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I’d like to begin my reflections this evening with a small news story from a few months ago. You 
may remember the incident it reports. Let me quote: 
 
U.S. soldiers driving bulldozers, with jazz blaring from loudspeakers, have uprooted ancient groves 
of date palms as well as orange and lemon trees in central Iraq as part of a new policy of collective 
punishment of farmers who do not give information about guerrillas attacking U.S. troops.  
 
The stumps of palm trees, some 70 years old, protrude from the brown earth scoured by the 
bulldozers beside the road at Dhuluaya, a small town 50 miles north of Baghdad…farmers said that 
U.S. troops had told them, over a loudspeaker in Arabic, that the fruit groves were being bulldozed to 
punish the farmers for not informing on the resistance which is very active in this Sunni Muslim 
district…  
 
… a petition addressed to the coalition forces … says: "Tens of poor families depend completely on 
earning their life on these orchards and now they became very poor and have nothing and [are] 
waiting for hunger and death."  
 
The children of one woman who owned some fruit trees lay down in front of a bulldozer but were 
dragged away… They said that one American soldier broke down and cried during the operation… 
(Z Net) 
 
I don’t know how many of you noticed this story, but I suspect if you did you were appalled. In fact, 
it was just one in a seemingly endless succession of U.S. actions and policy decisions that I think are 
completely contrary to what might really address the threat of terrorism with which we are all living 
today. 
 
In preparation for this conversation I went back to read two key U.S. foreign policy documents – one 
on U.S. National Security and the other on Counterterrorism. Together they describe a posture that is 
breathtaking in its blindness to some of the most basic tenets of effective peace-building - lessons 
learned in the work for peace that you all do – that Pax Christi does - or in crossing the borders that 
separate cultures like Maryknoll missioners do. So many of these lessons could well be incorporated 
into U.S. foreign policy and international relations in this age of counter-terrorism.  
 
You know, for example,  

• that instant gratification is non-existent in the pursuit of lasting peace 
• that right relationships are the heart of the matter. 

 
You understand the need to cross borders, to look at life through the “lens” of the other, allowing 
yourself to see with new eyes and be changed by that experience. You know  

• the importance of presence to/accompaniment of those who are alienated or excluded 
• the essential role for solidarity (a firm and persevering determination to commit oneself to the 

common good) 
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• and for cultural sensitivity (valuing of the other’s way of being, sense of meaning, symbolic 
life, religious beliefs and customs) – which was violated so blatantly in the horrific pictures 
we have seen from military prisons where Muslim men were stripped naked and guarded by 
female guards – or in the destruction of the fruit orchards or in Palestine of the olive trees that 
were the center of community life. Growing beards and speaking Arabic, though probably a 
small step in the right direction, won’t help when the heart of daily existence has been 
destroyed. 

 
You know the importance of addressing root causes, of promoting human dignity and well-being, of 
ending poverty and hopelessness. You have seen the value of inter-religious dialogue and the need 
for broad-based participation in important decisions affecting the community. 
 
You know that demonizing and scapegoating must be replaced with honest introspection that 
identifies ones own contribution to the peacelessness – and you know that security must be inclusive 
or it will not be at all.. 
 
On November 6, 2001, President Bush said, The struggle against international terrorism is different 
from any other war in our history. We will not triumph solely or even primarily through military 
might. We must fight terrorist networks, and all those who support their efforts to spread fear around 
the world, using every instrument of national power— diplomatic, economic, law enforcement, 
financial, information, intelligence, and military.  
 
Despite suggestions in public speeches and official documents that the Bush Administration would 
support a comprehensive approach to stopping terrorism, military engagement has been the 
predominant response thus far. Despite suggestions that the campaign against terrorism might 
incorporate some of the lessons from peacework and international solidarity I just described, the 
reality has gone in exactly the opposite direction. 
 
Virginia Saldanha, a member of the Pax Christi International Executive Committee from India, said, 
“The actions of the U.S. post-September 11, supposedly for the security of the U.S. people, have left 
the rest of the world feeling very insecure. The unchallenged superpower status that the U.S. has and 
the methods used to form its coalitions heightened the insecurity.” She went on to remind us that the 
insecurity of people who are threatened has spawned desperate attempts to attack the U.S. and that in 
order to give a sense of security to the world, the U.S. has to collaborate with the international 
community as an equal partner with other countries in the world.  
 
Cesar Villanueva (from Pax Christi in the Philippines) said “the peace of the other is my peace.” The 
same applies to security.  
 
A U.S. counter-terrorism policy that incorporated some of the lessons learned from the work for 
peace and the experience of solidarity, would always act on the belief that 

• every human life is sacred – the lives of Osama Bin Laden, Saddam Hussein, prisoners at 
Guantanamo Bay and the children of Afghanistan or Iraq are as precious in the eyes of God 
as the lives of our own loved ones;  

• extreme care has to be taken to understand and honor the rich cultural differences between 
peoples; no one country, even one with enormous military might, has the right to make over 
the world in its image and according to its values; cross cultural and interfaith dialogue may 
do more to quell terrorism than anything else 
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• there are no short term or unilateral solutions; any real response to terrorism has to address 
the nature of our relationships with the rest of the world, the reality of a world sharply 
divided between rich and poor; U.S. decisionmakers have to see with new eyes and feel in 
their souls how the US is perceived by people in other countries. 

 
During the first week in September 2001, I participated for Maryknoll in the UN Conference Against 
Racism, Xenophobia and All Forms of Discrimination in Durban, South Africa. The gathering there 
was spectacular – especially of nongovernmental groups from around the world. Every imaginable 
group that has been subjected to racist discrimination was there – Dalits and Aborigines and 
Travelers, Africans and African Americans and Indigenous people from across this hemisphere. For 
most, the feat of getting there was an incredible testament to persistence, courage and ingenuity. 
Their message was powerful and unsettling. They had figured out how and where and when to 
participate in a global forum meant to address the injustices with which they lived daily. And the 
United States delegates publicly walked out. I felt the rage on the streets in Durban in those days. 
Following 9/11, I did not have to ask why they hate us. 
 
Terrorism and so many other challenges of our times transcend national boundaries and require 
cooperative action. The United States, rather than moving farther and farther away from multilateral 
cooperation to a policy of extreme unilateralism (We know the long list of ways well: the war in Iraq, 
the Kyoto Protocol, the International Criminal Court; the International Treaty to Ban Landmines, 
many UN conventions, the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, international treaties on arms brokering, 
marking and small arms transfers and on and on) – needs to begin to shape its foreign policy as a 
member of the global community. 
 
In his address at the Gregorian University’s symposium on International Law and Terrorism, Father 
Thomas Williams, dean of theology at Regina Apostolorum Pontifical University spoke about the 
great need for a focus on the universal common good, which I would say surely applies to U.S. 
foreign policy. Such a commitment to the common good would require the practice of solidarity, by 
which public authority would widen the scope of its interest and concern to the whole of humanity; it 
would imply support for the international rule of law; and reaffirm the principle of subsidiarity. 
 
We would then commit ourselves unequivocally as a country to pursuing the global common good in 
full cooperation with the family of nations and beyond. At issue is how we define world order, from 
whose perspective and through what lens. U.S. unilateralism in sole pursuit of our own national 
interests will inevitably sour our contribution to peace and security, including our own. 
 
To stop terrorism we to build right relations with people around the world, emphasizing global 
cooperation and making a commitment to help eradicate extreme poverty and deadly disease. Our 
fragile world does not need the U.S. to act as a global cop, intimidating others by our military might 
and negotiating a global economy that unrelentingly benefits the already well-off minority and a few 
countries, including our own. 
 
If we were to apply some of the lessons described earlier, U.S. policy might begin to move beyond a 
focus on overwhelming military might and dominance to emphasize diplomacy, development 
assistance, humanitarian relief, international arms control, and foreign exchanges. More balance 
might be brought to the U.S. federal budget. Now $420 billion annually is going into military 
expenditures, not counting $4.9 billion per month on wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, while less than 
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$20 billion per year is being spent on all State Department expenditures (diplomacy, arms control, 
etc.), including all non-military foreign aid. 
 
The U.S. might still support what Brian Wicker describes as “international police work on behalf of 
global law and order,” but might also look for ways to prevent the proliferation or use of weapons of 
mass destruction by moving seriously toward the elimination of all of our weapons of mass 
destruction, including nuclear, biological and chemical weapons – rather than by moving to build 
more usable nuclear weapons like the bunker buster being considered in Congress this week; and by 
fully funding, even expanding, some of the decent and effective threat reduction programs and real 
efforts to monitor the trafficking in these weapons. 
 
The U.S. might invest more resources in peacebuilding, support for the rule of law, strengthening 
contextually appropriate political and social institutions as suggested in S2127, a bill introduced by 
Senators Lugar and Biden. We might even establish the Department of Peace proposed by Rep. 
Kucinich, training ourselves to wage peace as well as we wage war, or the Reconstruction Corps 
proposed by Gordon Adams. 
 
We would be fully committed to truth and transparency in the conduct of our foreign policy, would 
make our actions absolutely consistent with the principles we claim to hold. Cardinal Lajolo 
commented recently that the acts of torture against prisoners in Iraq perpetrated by U.S. soldiers were 
for the United States a “more serious blow than September 11.” Sister Dianna Ortiz, tortured in 
Guatemala by U.S.-supported and/or controlled thugs, would say that in many parts of the world that 
damage is already done. Through TASSC (Torture Survivors Support Coalition), she works daily 
with people who have survived torture – some by U.S. supported security personnel. 
 
Earlier this Spring Etienne De Jonghe, the General Secretary of Pax Christi International, and I met 
with Cardinal Martino who was livid about the U.S. treatment of Saddam Hussein, which he 
described as a violation of the Geneva Convention. My daughter Cathi worked for a number of years 
in the human rights office at Bir Zeit University in Ramallah on the West Bank. She has been 
horrified to hear U.S. justification for such coercive interrogation techniques as hooding, sleep 
deprivation, forcing prisoners to stand for hours, deliberate time warping etc. 
 
Sister Dorothy Hennessey, who was 89 years old when she went to jail for crossing the line at the 
Western Hemisphere Institute for Security Cooperation (formerly the SOA) and the dozens of others 
who have been jailed for similar actions would say that there is a sordid dimension to U.S. military 
training (at least historically and possibly continuing) that must be entirely repudiated for the U.S. to 
become the moral leader it fancies itself to be. 
 
The U.S. would be fully committed to truth and transparency in the conduct of our foreign policy, 
making our actions absolutely consistent with the principles we claim to hold.  
 
We would also make significant efforts to reduce U.S. oil consumption and rethink our wasteful 
patterns of life that are an insult to the poor of the world and to the earth herself. U.S. energy policy 
can contribute to our counter terrorism campaign – or not. 
 
That leads me to what I think is the heart of the matter. 
 
The U.S. National Strategy for Combating Terrorism document also says: The defeat of terror is a 
worthy and necessary goal in its own right. But ridding the world of terrorism is essential to a 
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broader purpose. We strive to build an international order where more countries and peoples are 
integrated into a world consistent with the interests and values we share with our partners— values 
such as human dignity (good) , rule of law (fine), respect for individual liberties ok if the common 
good is not neglected), open and free economies (really!), and religious tolerance. We understand (it 
continues) that a world in which these values are embraced as standards, not exceptions, will be the 
best antidote to the spread of terrorism. This is the world we must build today... (U.S. National 
Strategy for Combating Terrorism, February 2003) 
 
While the majority of U.S. citizens firmly believe that respect for human dignity and rule of law, for 
example, form the backbone of U.S. foreign policy, those with another view of the U.S. would see 
that the real bottom line to the militarization of U.S. foreign policy, including counter-terrorism 
policy, is “open and free economies.” There, too often, the “broader purpose” itself is undercutting 
successful counter-terrorism measures because “open and free economies” means – or is at least 
interpreted by millions of people to mean that the U.S. is committed to shaping and maintaining a 
global economy that serves the economic interests of a small global elite at the expense of the 
majority who are poor.  
 
In the intense debate over bilateral and regional trade agreements and the role of the World Trade 
Organization (WTO), for example, the U.S. and other powerful nations consistently protect their own 
markets and subsidize their own products while forcing more vulnerable countries to eliminate 
market protections and subsidies for domestic products. Nice words about free trade contributing to a 
more secure and stable world are rendered hollow when U.S. negotiators “twist arms” to get the best 
deal for the U.S. at the expense of already impoverished potential trading partners like Cambodia and 
El Salvador. 
 
The impact of the current model of economic globalization is tremendously alienating for millions of 
people and impoverished countries, making global collaboration toward a future that is genuinely 
secure for all members of every society less and less likely. 
 
It took my breath away to hear a U.S. delegate stand before the UN Financing for Development 
follow-up meeting last November and suggest that remittances are a U.S. contribution to financing 
for development in countries whose principal export is human labor.  
 
There is something profoundly wrong with a system that requires families to break apart in order to 
survive. To aggressively promote that system is bad enough; to brag about it fuels resentment. 
 
The Gospel and Catholic Social Teaching call us to redefine security in terms of basic human needs, 
rights and responsibilities. Bryan Massingale recently said it well: “Security in the biblical 
worldview, is an outcome of pursuing [a] more comprehensive vision of shalom. When shalom is 
established through the pursuit of justice, then true security is found…Security is a state of being that 
flows from the inclusion of all in the bounty of the earth.” Inclusive human security, as opposed to 
national security, guarantees access to food, clean water, healthcare, education and employment. It 
recognizes the right of people to participate in important decisions that affect their lives and respects 
the integrity of creation. Inclusive human security would emerge from a “globalization of solidarity” 
that promotes international cooperation and preemptively addresses the root causes of terrorism and 
manages deep grievances and conflicts before they turn violent. U.S. foreign policy and practice built 
on principles that enable peace and right relationship should move in this direction. 
 

 5



It seems to me, however, that we will have to go much deeper than the usual policy debate and 
advocacy efforts to make a real change – and that the role of faith communities and educational 
institutions is key in this regard. The dominant U.S. culture, our value system, worldview and 
lifestyles undergird the present counter-terrorism approach. To move in a radically new direction 
toward inclusive human security will require a vast renovation of how we are as a people. 
 
The prophetic and the pastoral tasks at a societal level) are as enormous as the political task. 
 
Religious leaders, pastors and educators have to help us as a people 
• grapple with our fear and insecurity, enabling us to live with vulnerability – even see it as 

necessary for faithful living in a world where a majority of people are always vulnerable; 
• rework our value system – beginning with an unwavering commitment to the value of every life 

(I am only as valuable in the eyes of God as you are … we are equally beloved and equally 
deserving of a dignified life and to participate in important decisions that affect our lives); 

• reset our priorities from the accumulation of power, wealth and consumer goods to nurturing 
right relationships with other people and the rest of creation; 

• move from individualism to emphasize community – ultimately the global community; 
• learn to be present, to listen, to wait – to relinquish our need for instant gratification; 
• develop our skills for social, political and economic analysis and historical consciousness that 

might help us move beyond sound bytes to understand root causes; and 
• reexamine our symbols and myths to strip them of their ability to isolate and blind us – helping 

us as a people to rethink our way of being in the world. 
 
Right after September 11, 2001 someone suggested that U.S. political and perhaps religious leaders 
spend a year or two moving respectfully around the world to listen to what others are saying about 
who we are and how we are as co-inhabitants of an increasingly small planet – and then craft a long 
term U.S. response in the light of what they learned. It was not a bad idea. My guess is that where we 
might have been led – had we listened really carefully – would have been a whole lot more consistent 
with what you know about peacebuilding and nurturing right relationships in a broken world. 
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