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Contested Morality in US Foreign Policy

Janice Love

This essay addresses the debate among US Christian leaders over the morality of the United States’ March 2003 invasion of Iraq in the context of two larger scholarly foreign policy discussions.  The first involves the nature and understanding of American power in the world.  The second involves contending perspectives on where the current US government’s war against terrorism fits into the long-term path of American foreign policy.  This assessment should contribute substantially to understanding contentious arguments over the legitimacy, or lack thereof, of the US government’s actions in Iraq, and the war on terrorism more generally.
Our ultimate conclusion is that, in international relations theory terms, the Iraq conflict represents the United States government’s apparent choice for hard over soft power. When governments choose to use hard power as the primary means of exercising influence, they strive to harness a sufficient stock of soft power, too, so that their actions will more be more widely perceived as legitimate. Religion is an important dimension of soft power, and governments often seek the blessings of religious leaders to help legitimize the use of hard power. 
In the case of this war, however, there is a split within the US Christian community. The vast majority of church leaders representing historic, mainline Protestant and Catholic traditions, claim that the United States government’s choice to go to war and its prosecution of the war fail to meet the criteria of a just war contained in the just war doctrine. These US leaders have overwhelming support from their denominational affiliates abroad, including the late Pope John Paul II. In contrast, Christian leaders from the Southern Baptist Church and prominent US televangelists set aside the multidimensional and more complex historic just war doctrine in favor of applying one particular criterion adapted from the just war theory. They argue that the United States government, a legitimate political authority blessed by God to exercise Christian leadership in world affairs, chose a just course of action in prosecuting the Iraq war. These leaders’ endorsement of the war added soft power to the government’s exercise of hard power.
I.
The Hard Versus Soft Power Debate in International Relations Theory
Since World War II, the concept of power has been at the center of the study of international relations.  In general, most scholars would agree that power is the ability of political actors to achieve their goals.  Packed into this assertion is a distinction between two aspects of power:  capabilities, the resources an actor directly controls; and influence, the actor’s ability to change the values or behavior of another political player. More conservative analysts, the Realists, usually presume that capability causes influence, and consequently consider that little meaningful differentiation can be made between the two.  More liberal scholars, the Pluralists, argue that interactions among political players can affect the conversion of capabilities into influence.  Therefore, the distinction potentially makes a big difference.
  
Building on Pluralist assumptions, Joseph Nye
 revises and re-labels these distinctions to analyze US foreign policy.  In his terms, capability becomes a sophisticated notion of hard power, while a multidimensional concept of soft power builds on and embellishes the idea of influence.  As for definitions, hard power on the whole rests “on inducements (carrots) or threats (sticks).”  This is a more material base.
  The United States has a large arsenal of both carrots and sticks.  In contrast to this notion, soft power “co-opts people rather than coerces them,” and thereby gets them to do what you want.
  Therefore, the basis for soft power rests more in ideas than on material incentives, either of positive or negative kinds. 

Building on Machiavelli’s view of power as a mixture of coercion and consent,  Gramsci wrote extensively about the moral, political and cultural values of a dominant group becoming so widely dispersed that less powerful or even subordinate groups incorporate them as unquestioned common sense.
   In distinguishing soft power from the older notion of influence, Nye argues that soft power is only one form of influence, and that it is “more than persuasion…It is the ability to entice and attract.  And attraction often leads to acquiescence or imitation.” Soft power inspires “the dreams and desires of others…”
 

Typical instruments of soft power include popular culture embodied, for example, in telecommunications such as film or television, as well as education and cultural exchange.  As with hard power, governments do not control all these instruments, but in contrast to governments’ considerable command of a large amount and wide array of instruments of hard power, non-state actors often have greater access to soft power. Furthermore, in the second half of the twentieth century, nongovernmental organizations and transnational social movements have become remarkably adept at using soft power to their advantage. Again, following Nye, in an information age, countries increasing their soft power are likely to be those with a culture closer to prevailing global norms; access to multiple channels of communication in which they can frame the issues; and credibility based on their domestic and international performance.
 As with capability and influence, the close relationships between hard and soft power can be significant, and they often reinforce each other.  Both can be central to achieving an actor’s goals. “But,” warns Nye, “soft power is not simply the reflection of hard power.”

Nye uses the concepts of hard and soft power to analyze the larger frameworks of foreign policy choices facing the United States government and society.  His terms will be used in this paper more narrowly to examine contentious claims about the morality of the Iraq War.  This examination, however, needs to be set in the wider context of two contemporary and contending views of the history of US foreign policy.  

II.
Contending Perspectives on US Foreign Policy:  Benevolent Domination Versus Imperialism

Since the end of the Cold War, analysts have sought to define the next challenge to America’s physical security and basic social, political, and economic values in grand, overarching perspectives.  Samuel Huntington’s (1996) famous assertion of a “clash of civilizations” provided one possibility of “the West against the Rest,” whereas Robert Kaplan suggested that the crucial test would be massive chaos, i.e., an anarchic world with disintegrating nation-states, warring ethnic groups, overpopulation, and struggles over increasingly scarce resources.
 

9-11 jolted everyone, and for those searching for a way to characterize security problems in a post-Cold War world, a new clarity emerged.  In the wake of the 9-11 attack, New York Times columnist Thomas Friedman popularized a particular version of the history of large-scale challenges to the United States and its allies in the 20th and 21st centuries. Fascism arose in the first half of the 20th century and was defeated by nations that embraced freedom and democracy.  Then communism reared up menacingly in the second half of the century, only to implode at century’s end due to its inability to compete effectively with national systems of democracy and capitalism backed by large, credible military arsenals. The event of 9-11, Friedman argues, demonstrated that terrorism, under-girded by religious extremism, constitutes the new mega-threat to freedom and democracy in the new era.
  

From this point of view, even if not all analysts would agree with Friedman’s particular telling of the big trends of history, the United States had an obligation to invade Iraq.  This duty arose not primarily from the need to protect the physical security of our homeland but rather in the long term to exercise “the revolutionary side of U.S. power,” to instill a model of freedom and democracy in a region that has little experience of such.  This makes the Iraq war, in Friedman’s language, a war of choice, not necessity; a war “to unleash a process of reform in the Arab-Muslim region that will help it embrace modernity and make it less angry and more at ease with the world…” Our job, he says, “is to build a regime in Iraq that won’t produce any more battered human skulls.”
  This grand mission, a war without end carried out by a “benign US hegemon,” may not be finished in his lifetime, he reports, or even that of his children.  It is a “war for what America stands for.”
 

This grand perspective finds no fault in characterizing the United States as imperial or hegemonic in its post Cold War domination of world affairs. American domination is a good thing for infusing other nations and cultures with the values of democracy and religious liberty. The second grand perspective, however, orients its understanding of US foreign policy in the 20th and 21st centuries as part of a larger project of imperial aspirations that began in the 19th century.
    

Inspired in part by the British and other European empires, U.S. political leaders actively began pursuing a substantial American presence in Asia and Latin America in the late 19th century.  This vision has been well documented by prominent historians and students of foreign policy.
   One of the early emblematic and specific policy manifestations was “supple and highly innovative.”  For example, the United States demanded an open door policy with China in 1899.  The US would honor China’s territorial integrity if allowed the same privileges granted to European powers and Japan, i.e. a foothold from which to access Chinese markets.  American policy makers’ expectations were that US companies and others would “reap more than their fair share of the benefits.  An ostensibly level playing field actually tilted in favor of American enterprise.  In short, the policy of the open door was ‘a classic strategy of non-colonial imperial expansion.’”
 And it applied remarkably well to other regions of the world, too.

From this perspective, World War I became a “crusade to graft American values onto the entire world and to thwart all others – such as Lenin – who fancied themselves engaged in an analogous undertaking,” with any notion of isolationism being only a “legend.”
  Meanwhile, also in the early decades of the century, US military incursions repeatedly propped up authoritarian dictators in Latin America and the Caribbean.

After World War II the United States continued to pursue open doors, leading the Western world and the global economy by default, a state of affairs that many labeled “Pax Americana.”  By the 1970s, West European and Japanese economic prowess, built on the foundation of their American-assisted post-war recovery, gave rise to the need for U.S. leadership in a coordinated, more multilateral approach to global affairs that exercised open door policies through international financial institutions like the International Monetary Fund, the World Bank, and the Paris Club.  Moreover, the United States’ military guarantee of West European and Japanese security against the possible threat of Soviet aggression provided all these big economic and political players strong incentives to work together under US leadership. Yet, a number of US-backed coups d’etat in support of “third world” dictators as well as the Vietnam War demonstrated a readiness to use military force to preserve global influence, especially in competition with another large imperial presence in the world, the USSR.

By 1991, the dissolution of the USSR and the disintegration of its military might brought an end to the Cold War. Russia as well as most of its former satellites became open for American commercial influence, too. And as indicated by Nye, the United States began to enjoy a very rare position in world history. No other nation comes close currently to exercising this country’s military, economic, political, and cultural power. 

Many American policy makers and citizens hold fast to the belief that the US is a reluctant imperial power and that the nation’s hegemonic reign is benign.  Analysts who view the US imperial impulse as stretching back more than a century would disagree, however, as do many people in various parts of the world subjected to the blunt instruments of US military or economic might.  In this context, from this perspective, the March 2003 invasion of Iraq appears to be one more imperial attempt at opening doors to further US economic, military, political, and cultural interests, rather than the grand experiment of a benevolent hegemon undertaking democratic nation building.  The imperial perspective on American foreign policy notes that among the scores of US overt and covert military invasions or interventions, only two resulted in the implementation of democratic capitalism:  Germany and Japan.  The outcome in Iraq, if anything other than chaos, they claim, is more likely to resemble Cuba in 1898 or 1906, Nicaragua beginning in 1909, Haiti beginning in 1914, Guatemala or Iran in 1954, the Congo in 1960, Vietnam in the early1960s, Chile in 1973, or other such instances where the consequences of US military involvement undercut or crushed the possibility of budding democratic impulses.   

III.
US Christian Leaders and their Foreign Policy Perspectives

Although not entirely divorced from hard power, religion, moral philosophy and ideology feature soft power– as does law.  These potent societal sources of influence often provide important foundations for national or wider cultures, and thus can implicitly or explicitly enhance or undermine a government’s exercise of power.  Governments often recognize the significance of such sources of soft power by seeking assistance and public blessings from religious leaders or others with moral or ideological legitimacy.   

The missionary expansion of Christianity that anticipated and accompanied imperial conquest by European powers and the United States has its own history about which much is written. Christian missions often played the paradoxical role of providing soft power for sanctioning the expansion of empires while at the same time humanizing them.  A famous African adage, for example, states: “When the missionaries came, Whites had the bible and we had the land.  Now we have the bible and the Whites have the land.” 

When the colonies of Africa, Asia, and Latin America sought their independence, most Protestant missions also pursued freedom from ecclesial colonialism, that is, separated their governance from their parent churches in the West.  Thus Anglicans, Methodist, Presbyterians, Baptists, Lutherans, etc. in these various continents became churches in their own right, no longer controlled, for example, by the English Anglicans, the German Lutherans, or the United States Methodists, Presbyterians, or Baptists.  These newly independent leaders often spoke with different interests in and understandings of world affairs.  Among Catholics, Vatican II, convened by Pope John XXIII, called on the faithful worldwide to use their convictions to address the problems of the world.  Furthermore, the rise of liberation theologies out of Latin America, Asia, and Africa in the 1960s and 1970s challenged both Protestant and Catholic Christians in rich countries to examine their previous support for or complicity in systems of colonial and neo-colonial domination, the racism embedded explicitly or implicitly in their doctrines, and their use of resources in a world of extreme poverty.  Theologians from the so-called third world also began to offer new insights in the interpretation of sacred scripture, the articulation of doctrine, and practices of the faith.  Moreover, these changes across the world unfolded at the same time that the civil rights movement challenged racially divided Christian churches at home.

The two broad and contending historical perspectives on the history of US foreign policy, together with shifts globally within Christendom and in secular world affairs, had a profound influence on US church leaders.  In the first half of the 20th century, most readily (but not uncritically) understood the United States to be a benevolent hegemon. Many believed that American military, economic, and political international engagement made the world safer for democracy and human well-being.  In the second half of the century, however,  the challenges articulated by theologians from the so-called third world, combined with deep domestic unrest over the Vietnam War and other military interventions, brought new insights and understandings for church leaders.  They now had to function in worldwide Christian arenas where many church leaders from other parts of the globe criticized the United States as an oppressive imperial power. Whether or not American church leaders agreed with this perspective, they could not ignore it.  

Vietnam provided the watershed to shift many US church leaders’ perspective.  Most began to take official stands against the Vietnam War reluctantly and fairly late.  For example, the US Conference of Catholic Bishops issued a 1966 statement concluding that the United States’ prosecution of the war was reasonable.  By 1968, their enthusiasm had officially waned, but only by 1971 did they explicitly call for an immediate halt to US military engagement in Southeast Asia. Nevertheless, Vietnam was a major turning point in their understanding of the US and world affairs.  Thereafter most leaders of the Catholic and mainline Protestant churches have called fairly consistently for restraint in the use of American military force to address international problems, giving strong preference to conciliation and negotiation.
 Yet, with often carefully considered nuance, many continued to embrace non-military US foreign policies that promoted causes such as human rights, debt relief and economic development. If judged by their public pronouncements  below, most can be characterized as multilateralists rather than unilateralists.  Nevertheless, their relative reticence in recent decades to deploy their soft power to bless the use of force is noteworthy. 

By contrast, the “New Christian Right” (NCR), which arose in force in the 1970s, on the whole endorses the use of military might to achieve US foreign policy goals.  The NCR consists of organizations headed by televangelists like Pat Robertson, Jerry Falwell, Bob Jones II, and Franklin Graham who find unity in their commitment to change laws and government structures in light of their understanding of the biblical ideal.  For much of the 20th century, these conservative evangelical and fundamentalist Protestants on the whole shunned political engagement.  Rapid social changes during the 1960s, mainline religious opposition to the Vietnam War, and the perceived threat of secular humanism transformed them into activists.  As Charles Kimball notes “(t)he literature and rhetoric of groups in the New Religious Right reveal nostalgia for an ideal time that has been lost – usually connected somehow with the founders of the country – and warnings about the danger awaiting this nation if it continues to turn its back on God.”

These leaders’ largest political mobilizations began in the 1980s and continued through the early 1990s.  They articulated a clear theological position:  God ordained the United States to be a Christian nation, a city on the hill, a light to the nations.  Often labeled Dominion or Reconstruction Theology,
 this understanding of the faith asserts “that Christianity must reassert the dominion of God over all things, including secular politics and society.”
  Followers seek “to remove the political and institutional barriers to God’s law in order to impose the rule of God’s law.”
  As Karen Armstrong describes it “God gave Adam and later Noah the task of subduing the world.  Christians have inherited this mandate and they have the responsibility of imposing Jesus’ rule on earth before the Second Coming of Christ.”
 

This theology obviously embraces the perspective that the United States domination in world affairs as well as the government’s foreign policy decisions are benevolent, but followers push further.  America has an obligation to, and blessings from God to spread US influence and that of the Christian faith worldwide.  For example, this perspective most steadfastly condemned any attempts at rapprochement with the USSR during the Cold War.  Leaders of this persuasion have been invited to the White House regularly under the Nixon, Reagan, and second Bush administrations. Interestingly, the primary spiritual adviser to President George H.W. Bush was Archbishop Edmond Browning, the presiding bishop of the Episcopal Church.  During the 1991 Gulf War, in keeping with similar expressions by other mainline religious leaders, Archbishop Browning regularly, both in private and in public, challenged the president’s decision to mobilize the military because he and others believed that all other options had not yet been exhausted (one of the criteria for a just war).

In sum, as mainline Catholic and Protestant church leaders in the late 20th century became more critical of US foreign policy, particularly as exercised through military means, they became less welcome to provide counsel to the executive branch. Moreover they became increasingly reluctant to lend their considerable stock of soft power to the military campaigns and foreign policy decisions that lacked moral legitimacy from their perspective.  Therefore, since the 1970s, presidents and their administrations, with some exceptions, have relied more on the religious right not only for counsel but also for blessing their decisions to go to war or to intervene militarily in other nations.  Thus, in recent decades, the US government’s hard power has been increasingly augmented with religiously legitimizing soft power from the religious right.  

These overall trends of contending perspectives on US foreign policy as well as in church leaders’ reactions to them provide the backdrop against which to understand divergent Christian positions on the morality of the Iraq war.  Prior to discussing the specifics of this debate, however, we review the spectrum of traditional Christian ethical positions on war.    

IV.
Christian Perspectives on War

Three traditions, with some noteworthy variations, dominate Christian ethical perspectives on war. These are the pacifist, crusade, and just war traditions.  The oldest is the pacifist.  

Most scholars agree that in the whole Christ’s teaching and example reinforce a message that violence and war are wrong.  For the first three to four centuries, the early church adhered to pacifism, which meant opposition to all killing, military service, and warfare.  In addition to being true to Jesus’ own witness, a range of reasons explains this stance.  They included generally the nonpolitical orientation of church life within the Roman Empire and an expectation of a near-term apocalypse.  This perspective declined with the Constantinian establishment of Christianity in the fourth century, but it survived nonetheless to be embraced by number of prominent Christian leaders including Francis of Assisi, Erasmus of Rotterdam (15 and 16th centuries), and in the 20th century, Martin Luther King, Jr.  The historic peace churches, including the Mennonites, the Church of the Brethren, and the Society of Friends (Quakers) continue to adhere to pacifism.  

Early in the 4th century, Constantine adopted Christianity and linked it to the state.  Drawing on Plato and Cicero, Augustine (4th and 5th centuries) outlined the beginnings of the just war theory, which evolved across the medieval and modern periods, and is explored more fully in a parallel essay.  A distinction is usually made between the just resort to war (jus ad bellum) and just conduct in war (jus in bello).  The six most common principles of jus ad bellum are:  (1) just cause (in response to an aggressive attack or serious threat of evil), (2) just intent (not to devastate another nation totally or seek self-aggrandizement, but to restore peace with justice), (3) limited objectives (with the values preserved through force being proportionate to those sacrificed through force), (4) last resort (exhausting all possibilities of peaceful settlement prior to pursuing war), (5) legitimate authority (a properly constituted government), and (6) reasonable hope of success.  The two main principles of jus in bello are:  (1) discrimination (respecting and protecting the lives of noncombatants, and committing no atrocities, reprisals, looting, or wanton violence) and (2) proportionality (inflicting damage that is strictly proportionate to the ends sought, i.e., the war’s harm must not exceed the war’s good).
 

In the 1960s and 1970s, liberation theology attempted to transform this tradition into one that would support just revolutions.  This variation essentially challenged the criterion of legitimate authority.  Since so many brutal and authoritarian governments in so many places had no popular legitimacy, any use of force against regime opponents could not be judged to appropriately within the standard.  In contrast, however, if insurgents had broad and deep support, they could be considered a legitimate authority allowed to consider exercising the use of military force.  

Nonetheless, just war teachings, including most variations on this tradition, and pacifism seek to prevent war. They presume that peace is better than war.  If war cannot be avoided, however, a just war ethic seeks to restrict and reduce its horrors. Although begun by the Greeks and refined by Christian theologians, principles similar to those from the just war doctrine can be found in many religions.  They now have also become partially embodied in secular international humanitarian law.  

A third tradition within Christianity is that of the crusade where Christians wield the sword as a matter of faith. The violent savagery of the early crusades beginning in 1095 has modern echoes among religious extremists today, but virtually all churches and prominent religious leaders reject this option.
 

    The Roman Catholic Church formalized and continues to adhere to the just war tradition.  In its 36 member churches, the National Council of Churches of Christ in the USA (NCCCUSA) gathers under one ecumenical umbrella most mainline Protestant, Anglican and Orthodox member denominations in the country. Although differences exist among them, most members of the NCCCUSA also adhere to some variation of just war teachings, as do most Christians around the world.  Thus, most churches adhere to the belief that under very limited, rigorously and prayerfully considered conditions, Christians might use violence.  A few NCCCUSA members, however, like their counterparts in other countries, come from the historic peace church tradition that continues to uphold pacifism as a faithful witness.

As noted earlier, when commenting on or giving advice to the US government in its exercise of foreign policy, these mainline denominations, the Roman Catholic Church, and the NCCUSA have, on the whole, called for restraint in the use of military force, especially since the Vietnam era. Church leaders regularly draw attention to the intimate connection between means and ends, a principal tenet of both just war teachings and of pacifism. Achieving just and peaceful ends becomes increasingly difficult to accomplish through the use of violent means.  Furthermore, church leaders often lift up the need for systems of common security that safeguard the well being of all people everywhere.  They assert that the safety and success of the United States can only be achieved and sustained through relationships of reciprocity that secure justice and freedom for all peoples and nations.

V.
Churches’ Responses to The 2003 invasion of Iraq

In the months leading up to the March 2003 US invasion of Iraq, most of the NCCCUSA member churches called on the US government to continue to seek alternatives to war.  They repeatedly expressed the judgment that US decision-makers had not yet exhausted all policy options short of declaring war.  The NCCCUSA itself issued statements and drew together leaders of other faith traditions to give a united witness for peace both from within the mainline Christian community and across religions.  The United States Conference of Catholic Bishops carefully compared the government’s rationale for the Iraq war to the criteria enunciated by the just war doctrine.  They concluded that this war did not meet these standards and called on world leaders to step back from the brink to “work for a peace that is just and enduring.”
  All churches called for prayers for American leaders, world leaders, and all the people standing in harm’s way. The World Council of Churches, a fellowship of about 340 Protestant, Anglican and Orthodox churches from more than100 countries, made similar statements, as did the Pope John Paul II on behalf of the Roman Catholic Church worldwide.  Rarely have Christian churches the world over been so united in their call for the pursuit of a more peaceful and just alternative to a particular war.

Yet, some prominent Christian leaders in the United States disagreed.  Officials of the Southern Baptist Convention, for example, like the prominent televangelists (Pat Robertson, Jerry Fallwell and Bob Jones II), argued that a legitimate political authority was pursuing a just cause, using war as a last resort.  This particular adaptation of just war theory emphasizes the criterion of legitimate authority.  It trumps all the others due its grounding in Paul’s admonition in Romans 13:1.  “Let every person be subject to the governing authorities; for there is no authority except from God, and those authorities that exist have been instituted by God.”  According to NCR leaders’ application of just war principles and their proclivity to understand God to be blessing American hegemony in world affairs, the war against Iraq became an unpleasant but necessary duty of a Christian nation.
 

Others, like Jean Bethke Elshtain, argued in favor of the war against Iraq on similar but somewhat different grounds.  Elshtain and a number of other Christians have for more than a decade expressed the need to forge a 21st century standard for humanitarian intervention.  When should governments violate the sovereignty of a particular nation and intervene militarily to save lives in places plagued by massive injustice, gross violations of human rights, or campaigns of ethnic cleansing?  Many people of good will the world over believe that situations like Bosnia, Kosovo and Rwanda demonstrated the need to intervene with military force when helpless populations face dire peril. Arguing that America, as the world’s sole superpower bears an awesome but necessary burden in a violent world, Elshtain supported the United States government’s invasion to remove the oppressive regime of Saddam Hussein.  The implicit comparison was to how the US military under the Clinton administration had bombed Serbia when its government threatened ethnic cleansing in Kosovo. Furthermore, she attacked mainline Christian leaders for opposing the Iraq war by accusing them of wearing ideological blinders inherited from their earlier, youthful resistance to the Vietnam War. Her analysis seemed to rule out any possibility of a genuine conviction that this particular war fell far short of the classical criteria of a just war.

The World Council of Churches (WCC) also took up the question of ethical standards for humanitarian intervention.  Like Elshtain, this global ecumenical organization expressed the need for guidance on when and how the community of nations should intervene to respond to ominous circumstances within particular countries.  Although still in the process of studying the issue, the WCC has repeatedly emphasized the need to uphold the principles of international law.  In order to be legitimate and legal, and thereby undergirded with soft power, any intervention for the protection of peace, security and human rights must be decided and implemented multilaterally, not by individual governments working unilaterally. From the WCC’s point of view, the world’s common security is best upheld, and the full implementation of human rights everywhere is best secured, through use of mutually agreed, longstanding multilateral processes of pursuing peace with justice for all nations, not just one or a few. If one or more governments, like the United States, find multilateral institutions like the United Nations to be less than perfect instruments for pursuing security and human rights, work to reform them rather than to sideline or undermine them, the WCC urges.
 

To address these kinds of complex issues and the question of how to create peace and justice in the long term, in 1999, the NCCCUSA adopted a policy statement, “Pillars of Peace for the 21st Century.” Rather than repeat the criteria for resorting to violence, this statement approaches the dilemma more positively and proactively by examining comprehensively the conditions that make for security and attainment of human rights.  The document provides an important framework within which to ponder America’s role in the world.
  The statement reads, in part:

Peace rooted in justice requires increased political collaboration and accountability within the United Nations system, among regional bodies, governments, local authorities, peoples’ organizations, and global economic structures to seek the common good and equality for all…

Peace rooted in justice requires the participation of vulnerable and marginalized groups, seeking to promote justice and peace, in those mechanisms capable of redressing the causes and consequences of injustice and oppression.

Peace rooted in justice requires the nurturing of a culture of peace in homes, communities, religious institutions, nations and across the world; the use of non-violent means of resolving conflict; appropriate systems of common security; and the end of the unrestrained production, sale and use of weapons worldwide. 

Peace rooted in justice requires respect for the inherent dignity of all persons and the recognition, protection and implementation of the principles of the International Bill of Human Rights, so that communities and individuals may claim and enjoy their universal, indivisible and inalienable rights….

Others also have sought to provide an alternative to just war theory and pacifism.  One group of theologians and conflict resolution specialists came up with a list of ten key guidelines for pursuing peace with justice: 

1.  Support nonviolent direct action.  2.  Take independent initiatives to reduce threat. 3.  Use cooperative conflict resolution.  4. Acknowledge responsibility for conflict and injustice and seek repentance and forgiveness. 5.  Advance democracy, human rights, and religious liberty. 6. Foster just and sustainable economic development. 7. Work with emerging cooperative forces in the international system. 8. Strengthen the United Nations and international efforts for cooperation and human rights.  9.  Reduce offensive weapons and weapon trade. 10.  Encourage grassroots peacemaking groups and voluntary associations.
 
Attempts at moving away from debates over just and unjust wars in favor of charting ethical principles in order to undercut violence are still a work in progress.  They do not yet pervade Christian doctrines and teachings.  It remains to be seen whether they will come to be convincing standards or guidance among church leaders and the Christian community.  Only then might they have any impact on larger policy discussions, whenever purveyors of soft power lobby those with access to large arsenals of hard power.  At present, however, there is more agreement on the validity if not detailed application of just war theory approaches, even while the active search continues for a broader Christian framework more oriented toward conflict resolution or avoidance than the use of force as such in our globally interrelated community.  
VI.
Conclusion 
The United States invasion of Iraq constitutes one of its more controversial foreign policy decisions in recent history.  Many allied governments objected, as did their populations.  Many adversaries also objected, as did their populations. International organizations such as the United Nations were bypassed when they sought to slow the rush to war.  In the face of such substantial opposition, the United States government risked much of its stockpile of soft power at the same time that it was mobilizing one of the strongest applications of hard power the world has witnessed in recent decades.  

If judged by Nye’s indicators of how to increase soft power, the Iraq war may squander the United States government’s credibility and undercut future attempts to communicate its support for prevailing global norms of liberalism, pluralism and autonomy through a benevolent hegemony.  Many across the world who already believed the United States to be a self-serving and sometimes ruthless imperial power will see the war as confirming their point of view that America had little soft power to spare. 

By contrast, the virtually unprecedented display of unity against the war among mainline US Protestant churches, the US Catholic church, national and world ecumenical institutions, and the Vatican more closely fits Nye’s indicators of how to build a political actor’s reserve of soft power.  However, the deep disputes between the NCR and its televangelists on the one hand, with the mainline Christian leaders on the other, display a continuing divide over how America’s Christians view the United States’ role in the world.   This spawns in turn significant differences over when and how to support or undercut a government’s exercise of hard power with religious institutions’ soft power.  The questions stand on the border of religion and politics, religious doctrine and international relations theory.
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