanding of live speech, a live utterance, is inherently responsive... Any
understanding is imbued with response and necessarily elicits it in one form or another: the
listener becomes the speaker... (p.68)

Thus, all real and integral understanding is actively responsive, and constitutes nothing more
than the initial preparatory stage of a response (in what ever form it may be actualized). And
the speaker himself is oriented precisely toward such an actively responsive understanding.
He does not expect passive understanding that, so to speak, only duplicates his or her own
idea in someone else's mind... Rather, the speaker talks with an expectation of a response,
agreement, sympathy, objection, execution, and so forth (with various speech genres
presupposing various integral orientations and speech plans on the part of speakers or
writers) (p.69)

When we select words in the process of constructing an utterance, we by no means always
take them from the system of language in their neutral, dictionary form. We usually take
them from other utterances, and mainly from utterances that are kindred to ours in genre,
that is, in theme, composition, or style. (p.87)
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The words of a language belong to nobody, but still we hear those words only in particular
individual utterances, we read them in particular individual works, and in such cases the
words already have not only a typical, but also (depending on the genre) a more or less clearly
reflected individual expression, which is determined by the unrepeatable individual context
of the utterance. Neutral dictionary meanings of the words of a language ensure their
common features and guarantee that all speakers of a given language will understand one
another, but the use of words in live speech communication is always individual and
contextual in nature. (p.88)

This is why the unique speech experience of each individual is shaped and developed in
continuous and constant interaction with others' individual utterances. This experience can
be characterized to some degree as the process of assimilation--more or less creative--of
others' words (and not the words of a language). Our speech, that is, all our utterances
(including our creative works), is filled with others' words, varying degrees of otherness or
varying degrees of "our-own-ness" ....These words of others carry with them their own
expression, their own evaluative tone, which we assimilate, rework, and re-accentuate. (p.89)

Any concrete utterance is a link in the chain of speech communication of a particular sphere.
The very boundaries of the utterance are determined by a change of speech subjects.
Utterances are not indifferent to one another, and are not self-sufficient; they are aware of
and mutually reflect one another... Every utterance must be regarded as primarily a response
to preceding utterances of the given sphere (we understand the word 'response' here in the
broadest sense). Each utterance refutes affirms, supplements, and relies upon the others,
presupposes them to be known, and somehow takes them into account... Therefore, each
kind of utterance is filled with various kinds of responsive reactions to other utterances of
the given sphere of speech communication. (p.91).

The utterance is filled with dialogic overtones, and they must be taken into account in order
to fully understand the style of the utterance. After all, our thought itself -- philosophical,
scientific, artistic -- is born and shaped in the process of interaction and struggle with others'
thought, and this cannot but be reflected in the forms that verbally express our thought as
well. (p.92).

But the utterance is related not only to preceding, but also to subsequent links in the chain of
speech communication... But from the very beginning, the utterance is constructed while
taking into account possible responsive reactions, for whose sake, in essence, it is actually
created. As we know, the role of the others for whom the utterance is constructed is
extremely great... From the very beginning, the speaker expects a response from them, an
active responsive understanding. The entire utterance is constructed, as it were, in
anticipation of encountering this response. (p.94)

An essential (constitutive) marker of the utterance is its quality of being directed to someone,
its addressivity ... Each speech genre in each area of speech communication has its own
typical conception of the addressee, and this defines it as a genre. (p.95).

A word (or in general any sign) is interindividual. Everything that is said, expressed, is located
outside the soul of the speaker and does not belong only to him. The word cannot be assigned
to a single speaker. The author (speaker) has his own inalienable right to the word, but the
listener has his rights, and those whose voices are heard in the word before the author comes
upon it also have their rights (after all, there are no words that belong to no one). (pp.121-
122)

 

On Dialogism and Heteroglossia (the other(s)' word)
From Mikhail Bakhtin, The Dialogic Imagination: Four Essays (Austin: University of
Texas Press, 1992).

 

The word is born in a dialogue as a living rejoinder within it; the word is shaped in dialogic
interaction with an alien word that is already in the object. A word forms a concept of its own
object in a dialogic way.

But this does not exhaust the internal dialogism of the word. It encounters an alien word not
only in the object itself: every word is directed toward an answer and cannot escape the
profound influence of the answering word that it anticipates.

The word in living conversation is directly, blatantly, oriented toward a future answer-word:
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it provokes an answer, anticipates it and structures itself in the answer's direction. Forming
itself in an atmosphere of the already spoken, the word is at the same time determined by
that which has not yet been said but which is needed and in fact anticipated by the answering
word. Such is the situation with any living dialogue. The orientation towards an answer is
open, blatant and concrete. (pp. 279-80)

Therefore his orientation toward the listener is an orientation toward a specific conceptual
horizon, toward the specific world of the listener; it introduces totally new elements into his
discourse; it is in this way, after all, that various different points of view, conceptual horizons,
systems for providing expressive accents, various social "languages" come to interact with
one another. (p. 282)

And finally, at any given moment, languages of various epochs and periods of socio-
ideological life cohabit with one another... Thus at any given moment of its historical
existence, language is heteroglot from top to bottom: it represents the co-existence of socio-
ideological contradictions between the present and the past, between differing epochs of the
past, between different socio-ideological groups in the present, between tendencies, schools,
circles and so forth, all given a bodily form... Therefore languages do not exclude each other,
but rather intersect with each other in many different ways. (p. 291)

Language is not a neutral medium that passes freely and easily into the private property of
the speaker's intentions; it is populated –overpopulated– with the intentions of others.
Expropriating I, forcing it to submit to one's own intentions and accents, is a difficult and
complicated process... As a living, socio-ideological concrete thing, as heteroglot opinion,
language, for the individual consciousness, lies on the borderline between oneself and the
other... The word in language is half someone else's. It becomes one’s "own" only when the
speaker populates it with his own intentions, his own accent, when he appropriates the word,
adapting it to his own semantic and expressive intention. Prior to this moment of
appropriation, the word does not exist in a neutral and impersonal language... but rather it
exists in other people's mouths, in other people's contexts, serving other people's intentions;
it is from there that one must take the word, and make it one's own (p.294)

Dialogic expression is unfinalizable, always incomplete, and productive of further
chains of responses: meaning is never closed and always oriented toward the future.

There is neither a first nor a last word and there are no limits to the dialogic context (it
extends into the boundless past and boundless future). Even past meanings, that is those
born in the dialogue of past centuries, can never be stable (finalized, ended once and for all) -
they will always change (be renewed) in the process of subsequent, future development of
the dialogue. At any moment in the development of the dialogue there are immense,
boundless masses of forgotten contextual meanings, but at certain moments of the dialogue's
subsequent development along the way they are recalled and invigorated in renewed form
(in a new context). (Speech Genres, p.170)

Nothing conclusive has yet taken place in the world, the ultimate word of the world and
about the world has not yet been spoken, the world is open and free, everything is still in the
future and will always be in the future. (Problems of Dostoevsky's Poetics, 166)

References & Bibliography

Bakhtin, M. M. Art and Answerability: Early Philosophical Essays. 1st ed. Austin: University of Texas
Press, 1990.  

-----. Problems of Dostoevsky's Poetics. Edited by Caryl Emerson. Minneapolis, MN: University of
Minnesota Press, 1984.  

-----. Speech Genres and Other Late Essays. Edited by Caryl Emerson and Michael Holquist.
Translated by Vern W. McGee. Austin, TX: University of Texas Press, 1986.

-----. Rabelais and his World. Translated by Helene Iswolsky. Bloomington, IN: Indiana University
Press, 1984.

-----. The Dialogic Imagination: Four Essays. Austin: University of Texas Press, 1992.  

Bakhtin, Mikhail, and P. N. Medvedev. The Formal Method in Literary Scholarship: A Critical
Introduction to Sociological Poetics. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1978.  

Holquist, Michael. "Answering as Authoring: Mikhail Bakhtin's Trans-Linguistics." Critical Inquiry 10

201



10/5/2015 Bakhtin: Main Theories

http://faculty.georgetown.edu/irvinem/theory/Bakhtin-MainTheory.html 4/4

(1983): 307-319.

-----. Dialogism: Bakhtin and his World. London; New York: Routledge, 1990.  

Todorov, Tzvetan. Mikhail Bakhtin: The Dialogical Principle. Translated by Wlad Godzich.
Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press, 1984.  

Volosinov, V. N. and Mikhail Bakhtin. Marxism and the Philosophy of Language. Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 1986.  

Martin Irvine
Communication, Culture & Technology Program (CCT)
Georgetown University
irvinem@georgetown.edu
© 2004-2012
Bakhtin: Main Theories by Martin Irvine is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-Noncommercial-No Derivative Works 3.0 United
States License. All educational uses permitted with attribution and link to this page. Cited and quoted works are the property of the
respective owners.

202

http://www9.georgetown.edu/faculty/irvinem/
http://cct.georgetown.edu/
http://www.georgetown.edu/
mailto:irvinem@georgetown.edu
http://www9.georgetown.edu/faculty/irvinem/theory/Bakhtin-MainTheory.html
http://www9.georgetown.edu/faculty/irvinem/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/us/


203



204



205



206



207



208



209



210



211



212



213



214



215



216



217


	I. Rethinking Section.pdf
	The Critical Difference.pdf
	Article Contents
	p. 2
	p. 3
	p. 4
	p. 5
	p. 6
	p. 7
	p. 8
	p. 9

	Issue Table of Contents
	Diacritics, Vol. 8, No. 2 (Summer, 1978), pp. 1-90
	Front Matter [pp. 1-1]
	Review Articles
	Review: The Critical Difference [pp. 2-9]
	Review: The Sublime and the Romance of the Other [pp. 10-23]
	Review: Northrop Frye's Literary Anthropology [pp. 24-33]
	Review: Sailing to Byzantium: Classical Discourse and Its Self-Absorption [pp. 34-46]

	Texts/Contexts
	No-Man's-Land: On Walter Benjamin's "Destructive Character" [pp. 47-65]

	Review Articles
	Review: Anarchism Revisited: A New Philosophy [pp. 66-79]
	Review: A Decelebration of Philosophy [pp. 80-90]

	Back Matter




	III. Dialogue Section.pdf
	handbook-of-peace-and-conflict-studies.pdf
	Part 1 Understanding and transforming conflict
	4 Mediation


	butler_performative_acts.pdf
	Article Contents
	p. 519
	p. 520
	p. 521
	p. 522
	p. 523
	p. 524
	p. 525
	p. 526
	p. 527
	p. 528
	p. 529
	p. 530
	p. 531

	Issue Table of Contents
	Theatre Journal, Vol. 40, No. 4 (Dec., 1988), pp. 453-586
	Volume Information [pp.  581 - 586]
	Front Matter
	Comment
	Playing in Lyric Time: Beckett's Voice Plays [pp.  453 - 467]
	Subjects of Silence [pp.  468 - 481]
	Harold Pinter: Narrative and Presence [pp.  482 - 497]
	Taking Care of the "Coloureds": The Political Metaphor of Harold Pinter's "The Caretaker" [pp.  498 - 508]
	Visual Histrionics: Shepard's Theatre of the First Wall [pp.  509 - 518]
	Performative Acts and Gender Constitution: An Essay in Phenomenology and Feminist Theory [pp.  519 - 531]
	Theatre Review
	untitled [pp.  532 - 540]
	untitled [pp.  540 - 543]
	untitled [pp.  543 - 545]
	untitled [pp.  545 - 548]
	untitled [pp.  548 - 550]
	untitled [pp.  550 - 552]
	untitled [pp.  552 - 554]
	untitled [pp.  554 - 555]
	untitled [pp.  555 - 557]
	untitled [pp.  557 - 558]
	untitled [pp.  558 - 561]
	untitled [pp.  562 - 564]

	Book Review
	untitled [pp.  565 - 567]
	untitled [pp.  567 - 568]
	untitled [pp.  568 - 570]
	untitled [pp.  570 - 571]
	untitled [pp.  571 - 572]
	untitled [pp.  572 - 574]
	In Brief [p.  574]
	untitled [pp.  574 - 575]
	untitled [pp.  576 - 577]
	untitled [pp.  577 - 578]
	untitled [pp.  578 - 579]
	untitled [pp.  579 - 580]

	Back Matter



	Das.SocSuff[1996].pdf
	Article Contents
	p. 67
	p. 68
	p. 69
	p. 70
	p. 71
	p. 72
	p. 73
	p. 74
	p. 75
	p. 76
	p. 77
	p. 78
	p. 79
	p. 80
	p. 81
	p. 82
	p. 83
	p. 84
	p. 85
	p. 86
	p. 87
	p. 88
	p. 89
	p. 90
	p. 91

	Issue Table of Contents
	Daedalus, Vol. 125, No. 1, Social Suffering (Winter, 1996), pp. I-XX, 1-284
	Front Matter
	Preface to the Issue "Social Suffering" [pp. V-X]
	Introduction [pp. XI-XX]
	The Appeal of Experience; The Dismay of Images: Cultural Appropriations of Suffering in Our Times [pp. 1-23]
	About Suffering: Voice, Genre, and Moral Community [pp. 25-45]
	The Alarmed Vision: Social Suffering and Holocaust Atrocity [pp. 47-65]
	Language and Body: Transactions in the Construction of Pain [pp. 67-91]
	Comments on Veena Das's Essay "Language and Body: Transactions in the Construction of Pain" [pp. 93-98]
	Political Widowhood in South Africa: The Embodiment of Ambiguity [pp. 99-117]
	The Pane of Sorrow: Public Uses of Personal Grief in Modern China [pp. 119-148]
	Destructive Will and Ideological Holocaust: Maoism as a Source of Social Suffering in China [pp. 149-179]
	Unmasking Suffering's Masks: Reflections on Old and New Memories of Nazi Medicine [pp. 181-205]
	Displacing Suffering: The Reconstruction of Death in North America and Japan [pp. 207-244]
	Suffering and the Origins of Traumatic Memory [pp. 245-260]
	On Suffering and Structural Violence: A View from Below [pp. 261-283]
	Back Matter







