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Nonkilling Political Science: A Critical Evaluation
(IPSA World Congress Panel Report)

Balwant (Bill) Bhaneja
University of Ottawa

Summary The theory of a Nonkilling Political Science was
proposed some ten years ago in a book of the
same title by Glenn Paige of the University of
Hawali. The book is now published in 20 lan-
gquages and has been translated into 34 lan-
gquages. It is a serious, empirically based critique
of political science that, as a discipline, implicitly
accepts the necessity of war as a trait of human
behaviour. This session solicits papers to take a
critical look at Pajge’s thesis not only to decide
whether political science is guilty as charged
but, more fundamentally, whether nonkilling
behaviour is a reasonable possibility and how
this should be perceived from the point of view
of political history and philosophy, national
security policies and international relations.

The Panel “Nonkilling Political Science: A Critical Evaluation” was held at
the International Political Science Association World Congress in Santiago,
Chile, 12-16 July, 2009. The papers were presented by Dr. Piki Ish-Shalom
from Israel, Doctoral Candidate Joam Evans Pim from Brazil/Galiza, and Dr.
Chaiwat Satha-Anand from Thailand. Dr. Yoon-jae Chung at the last minute
had to cancel his trip to Santiago. The Discussants of the Panel were Prof.
Michael Stein from Toronto and Dr. Bill Bhaneja from Ottawa, Canada.
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IPSA World Congress Panel Report

The panel was attended by academics from various coun-
tries including political scientists from South Africa (Johannes-
burg), United Kingdom (Oxford), and Belgium (Flemish Insti-
tute of Peace) who along with discussants made active inter-
ventions seeking clarifications from the authors on a varied
range of points. These included:

- Is the Nonkilling paradigm shift a re-hash of liberalism;

- a critique of Instrumentality of violence as a founda-
tion of current political science;

- the relevance and adequacy of applying Thomas
Kuhn’s paradigm shift to social sciences;

- the validity of Hannah Arendt’s theory on Violence as
Antipolitics as she is not a pacifist philosopher;

- the need for more information on the use of the
nonkilling approach as a measurable tool;

- the need to shift from the focus on needs of a State
to needs of a people in a geographic and cultural re-
gion; and

- how can nonkilling prevent genocides and atrocities,
and especially stop them in process?

The presenter in discussion to each of the above interven-
tions gave substantive responses. In conclusion, the need for
further research and theoretical development of a Nonkilling
Political Science as a priority task was placed on the IPSA
agenda for urgent consideration in partnership with all other
fields of inquiry. This was to promote change toward the
measurable goal of a killing free world open to infinite human
creativity. Synergy with the conclusion of the 2002 World
Health Organization Report on Violence and Health that hu-
man violence (homicide, suicide, and collective violence) is a
“preventable disease” was underscored.

The IPSA has a membership of 3,600 political scientists and
50 political science associations. Participation in the Congress
proved an excellent venue for informing the IPSA membership
in attendance and those on distribution of the congress docu-
mentation about the Nonkilling Political Science concept and
the Center’s website and projects listed therein.

8 Global Nonkilling Working Papers #3



Summary

Introduction

Interdisciplinary Perspectives
Toward a Nonkilling Paradigm

Joam Evans Pim
Center for Global Nonkilling

Nonkilling, as presented by Paige (2002, 2009),
refers to a form of soclety where killing, threats to
kill and condiitions conaductive to killing are absent.
This framework describes a deep transformation
away from long held societal premises and pre-
sumptions rooted in the widespread acceptance
of lethality (in all of its forms), and a refutation of
mainstream Kkilling-accepting science in all disci-
plines from the biological sciences to the social
sciences. Nonkilling proposes a complete para-
digm shift (following Kuhn, 1962), with new prin-
ciples, new language, new values, new methodo-
logical criteria, and a set of new tools for analysis
of problems, political and other. This paper de-
scribes this new perspective and the basis for this
normative and empirical shift of paradigm.

The underlying ideas behind “nonkilling” are certainly not new. As Marvin
Harris (1990: 438) explains, “Zoroastrianism, the religion of ancient Iran, is the
oldest nonkilling faith of which any historical record exists,” dating back to
sometime between the 11" and the 7™ centuries BCE. According to Harris,
Jainism, Buddhism, Hinduism, and Christianity would also be described as
“nonkilling religions,” each having a common background of state failure to

Global Nonkilling Working Papers #3 9



Interdisciplinary Perspectives Toward a Nonkilling Paradigm

deliver “worldly benefits” (1990: 444)". Principles of nonkilling
are also present in other spiritual traditions such as Confucian-
ism, Taoism, Islam, Judaism, Voodoo, Cheyenne, etc. (see
Smith-Christopher, 2007; Paige; Evans, 2008). Nevertheless,
nonkilling enters the 21% century not simply as a normative
principle but as an approach to global problem solving based
on practical applications and empirical findings.
In fact, history also provides many examples of grounded
nonkilling action. Individual leaders such as Emperor Ashoka of
India, who included the notion of nonkilling in his Edicts
(approx. 238 BCE), Maori leader Te Whiti (c. 1815-1907),
Sheik Ahmadou Bamba in Senegal (1853-1927), and other
relatively well known figures such as Leo Tolstoy, Mahatma
Gandhi, Abdul Ghaffar Khan, and Martin
Luther King, Jr., all have embraced the  nonkilling enters the 21*
principles of nonkilling in a variety of century not simply as a
cultures. But, as Antony Adolf and Isarel normative principle but

Sanmartin (2009) argue, nonk”“ng is also as an approach to global
about what did not happen: individuals and problem solving based on

communities systematically not kllllpg each practical applications and
other for thousands of years, making our L
current existence possible. empirical findings

Even though the word has not
appeared as frequently as would be expected, nonkilling has
an increasing presence in academia, moving beyond the dis-
cussion of oriental philosophy. The introduction of nonkilling
as a wider worldview and strategy for social change occurred
together with nonviolence, especially after its success in India.
Nevertheless, it appears that nonviolence has had a relatively
greater presence, perhaps because it is better suited to the
Western intellectual taste for more abstract concepts. As
Collyer reminds us, the “familiar word, nonviolence, is almost
comforting in its generality” while nonkilling “confronts and
startles us with its specificity” (2003: 371).

Both concepts have deep similarities and share a common
background. In his 1963 essay Disciplines of the Spirit, civil rights
leader and scholar Howard Thurman explains how

! Following a cultural materialism approach, Harris explains how nonkilling religions
emerged, in a confluence of brutal and costly wars, environmental depletion, population
growth and rise of cities, food shortages, widespread poverty and rigidified social dis-
tinctions (1990: 444). A scenario that certainly resembles our own.
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“[n]Jonviolence and nonkilling mean ... essentially the same thing”
as in effect they both oppose the “logic of hate [which] is to kill:

It is to translate the willing of the nonexistence of an-
other into the literal deed of his extermination. Men
who war against each other, if they are to be effective
in their undertaking, must hate. They must will the
nonexistence of each other. (1963: 115)

Recently, the term has gained increasing usage, notably with

the publication in 2002 of the book Nonkilling Global Political

Science, authored by Glenn D. Paige, Professor Emeritus, Uni-

versity of Hawai‘i. Olivier Urbain (2009) points out that Paige

is obviously not the “inventor” of nonkilling, an idea so old and

deeply rooted that can only be attributed to

“[n]Jonviolence and the collective consciousness of humankind, but

nonkilling mean ... provided' “a way to think about' the issue in a

essentially the syster_natlc way,” thrOL_Jgh a simple but_ _far

Y reaching set of questions: “Is a nonkilling

same thing society possible? If no, why not? If yes, why?”

Significantly, translations of this book have been

published in 19 languages,? leading to numerous projects and
initiatives in the countries where released and beyond.?

For the purposes of introducing this volume, a concise
definition is offered, where nonkilling refers to the absence of
killing, threats to kill, and conditions conducive to killing in
human society (2009 [2002]: 1). In analysis of its causes, nonk-
illing encompasses the concepts of peace (absence of war and
conditions conducive to war), nonviolence (psychological,
physical, and structural), and af/msa (noninjury in thought,

2 A full list of translations is available at: <http://www.nonkilling.org/node/18>.

% Recent examples are the Brazilian Institute for Nonkilling / Instituto Brasileiro do N&o
matar (<http://www.naomatar.org>), the German Center for the Advancement of
Nonkilling / Zentrum zur Férderung des Nichttdtens (<http://www.nonkilling.de/>), the
Citizens Initiative for a Nonkilling India presented by the Indian Council of Gandhian Stud-
ies or the Movement for a Nonkilling Philippines and its associated Philippine Institute for
Global Nonkilling at Kalayaan College (<http://www.kalayaan.edu.ph/>). Other initiatives
include Centre Caraibéen pour la Non-Violence Globale et le Développement Durable in
Haiti (<http://www.ccngd.org/>) and the Center for Global Nonviolence Nigeria
(<http://cgnv.edublogs.org/>). The publication of 7owards a Nonkilling Filjpino Society
(2004), a collection of eighteen essays by prominent Filipino scholars and leaders, is also a
significant off spring.

Global Nonkilling Working Papers #3 11



Interdisciplinary Perspectives Toward a Nonkilling Paradigm

word and deed) (Paige, 2005). In spite of its negative “appear-
ance,” in actuality, it is killing that uses a negation principle, as
it means taking the life of another person, fulfilling the will of
the nonexistence of another using Thurman’s terms. Nonkill-
ing, using fundamental ancient syllogisms, is the affirmation of
the act of not taking the life of another person. This shift in
point of view is dramatic and often uncomfortable.
The perspective of nonkilling offered by Paige provides a
distinct approach, characterized by the measurability of its goals
and the open-ended nature of its realization. While the usage of
other terms such as “nonviolence” and “peace” usually follows
a classical form of argument through abstract ideas that often
leads to passivity (see Drago, 2009), killing (and its opposite,
nonkilling), can be quantified and related to specific causes by
following an approach similar to that of the
public health model: prevention, intervention Nonkilling, using funda-
and post-traumatic transformation (seeé  mental ancient syllogisms,
World Health Organization, 2002). . is the affirmation of the
O.n. the other hand, as presented by P@ge, act of not taking the life
nonkilling does not set any predetermined
path for the achievement of a killing-free of another person
society in the same way some ideologies and
spiritual traditions that foster the restraint from the taking of life
do. As an open-ended generative systems approach it appeals
to infinite human creativity and variability, encouraging continu-
ous explorations in the fields of education, research, social
action and policy making, by developing a broad range of sci-
entific, institutional, educational, political, economic and spiri-
tual alternatives to human killing (Paige, 2005).
In spite of its specific focus, nonkilling also tackles broader
issues that account for structural killing and nonkilling. In rela-
tion to psychological aggression, physical assault, and torture
intended to terrorize by manifest or latent threat to life, nonk-
illing implies the removal of their psychosocial causes. As Paige
suggests, it is the possibility of directly killing humans that
supports all forms of nonlethal and pre-lethal violence. In
relation to killing of humans by socioeconomic structural con-
ditions that are the product of direct lethal reinforcement as
well as the result of diversion of resources for purposes of
killing, nonkilling implies removal of lethality-linked depriva-
tions. In relation to threats to the viability of the biosphere,
nonkilling implies absence of direct attacks upon life-sustaining

12 Global Nonkilling Working Papers #3
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resources as well as cessation of indirect degradation associ-
ated with lethality. In relation to forms of corporate, economic
or accidental killing, nonkilling implies creation of social and
technological conditions conducive to their elimination (Paige,
2005; also see Perkins, 2004).

In the same year Paige published Nonkilling Global Political
Science, John Kavanaugh also pointed out how “[t]he principle
of nonkilling is not a recommendation of passivity,” as the
“primary commitment to the inherent dignity of personal life
requires us to intervene on behalf of the defenceless or the
victim” with the only moral limit of “the direct intended killing
of the aggressor” (2002: 123). Moving beyond, Paige argues
that nonkilling is not only about the rejection of killing, but also
implies constructive engagement in societal transformation:

This means unequivocal engagement in abolition of war
and its weapons, abolition of poverty, nonkilling expres-
sion of human rights and responsibilities, proactive pro-
motion of environmental sustainability, and contribution
to problem-solving processes that respond to human
needs and evoke infinite creative potential in individuals
and in humankind as a whole. (2009: 102)

Such a deep transformation of those
Such a deep transforma-  societal premises rooted in the widespread
tion [...], trespasses the acceptance of lethality (in all of its forms)
limits of an ideology for and lethal intent, trespasses the limits of an

social change entailing a idgolqu for social change entailing a new
new scientific model s<_:|c_3nt|f|c mo_del base_d on the refu_tatlon of
based on the refutation of k|II|ng.-accept|ng science. Certalr_ﬂy,“ all
- . . theories that were the catalysts for significant
killing-accepting science paradigm shifts were previously dismissed as
“utopian,” “idealistic,” and “unrealistic” (Kuhn,
1962), in this case by the institutionalized
lethality-accepting scholarly communities that challenge nonkill-
ing’s scientific status, credibility and viability.

As Ibafiez explains, “majority science” always operates as a
selective filter of reality, in such a way that “only the portion
that dominant ideology provides goes through” (1985: 33).
Alternative approaches such as nonkilling tend to be consid-
ered deviant, if not simply unnoticed. Following this logic,

Global Nonkilling Working Papers #3 13
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Ibafiez distinguishes between dogmatic, sedentary or majority
science and critical, nomadic or minority science.

While the first assumes the mainstream position of power
and unity; the latter adopts the multiple views of those who
resist from the base of the hierarchical system; While the first
approach does not challenge the existing reality; the latter
seeks its transformation; While the first is responsible for
reproducing and maintaining the knowledge that has been
previously generated; the latter constantly creates alternatives
on the fringes of sedentary science; While the first considers
the latter “prescientific,” “subscientific” or “parascientific,” the
latter considers the first as “meta-scientific” and hylomorphic,
as “all passivity is on the side of matter” and “no production
exists beyond reproduction” (1985: 38-39).

Following society’s general orientation
toward the belief that affirms the inevitability ~ ~YOU cannot understand
and legitimacy of killing in human relations, or achieve something by
most scientists could be accordingly labelled ignoring it”
as “killing-" or “lethality-accepting.” Using the
gradual taxonomy suggested by Paige, the following perspec-
tive would describe a possible spectrum of orientations: e

prokilling—consider Killing positively beneficial for self or
civilization; killing-prone—inclined to kill or to support
killing when advantageous; ambikilling—equally inclined
to kill or not to kill, and to support or oppose it; killing-
avoiding—predisposed not to kill or to support it but
prepared to do so; nonkilling—committed not to kill and
to change conditions conducive to lethality. (2009: 77)

But as Sponsel (1996: 113-114) points out, the “natural
and social sciences may be on the verge of a paradigm shift—
to include nonviolence and peace as well as violence and war
as legitimate subjects for research,” countering the “historic
and current systemic bias of the disproportionate amount of
attention given to violence and war.” Sponsel calls for consid-
ering nonkilling and nonviolence seriously, systematically and
intensively: “you cannot understand or achieve something by
ignoring it” (1996: 14).

This paper focuses on the current development of this
emerging nonkilling paradigm. First, applicability of the theo-
retical framework for paradigm shifts and scientific revolutions

14 Global Nonkilling Working Papers #3
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as portrayed by Kuhn (1962) is noted. Secondly, the nature of a
nonkilling paradigm shift following the notions brought forward
by Paige (2009 [2002]) is described. Thirdly, some of the inter-
disciplinary findings (that can be explored in detail in Evans Pim,
Ed., 2009) regarding cumulative evidence and applicability of
nonkilling theory are explored, supporting the case for such a
shift. Finally, the current status of what commentators, activists
and scholars see as a transformational shift is discussed and a
variety of future perspectives are offered.

On Paradigm Shifts

The concept of paradigm shift was introduced by Thomas
Kuhn in 7he Scientific Structure of Scientific Revolutions (1962) as
a theory to explain epistemological change through history. In
spite of its flaws and setbacks, successive debates and modifica-
tions have led to a widely accepted model on the mechanisms that
shape scientific revolution (Lakatos and Musgrave, 1970; Kordig,
1973; Fuller, 2000), which, in Kuhn’s terms, is “a noncumulative
developmental episode in which an older paradigm is replaced in
whole or in part by an incompatible new one” (1962: 91).

According to this approach, normal science is based on the
unprecedented and open-ended scientific achievements that
are acknowledged by a scientific community, constituting a
paradigm (1962: 10). Paradigms determine
Paradigms determine which issues are subject tq inquiry, what are

. . the appropriate questions, and what
Wh_'Ch |_ssues are subject methodology must be applied to solve them.
toinquiry, whatare the  paragigms also serve as instruments for
appropriate questions, endo-culturalization and doctrinal training
and what methodology within the scientific community. Acceptance
must be applied to solve of defined doctrine by students is required

them as part of their initiation thus creating
consensus on the basic rules and standards.
These standards are consecrated through a series of institu-
tional instruments as professional societies or academic jour-
nals, and—eventually—the general understanding that the
bases of the paradigm no longer need to be discussed (as they
are already enshrined in textbooks).
As a paradigm reaches its position as normal science it will
focus its efforts on the reinforcement of its theoretical and
experimental foundations, leaving no space for the analysis of
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anomalies or the development of new theories, as it is “di-
rected to the articulation of those phenomena and theories
that the paradigm already supplies” (1962:24). But anomalies
that cannot be understood within an existing scientific fram
ework still appear, creating discrepancies between theory and
facts. Kuhn assumes that anomalies exist in all paradigms, even
though they tend to be considered as acceptable margins of
error or, more often, simply ignored and excluded from the
focus of debate (1962: 64). In the history of science there
have always been points in which the excess of significant
anomalies have jeopardized the prevailing scientific paradigms,
bringing them into a state of crisis (see Kuhn, ch. 7).

These inexorable anomalies, together with changes in so-
cially constructed knowledge and belief systems and growing
academic criticism, seed the ground for scientific revolutions
or paradigm shifts (transition from normal
to extraordinary science). A paradigm is not the change of the scien-

limited to dominant theories but en- tists’ worldview is not a
compasses the worldview of the scientific simple consequence of
community at a certain point in time. the accumulation of ad-

Understandably, the change of the
scientists’ worldview is not a simple
consequence of the accumulation of adverse
anomalies within a discipline, but, moreover,

verse anomalies within a
discipline, but, moreover,
a result of deep altera-

a result of deep alterations of social, historic tions of social, historic
and cultural conditions and possibilities. and cultural pqn(_iltlons
A paradigm shift is thus a long social and possibilities

process that implies significant changes in

how disciplines function, slowly modifying views on what is
thinkable or unthinkable, altering intellectual strategies for
problem-solving and modifying terminology usage and concep-
tual frameworks in a changing universe of discourse. When
anomalies become more generally acknowledged, explicit
discontent, new articulations of the paradigm and new discov-
eries proliferate. As Kuhn expresses it, “a scientist’s world is
qualitatively transformed as well as quantitatively enriched by
fundamental novelties of either fact or theory” (1962: 7). At
this stage new ideas or those who had previously been con-
signed to the margins of academic thought are brought for-
ward and engage the previously accepted theoretical frame-
work in an epistemological challenge.

16 Global Nonkilling Working Papers #3
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Followers of the institutionalized paradigm that has started
to be questioned will close ranks until a new alternative
emerges and gains acceptance. Conversion from one paradigm
to another is not necessarily immediate or spontaneous and,
according to Max Planck, can be more the result of a genera-
tional turnover: “A new scientific truth does not triumph by
convincing its opponents and making them see the light, but
rather because its opponents eventually die, and a new genera-
tion grows up that is familiar with it” (in Kuhn, 1962: 151). On
the contrary, Kuhn does believe in conversions, that “occur not
despite the fact that scientists are human but because they are”
(1962: 152). When a paradigm reaches its crisis and consensus
within the established framework of “normal science” ceases to
exist, a period of “revolutionary science” arises, as the bolder
members of the scientific community start to point out weak-
nesses and explore alternatives for the previously unchallenged
assumptions. Challenging a paradigm certainly requires audacity,
as desertion will initially be framed as the exclusion from scien-
tific practice, as defined by the dominant paradigm (1962: 34).

Any scientific community will encompass both conservative
and more “daring” individuals. The first will harshly resist any
theoretical change brought forward by the latter elements, and
a period in which both paradigms co-exist—in a troubled rela-
tion—will occur. During this initial period the emerging para-
digm (still precarious and incomplete) will be highly criticized

for being unable to solve apparent
When a paradigm reaches  anomalies, only replacing the previous one
its crisis and consensus (and thus completing the shift) when it has
within the established overcome its |ncon5|st9nC|es and gamed
unity. The result of this process is not
. " . simply a different or improved theoretical
science c‘?‘ases to _eX'St’ & model or, in other words, “handling the
period of rEVOI_Ut'Onary same bundle of data as before, but placing
science™ arises them in a new system of relations with
one another by giving them a different
framework” (1962: 85), but a completely altered worldview
(thus the incommensurability of old and new paradigms pre-
sented in the Kuhnian approach). Allegiance to a new paradigm is
not based exclusively on its past achievements (usually still imma-
ture) but rather on “which paradigm should in the future guide
research on problems many of which neither competitor can

yet claim to resolve completely” (1962: 157).

framework of “normal
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As Kuhn believed problem-solving is the basis of science,
the success of a new paradigm ultimately depends on its ability
to “resolve some outstanding and generally recognized prob-
lem that can be met in no other way” (1962: 168). Or, sum-
marizing, being able to resolve more problems and resolve
them better than its predecessor. A new paradigm implies a
redefinition of science itself as problems that were previously
considered trivial or nonexistent become focal points of scien-
tific development (1962: 103).
The emerging paradigm will initially have a small number of
supporters (disqualified and considered suspect by the main-
stream scientific community) who are ultimately responsible for
improving their proposal, exploring its possibilities and persuad-
ing others to join. As the number of aligned scientists increases
so will the quantity of books, articles, instruments and experi-
ments. If successful and appealing, a spiral .
process will be unleashed through which the A new paradigm implies
emerging paradigm will enter its phase of a redefinition of science

normal science. In this sense, paradigm shifts itself as problems that
share parallels with the diffusion of  were previously consid-
innovation theories where new inventions ered trivial or nonexis-

and discoveries are described on an  tent become focal points
innovation curve ranging from initial resis- of scientific development
tance, innovators, then early adapters, late
majority, and finally laggards (Rogers, 1995).

A Nonkilling Paradigm Shift

In Nonkilling Global Political Science (2009 [2002]), Glenn
D. Paige envisions what kind of science would emerge if the
scientific community would replace the assumption of lethal
inescapability with the premise of nonkilling potentiality or, in
other words, if it would shift from the predominant killing-
accepting perspective to a nonkilling perspective (2009: 73):

What values would inspire and guide our work? What
facts would we seek? What explanatory and predictive
theories would we explore? What uses of knowledge
would we facilitate? How would we educate and train
ourselves and others? What institutions would we build?
And how would we engage with others in processes of
discovery, creation, sharing, and use of knowledge to
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In a “disciplinary shift to nonkilling creativity,” Paige argues,
the acceptance of killing as a social, cultural, political, economic,
biological, technological, etc. imperative becomes unthinkable
or, at the very least problematical, as both approaches are,
using Kuhnian terms, incompatible and incommensurable.
Certainly, if killing is considered inevitable or acceptable within
the scientific community little effort will be devoted to deepen-
ing our understanding of killing and possible alternatives that
will remove the conditions behind lethality. As the criteria for
determining legitimate problems and solutions also change,
Paige calls for a greater emphasis on the understanding of kill-
ing within the framework of a four-part logic of analysis. This
focus is on the causes of killing; causes of nonkilling; causes of
transition between killing and nonkilling; and the characteristics
of killing-free societies (2009: 73).

This causational approach is crucial, as each case of Kkilling
and nonkilling must be analysed seeking to understand the
underlying “processes of cause and effect, however complex
and interdependent” (2009: 74). Not only is it necessary to
know “who kills whom, how, where, when, why and with what
antecedents, contextual conditions, individual and social mean-
ings, and consequences,” but also why and how so many in hu-
man history have chosen life over lethality when confronted with
the most adverse circumstances, and why and how collective or
individual transitions and oscillations from killing to nonkilling
and vice-versa have occurred (an irreversible linear progression

is not assumed), taking into account every
if killing is considered variable from individual decision-making

inevitable or acceptable to structural killing and nonkilling

within the scientific com- determinant factors (idem).
munity little effort will be Interestingly, the fourth item in this
devoted to deepening our framework implies the need to understand

) D existing killing-free  societies. Recalling
unders@nd'ng of k'".mg Kenneth Boulding’s 1% Law (“Anything that
and possible alternatives  exists is  possible”), Paige  (and
that will remove the con-  contemporary anthropological evidence)
ditions behind lethality reminds us that nonkilling societies do exist
in spite of having passed largely unnoticed

to most in the scientific community. Following its open-ended

nature, no specific model is proposed but rather a call to human
inventiveness and infinite variability, appealing to “progressive
explorations of ethically acceptable, potentially achievable, and
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sometimes hypothetically envisioned conditions of individual,
social, and global life” (2009: 75). Empirical demonstrations of
historical and contemporary experiences “need to be ex-
tended in explorations of ‘pure theory’ to identify desirable
characteristics of killing-free societies and plausible processes
of realizing them from present conditions” (idem).

Figure 1. Unfolding fan of nonkilling alternatives

71
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Structural Cultural
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Capability Zone Zone Zone
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In his proposal, Paige also identifies five zones (portrayed
as a “funnel of killing” and a “unfolding fan of nonkilling alter-
natives”) in which practical transformative alternatives must
be developed in the process of applying the theoretical knowl-
edge derived from nonkilling analysis:* the
killing zone (the place of bloodshed); the
socialization zone (where people learn to kill);
the cultural conditioning zone (where accep- -
tance of killing as unavoidable and legitimate reS|de_s on the need f_or
is predisposed); the structural reinforcement ~ €f-fective transformative
zone (providing socioeconomic relations,  applications in the scope
institutions, and material means predisposing  Of this “funnel of killing.”
and supporting killing); and the neuro-
biochemical capability zone (comprising physical and neuro-
logical factors that contribute to both killing and nonkilling
behaviors). The focal point of nonkilling scientific research
resides on the need for effective transformative applications in
the scope of this “funnel of killing.”

For the emergence of these alternatives a hormative and
empirical shift from the killing imperative to the imperative

The focal point of nonkill-
ing scientific research

*“Such changes can range from spiritual and nonlethal high technology interventions in
the killing zone, through nonkilling socialization and cultural conditioning, to restructur-
ing socioeconomic conditions so that they neither produce nor require lethality for
maintenance or change, and to clinical, pharmacological, physical, and self-
transformative meditative and biofeedback interventions that liberate from bio-
propensity to kill” (Paige, 2009: 76).
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not to kill must occur through a cumulative process of interact-
ing ethical and empirical discoveries. As Kuhn stated, a scien-
tific revolution does not come about simply through accumula-
tion, but rather through transformation, altering the founda-
tional theoretical generalizations (1962: 85). Paige points out
that this inevitably requires normative, factual, theoretical,
applied, educational, institutional and methodological nonkilling
revolutions. Normative ethical progression would have to
move from “killing is imperative,” to “killing is questionable,” to
“killing is unacceptable,” to “nonkilling is imperative.” In parallel,
an empirical progression should shift from “nonkilling is impos-
sible,” to “nonkilling is problematic,” to “nonkilling is explor-

able,” to “nonkilling is possible.” [see Figure 2] (2009: 75-79).
As a factual shift, nonkilling deepens into the gathering of
evidence for nonkilling human propensities and capabilities,
usually discarded or ignored by killing-accepting “normal sci-
ence” that sees them as trivial or nonexistent anomalies, but
that are extremely significant in the context of nonkilling fact-
gathering. As a theoretical shift, nonkilling faces the challenge of
articulating normative and empirical theories that can effec-
tively tackle the problems from the range of phenomena it
confronts. As an gpplied shift, nonkilling must assist global
transformation toward Kkilling-free societies, designing ways
where theoretical knowledge can relate to the problem-solving
needs of the “unfolding fan of nonkilling alternatives.” As an
educational shift, nonkilling has to challenge the authority of
killing-accepting academic traditions; unless
an empirical progression the horizon of rules and standards within the
should shift from scientific community is widened to include
“nonkilling is impossible,” nonkilling aItern'atlves and competencies fpr
to “nonkilling is problem- rgs_earch, t_eachlng, consul_tgncy, Ieaders_hlp,
. e civic action and critical reflection,
atic,” to nonk’l’lllng IS disagreement over lethality is not likely to
explorable,” to occur. As a methodological shift, nonkilling
“nonkilling is possible.” must overcome not only the conceptual and
theoretical framework that limit the
understanding of nonkilling capabilities but also instrumental
and methodological impediments that condition selection,
evaluation, criticism and analysis of necessary data on killing
and nonkilling. Finally, an /institutional shift foresees the estab-
lishment of nonkilling as normal science, designing new organ-
izational outlines for disciplines, subdisciplines and interdiscipli-
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nary relations, not only focusing on the academic arena but
moreover on the field of social practice (Paige, 2009: 79-85).

Figure 2. Process of Normative-Empirical Nonkilling Paradigm Shift

Normative shift Interaction Empirical shift
Process

Killing is imperative “— Nonkilling is impossible
! ’

Killing is questionable > Nonkilling is problematic
! !

Killing is unacceptable o Nonkilling is explorable
! !

Nonkilling is imperative “— Nonkilling is possible

Interdisciplinary Bases for a Nonkilling Shift

In 1986 twenty scientists from a range of disciplines gath-
ered in Seville to produce what would be known as the
Statement on Violence®. This document,
formally adopted by UNESCO’s General  beliefs as those that affirm

Conference two years later, firmly re- that humans have an in-
futed “the notion that organized human  stinctive tendency to war,
violence is biologically determined.” a “violent brain,” or that

dCriticisinq[ I“t\)/icl)llegt pessimistr)n,l"’ f the violent behaviour is ge-
ocument labelled common beliefs as . .
those that affirm that humans have an netically programmfd_lnto
instinctive tendency to war, a “violent hum_el ) natl_Jre are S(,:,Ien_
brain,” or that violent behaviour is tifically incorrect.
genetically programmed into human

nature are “scientifically incorrect.” Piero P. Giorgi (2009)
expands this notion, showing consistent evidence that rejects

nature as a primary determinant and shaper of aggression.

For example, studies among the pygmy chimpanzees (the
bonobos), one of the animal species closest to humans, re-
vealed that levels of aggression both in the wild and in captiv-
ity are not even comparable with current levels of violence
among humans. Among the bonobos, sexual behaviour would

® Available at <http://en.wikisource.org/wiki/Seville_Statement_on_Violence>.
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operate as a form to avoid and reduce group tensions. Other
notable primatologists have systematically challenged the “man
the hunter” and “man the warrior” myths, offering counter-
arguments for alleged human biological propensity to violence
and killing (see Sussman, 1999; Hart; Sussman, 2009). As the
“Seville Statement” suggests, violence would rather be a prod-
uct of the human mind. But is it?

Psychologist Rachel MacNair (2002) coined the term “Per-
petration-Induced Traumatic Stress” (PITS) to describe a sub-
category of Posttraumatic Stress Disorder that expresses the
common symptoms of those who have been active participants
in causing trauma, including soldiers, executioners, police offi-
cers, and abortion or euthanasia practitioners. Facing early
arguments that defended the existence of
natural aggression instincts, the findings
trary to certain political behind PITS sugge;t "thc'i..t. the _human .minq,
. o contrary to certain political ideologies, is
ideologies, isnot only not ' 1ot well suited for killing, but that
well suited flor killing, but the mind tends to find it repulsive”

that the mind tends to (MacNair, 2009: 345). As this author points

find it repulsive™ out, “[nJonkilling is not merely a good

ethical idea” but it “is necessary for mental

health” (idem). Curiously, this view is widely shared by scholars

in the military establishment, where human resistance to Kkilling

can be rather problematic and has been studied in great detail.

As Lt. Col. Grossman explains, one of the military’s most chal-

lenging tasks is to train recruits “to overcome the average
individual’s deep-seated-resistance to killing” (1995: 295).

As Giorgi (2009: 120) suggests, the global transition from
nonkilling to killing societies would have been a “purely cultural
accident happen[ing] about 8,000 years ago.” Killing of fellow
human beings would have supposed an interruption of “90,000
years of a well established nonkilling human tradition,” a con-
tradiction that has tried to be solved “by convincing ourselves
that human being are violent by nature and have been killing
each other from the very beginning.” Following a biocultural
evolution approach, our brain would still be suited for a
hunter-gathering culture that, as Sponsel (2009: 38) suggests,
would “epitomize Paige’s attributes of a nonkilling society.”

In contrast with the alleged biological imperative that would
confirm the Hobbesian view of human nature, new anthropologi-
cal findings seem to be more inclined to support Rousseau’s idea

“the human mind, con-
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of the peaceful “noble savage.” Hunter-gatherer societies not
only tend to have relatively nonhierarchical and egalitarian social
structures but are also “grounded in an ethos of routine coop-
eration, reciprocity, and nonviolent conflict resolution,” as the
San, Mbuti or Semai illustrate (see Sponsel, 2009; also visit the
online Encyclopaedia of Peaceful Societies).® Considering hu-
mans lived exclusively as hunter-gatherers for roughly 99% of
their existence (Hart; Sussman, 2009), Margaret Mead’s claim
(1940) for the relatively recent appearance of warfare (during
the Neolithic period) and the even more recent establishment of
military-like institutions (jointly with the state, approximately
5,000 years ago), seem to support Rousseau’s point.’
This is certainly not to say that humans

should return to hunter-gathering, but it  Hunter-gatherer societies

supports the bases for nonkiling human
capabilities through revised socio-cultural
heuristic models. As Sponsel explains, on
many occasions “peace appears to be elusive
not because relatively nonviolent and peaceful
societies are so rare—they are not—but
instead because so rarely have nonviolence
and peace been the focus of research in
anthropology and other disciplines” (1996:

not only tend to have
relatively nonhierarchical
and egalitarian social
structures but are also
“grounded in an ethos of
routine cooperation, re-
ciprocity, and nonviolent
conflict resolution”

114). This same bias also affects other
disciplines across the social sciences and humanities.

Challenges to the “self-fulfilling prophecy” have also
emerged from the field of humanities. Comins Mingol and
Paris Albert, for example, make the case for a *“nonkilling
philosophy,” that should be “committed to the recuperation
of and the recognition of human potential for peace,” both
“working to construct and reconstruct discourses that legiti-
mize and promote nonkilling” and “visibilizing and removing
the veil of cultural killing, with its discourses that marginalize,
exclude and ultimately serve to legitimize structural and cul-

© Available at: <http:// www.peacefulsocieties.org/>.

"It is also worth noting that weapons specifically designed for warfare or archaeological
records of regular warfare only appear relatively late in human prehistory (Sponsel, 2009).
Practice of nonkilling warfare has also been studied among North American Indian socie-
ties (Sioux, for example) who practiced the “counting coup,” where “[t]o touch an en-
emy, to enter battle unarmed and take an opponent’s weapon or horse was the highest

feat of bravery one could accomplish” (in Mayton, 2009: 131).
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tural killing.” (2009: 285) Friedrich and Gomes de Matos (2009:
222) defend the development of “nonkilling linguistics,” arguing
how in “a nonkilling society, language must play a pivotal role
as a tool for peace as it needs to be widely engaged.”

In the field of Geography, Tyner points out how “innumerable
geographies underlie the actual human behavior of killing,” holding
the potential to rationalize and legitimate both killing and nonkilling
(2009: 183). The situation parallels that of sociology, as Feltey
(2009) explores how the theoretical foundations of sthis discipline
can contribute to the development of nonkilling societies.

In similar terms, D’Ambrosio emphasizes the nature of
mathematics as “an instrument to deal with the human pulses
of survival and transcendence.” In the model he proposes, a
critically and historically grounded “nonkilling mathematics”
would need to favour semantics over syntax as a means to
“resist cooptation and be prone to be used for humanitarian
and dignifying purposes.” (2009: 266) In the realm of physics,
Drago counters some violence-prone logic associated with
Newtonian mechanics through L. Carnot’s notion of greatest
efficiency by acting in a reversible manner (“never perform an
action that cannot be subsequently reversed without loss of
work”). The application of this notion resulted not only in the
development of thermodynamics, where the greatest efficiency
means the minimum of entropy change (45 = mir), but also in
various offsprings in the fields of conflict resolution and defence
(for example, the concept of alternative defence or Soziale
Verteidigung), with special significance for nonkilling, as “the
death of a human being is the most irreversible process”
(Drago, 2009: 317). Its practical application is envisioned by
Haws, who argues that “the extreme boundaries of Killing
(intentional) and letting-die (accidental) encompass a well-
distributed continuum of possibilities,” that must be assumed
and integrated in the professional ethics of engineering.

Another field with a huge responsibility

“the death of a human and that has made great progress in the
being is the most irre- shift toward nonkilling is certainly that of
versible process” public health. Significantly the World Re-
port on Violence and Health, published in

2002 by the World Health Organization,

labelled violence as a “preventable disease” (Krug et al., eds.,

2002). The Report not only documents the nature and scope of

violent deaths (including homicides, suicides and war-related
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killings) but also analyses the economic costs of the loss of
human life in fields such as health care, law enforcement and
judicial services, and reduced productivity (Brauer and Marlin,
2009). This document also offers a wide range of primary
prevention strategies (preventing killing before it occurs) fol-
lowing the social-ecological model. As DeGue and Mercy
(2009) explain, killing is a multifaceted problem “resulting
from the complex interaction of biological, psychological,
environmental, and social factors” and requires a wide “array
of interventions targeting potent risk and protective factors at
each level of the social ecology” for its effective reduction.
Nevertheless, “the creation of nonkilling communities is the
ultimate goal of the public health approach.” (2009: 189)°

A Paradigm Moves Forward

Kuhn presented an analogy between the framework of
scientific revolutions leading to paradigm shifts and political
revolutions that bring about social trans-
formation (see Kuhn, ch. 9). Considering its implications clearly go
both imply an alt_erano_n _of the worldview beyond the sphere of
held by communities, it is not odd to see  h4itie or academic re-
how pphtlcal and sqenufu; revolut|orjs are search, questioning and
sometimes closely linked in human history. . .
Nonkilling is probably not an exception, potentially transf(_)rml_ng
as its implications clearly go beyond the  (OF perhaps rehabilitating)
sphere of politics or academic research, human relations
questioning and potentially transforming
(or perhaps rehabilitating) human relations. A movement
toward nonkilling (either expressed using this term or simply
embracing the idea behind it) is already happening in the fields
of civil action, education, politics and science.

It will be interesting to see how it evolves and interacts,
even though, as Kuhn pointed out, paradigm shifts are usually
invisible processes (see Chapter 11), sometimes viewed not as

8In the health sciences and other disciplines efforts have been increasing to reframe
fundamental premises by starting with health rather than disease, function rather than
dysfunction, strengths/assets emphasized initially rather than weaknesses/deficits,
nonlethal weapons rather than killing technologies. In addition, research on the iatro-
genic nature of disease and illness where the doctor/healer actually exacerbates a prob-
lem may be akin to the variety of effects any researcher and her medical model has on

scientific analysis, diagnosis and prognosis.
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dramatic changes but as gradual additions and revisions of sci-
entific knowledge, as those expressed in the previous sections
of this paper. Kuhn argued that textbooks and reference works,
as pedagogic vehicles, are somehow an “acid test” for the
emergence of a paradigm (1962: 136). Significantly, in the past
five years, entries on nonkilling have made it into UNESCO'’s
Encyclopedia of Life Support Systems (2004), the Encyclopedia
of Violence, Peace and Confiict (2008) and OUP’s /nternational
Encyclopedia of Peace (2009). The popular online Wikipedia
includes entries for nonkilling in more than thirty languages®
and so does its sister-project Wiktionary, offering over forty
translations for the term.*°

Also recently, the 8" World Summit of Nobel Peace Laure-
ates included the term in its historical Charter for a World
without Violence, that “call[s] upon all to work together to-
ward a just, killing-free world in which everyone has the right
not to be killed and responsibility not to kill others.” In its clos-
ing paragraph, the Charter states:

To address all forms of violence we encourage scien-
tific research in the fields of human interaction and dia-
logue, and we invite participation from the academic,
scientific and religious communities to aid us in the
transition to nonviolent, and nonkilling societies.

An unpublished survey conducted by

“call[s] upon all towork ~ the Center for Global Nonkilling on
together toward a just, do((j:toral dislsertatilonsdrelated to nonkillirllg
o ; ; and nonviolence listed over 1,300 works
:\I/Ig:}gofr::ehzvs%ﬂg :_?gmhrlgl produced between 1940 and 2009,
. . including contributions to the fields of

to_t_)e killed a”?' respons:!- criminology, history, education, social
bility not to kill others. psychology, political science or com-
munication, among many others. On the

other hand, the Center for Global Nonkilling has recently es-

tablished a network of Nonkilling Research Committees cover-

ing 20 disciplines and engaging over 300 scholars.™ A related

initiative is an Exploratory Colloquium on Nonkilling and Neu-

® See the English entry at: <http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nonkilling=.
10 Available at: <http://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/nonkilling=.
11 See: <http://www.nonkilling.org/node/7>.
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roscience (Philadelphia, July 2009) where prominent neurosci-
entists explored questions related to nonkilling human capa-
bilities. A pilot two-week Global Nonkilling Leadership Acad-
emy designed to introduce younger leaders from a dozen
countries to nonkilling knowledge and experience was also
planned for October 2009 in Honolulu.

In spite of notable progress and important moves in areas
such as public health, nonkilling applied sciences still have a
great challenge ahead. This challenge is further complicated by
the unavailability of funds and institutional support for the
extensive research that needs to be conduced in the field of
violent death prevention. In the same way the UN Assembly
Session on Disarmament (1978) criticized the “colossal waste”
of resources associated with killing; the amount of resources
dedicated to research activities associated with lethality (not
simply killing-accepting) is truly shocking, especially if com-
pared to the practically nonexistent resources drawn toward
nonkilling research. The military R&D budget in the United
States for 2009 alone amounts up to US$79.6 billion, from a
total defence budget of US$651.2 billion."? Approximately half
a million scientists over the world are exclusively dedicated to
military related R&D, hoarding 30% of global R&D resources
(5 times more than what is assigned to medical research and
10 times more than what agricultural R&D receives; see Cam-
pafia por la paz [2005] and SIPRI's Annual Yearbook).

Hope does come from the global
movement to establish ministries and de- Approximately half a mil-
pal’tments of peace in governments across lion scientists over the
the world, from the qanonal to thellocal world are exclusively
levels. The success stories from countries as dedicated to military re-
Costa Rica, Nepal, Solomon Islands or Cata- . o
lonia, where ministries and departments for lated R&D, hoarding 30%
peace have been created and are starting to of global R&D resources
develop associated agendas in the field of
R&D, are definitely examples for others to follow and, in fact,
active campaigns exist in 30 countries.® Symbolic steps, such
as the Nonkilling Clause of Scientific Conscientious Objection,
conceived as a form of “embedded demonstration” to be

12 See: <http://www.gpoaccess.gov/ushudget/fy09/pdf/budget/defense.pdf=.
13 Visit the Global Alliance at <http://www.mfp-dop.org/>.
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applied in academic works, are also in development process,
fostering ethical commitment among the scientific community:

It is strictly prohibited to use, develop or apply, either
directly or indirectly, any of the author’s scientific con-
tributions contained in this work for purposes that can
result in killing, threats to kill, conditions conductive to
killing or justifications of killing in human society, in-
cluding threats to the viability of the biosphere and
other life-sustaining resources, socioeconomic struc-
tural conditions leading to killing, or the creation or
omission of social and technological conditions that
could lead to avoidable forms of accidental killing. This
clause can only be revoked providing written consent
from every person in the world has been obtained.

To summarize, we believe that the
. . L arguments offered in this paper, however
Paradigm shifts are inevi- br?ef and exploratory, provri)ds grounds for
table_, open-ended, and confidence in possibilities for a major shift
Impermanent from lethality-accepting science to an
ethically-orientated  nonkilling  paradigm
empowering social and cultural transitions toward killing-free
societies. This process is currently underway. But it will require
much greater commitment not only by the scientific commu-

nity but by society as a whole.

Paradigm shifts are inevitable, open-ended, and imperma-
nent. Nonkilling will certainly not be the final phase in scientific
development. But it will surely be a crucial contribution to the
advancement of knowledge and action for continuation of
human and planetary life.

References

Abueva, Jose V., ed. (2004). Towards a Nonkilling Filipino
Society: Developing an Agenda for Research, Policy and Action.
Marikina City: Kalayaan College.

Adolf, Antony; Sanmartin, Israel (2009). “How to Historicize
What Did Not Happen (But Makes the Past, Present and Future
Possible),” Evans Pim, Joam, Ed., Toward a Nonkilling Paradigm.
Honolulu: Center for Global Nonkilling, pp. 203-216.

Global Nonkilling Working Papers #3 29



Interdisciplinary Perspectives Toward a Nonkilling Paradigm

Bhaneja, Balwant (2006). “A Nonkilling Paradigm for Political
Problem Solving,” Asteriskos. Journal of International and
Peace Studlies, 1:273-277.
Bhaneja, Balwant (2008). “Nonkilling Political Science,” in
Kurtz, Leslie, ed. Encyclopedia of Violence, Peace and Confiict.
San Diego: Elsevier.
Brauer, Jurgen; Marlin, John Tepper (2009). “Nonkilling Eco-
nomics. Calculating the Size of a Peace Gross World Product,”
Evans Pim, Jodm, Ed., Toward a Nonkilling Paradigm. Honolulu:
Center for Global Nonkilling, pp. 125-148.
Campafia por la paz (2005). /nvestigacion militar: la cara oculta
de la ciencia (l). La investigacion militar en el mundo:
<http://www.noalainvestigacionmilitar.org/>.
Collyer, Charles E. (2003). “A Nonkilling Paradigm for Political
Scientists, Psychologists, and Others,” Peace and Confiict,
9(4):371-372.
Comins Mingol, Irene; Paris Albert, Sonia (2009). “Nonkilling
Philosophy,” Evans Pim, Joam, Ed., 7oward a Nonkilling Para-
digm. Honolulu: Center for Global Nonkilling, pp. 271-286.
D’Ambrosio, Ubiratan (2009). “A Nonkilling Mathematics?”
Evans Pim, Joam, Ed., Toward a Nonkilling Paradjgm. Honolulu;
Center for Global Nonkilling, pp. 241-268.
DeGue, Sarah; Mercy, James A. (2009). “Nonkilling Public
Health,” Evans Pim, Joam, Ed., Toward a Nonkilling Paradigm.
Honolulu: Center for Global Nonkilling, pp. 189-200.
Dhammika, S., ed. (1993). 7he Edicts of King Ashoka. Kandy:
Buddhist Publication Society. Available at:
<http://www.cs.colostate.edu/—malaiya/ashoka.html=.
Drago, Antonino (2009). “Nonkilling Science,” Evans Pim,
Jodm, Ed., Toward a Nonkilling Paradigm. Honolulu: Center for
Global Nonkilling, pp. 289-323.
Edwards, Clayton K. (2007). “The Basis of the Nonkilling
Belief.” Asteriskos. Journal of International and Peace Studies,
2:33-39.
Evans Pim, Joam (2009). “Nonkilling, A New Paradigm,”
Young, Nigel, Ed., The Oxford International Encyclopedia of
Peace. New York: Oxford University Press.
Eze, Paschal (2003). “Is a Nonkilling Society Possible?” West
Africa, 4366:40-41.
Evans Pim, Joam, Ed. (2009). 7oward a Nonkilling Paradigm.
Honolulu: Center for Global Nonkilling.

30 Global Nonkilling Working Papers #3



Jodm Evans Pim

Feltey, Kathryn (2009). “Nonkilling Sociology,” Evans Pim, Joam,
Ed., Toward a Nonkilling Paradigm. Honolulu: Center for Global
Nonkilling, pp. 371-378.

Friedrich, Patricia; Gomes de Matos, Francisco (2009). “Toward a
Nonkilling Linguistics,” Evans Pim, Jodm, Ed., 7oward a Nonkilling
Paradigm. Honolulu: Center for Global Nonkilling, pp. 219-238.
Fry, Douglas P. (2007). Beyond War: The Human Potential for
Peace. New York: Oxford University Press.

Fuller, Steve (2000). 7homas Kuhn. A Philosophical History for
Our Times. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Giorgi, Piero P. (2009). “Nonkilling Human Biology,” Evans Pim,
Jodm, Ed., Toward a Nonkilling Paradigm. Honolulu: Center for
Global Nonkilling, pp. 95-122.

Harris, Marvin (1990). Our Kind: Who We Are, Where We Came
From, Where We Are Going. San Francisco: Harper Perennial.
Hart, Donna; Sussman, Robert W. (2009). Man the Hunted: Pri-
mates, Predators, and Human Evolution. Boulder: Westview Press.
Haws, David (2009). “Nonkilling, Professional Ethics, and Engi-
neering the Public Good,” Evans Pim, Jodm, Ed., 7oward a Nonk-
Ming Paradigm. Honolulu: Ctr. for Global Nonkilling, pp. 151-165.
Ibafez, Jesus (1985). Del algoritmo al sujeto. Madrid: Siglo XXI.
Kavanaugh, John F. (2002). Who Count As Persons? Human
Identity and the Ethics of Killing. Washington: Georgetown
University Press.

Keever, Beverly Ann Deepe (2007). “De-escalating Media
Language of Killing: An instructional module,” Confiict and
Communication Online, 6(1).

Kordig, C. R. (1973). “Discussion: Observational Invariance,”
Philosophy of Science, 40:558-569.

Krug, E.; Dahlberg, L.; Mercy, J.; Zwi, A.; Lozano, R., eds.
(2002). World Report on Violence and Health. Geneva: World
Health Organization.

Kuhn, Thomas (1962). The Scientific Structure of Scientific
Revolutions. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Lakatos, Imre; Musgrave, Alan, eds. (1970). Criticism and the
Growth of Knowledge, Vol. 4. Cambridge: Cambridge Univ.Press.
MacNair, R. M. (2002). Perpetration-induced Traumatic Stress.
The Psychological Consequences of Killing. Westport: Praeger.
MacNair, Rachel M. (2009). “Psychology of Nonkilling,” Evans
Pim, Jodm, Ed., Toward a Nonkilling Paradjgm. Honolulu: Cen-
ter for Global Nonkilling, pp. 327-347.

Global Nonkilling Working Papers #3 31



Interdisciplinary Perspectives Toward a Nonkilling Paradigm

Mayton, Daniel (2009). Nonviolence and Peace Psychology.
New York: Springer.

Mead, Margaret (1940). “Warfare: It's Only an Invention—not
a Biological Necessity,” Asia,15:402-405.

Paige, Glenn D. (1993). 7o Nonviolent Political Science: From
Seasons of Violence. Honolulu: Center for Global Nonviolence.
Paige, Glenn D. (1996). ““To Leap Beyond yet Nearer Bring.
From War to Peace to Nonviolence to Nonkilling,” Peace
Research, 28(4).

Paige, Glenn D. (2000). “The Case for Nonkilling Global Po-
litical Science in Service to Nonkilling Global Transformation,”
Columbia International Affairs Online.

Paige, Glenn D. (2002). “A Nonkilling Korea: From Cold-War
Confrontation to Peaceful Coexistence,” Social Alternatives,
Vol. 21, Issue 2.

Paige, Glenn D. (2005). “Nonkilling Global Society,” Aharoni,
Ada, ed., Encylopedia of Life Support Systems (Peace Building).
Oxford: EOLSS Publishers.

Paige, Glenn D. (2006). “Korean Leadership for Nonkilling East
Asian Common Security,” Korea Observer, 37(3):547-563.
Paige, Glenn D. (2009 [2002]). Nonkilling Global Political
Science. Honolulu: Center for Global Nonkilling.

Paige, Glenn; Evans Pim, Joam, eds. (2008). Global Nonkilling
Leadershijp First Forum Proceedings. Honolulu: Center for
Global Nonviolence; Spark Matsunaga Institute for Peace,
University of Hawai‘i.

Perkins, John (2004). Confessions of an Economic Hit Man.
San Francisco: Berrett-Koehler.

Rogers, Everett M. (1995). Diffusion of Innovations. New
York: Free Press.

Sharma, Arvind (1994). Our Religions. The Seven World Relig-
fons Introduced by Preeminent Scholars from Each Tradition.
San Francisco: HarperOne.

Sharp, Gene (1973). The Politics of Nonviolent Action. Boston:
Porter Sargent.

Smith-Christopher, Daniel L., ed. (2007). Subverting Hatred:
The Challenge of Nonviolence in Religious Traditions. New
York: Orbis Books.

Sponsel, Leslie E. (1996). “The Natural History of Peace: A
Positive View of Human Nature and Its Potential,” in Gregor,
Thomas, ed., A Natural History of Peace. Nashville: Vander-
bilt University Press, p. 95-125.

{21

32 Global Nonkilling Working Papers #3



Jodm Evans Pim

Sponsel, Leslie E. (1996). “Reflections on the Possibilities of a
Nonkilling Society and a Nonkilling Anthropology,” Evans Pim,
Joam, Ed., Toward a Nonkilling Paradigm. Honolulu: Center for
Global Nonkilling, pp. 35-70.

Sussman, Robert W., ed. (1999). The Biological Basis of Human
Behavior: A Critical Reader. Upper Saddle River: Prentice Hall.
Thurman, Howard (1963). Disciplines of the Spirit. Richmond:
Friends United Press.

Tyner, James (2009). “Toward a Nonkilling Geography. De-
constructing the Spatial Logic of Killing,” Evans Pim, Joam, Ed.,
Toward a Nonkilling Paradigm. Honolulu: Center for Global
Nonkilling, pp. 169-185.

United Nations (1978). General Assembly Resolution S-10/2 of
30 June 1978 New York: UN. Available at: <http://daccess-
ods.un.org/TMP/2013297.htm|=>.

Urbain, Olivier (2009). “Nonkilling Arts,” Evans Pim, Joam, Ed.,
Toward a Nonkilling Paradigm. Honolulu: Center for Global
Nonkilling, pp. 73-91.

Younger, Stephen M. (2007). Endangered Species. How We
Can Avoid Mass Destruction and Build a Lasting Peace. New
York: Ecco Press.

YU Chin-Fang (1998). “Ming Buddhism,” in Twitchett, Denis
C.; Mote, Frederick W., eds., The Cambridge History of China,
Volume 8, Part 2: The Ming Dynasty, 1368-1644. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, p. 893-950.

Global Nonkilling Working Papers #3 33






Nonkilling Political Science in the
Killing Fields of International Relations
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Hebrew University of Jerusalem

Summary It is by now a philosophical truism that neutral-
ity works in favor of the more powerful party
in a confiict. | will argue that although praise-
worthy and well-intendead, Glenn Paige’s un-
wavering and holistic commitment to Nonkill-
ing Political Science exposes him to the analo-
gous criticism that, under certain circumstances
(quite common in international relations),
Nonkilling may work in favor of those who are
willing to kill. We need a more nuanced and
pragmatic commitment to Nonkilling to face
the killing fields of International Relations.

Introduction

Something goes terribly wrong when moral discourse is applied publicly. Just
War Theory (JWT) goes through plastic surgery to fit immediate public, political,
and organizational objectives. Although the aim and purpose of JWT is to pro-
scribe impermissible killing, its public, political, and organizational applications
essentially prescribe permissible killing. But this apparently tiny semantic change
actually conceals a massive functional reversal as well as a content sea change.
JWT is about ‘do nots,’, while the military applications of JWT are about ‘dos'—a
directive change which could produce increased tolerance towards killing. What
is so terribly off the mark in terms of this transformation is that we—the theo-
rists—offer military polemics with the intellectual foundation of prescribing
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avoidable killings, and with an instrument to secure public at-
mosphere which tolerates killing. | believe that correcting this
sorry state should be the immediate goal of any political science
committed to nonkilling. Moreover, the aims promoted here
are both more achievable and more commendable, though
more modest as well, than the aims of Glenn Paige’s proposal
for a political science advocating global nonkilling.

It is important to note from the outset that | find Paige’s
arguments thought-provoking in the good sense and praise-
worthy. Paige asks us to think differently about the world and
ourselves, trying to carve out a new path: a road not taken.
This is a laudable goal in its own right and one we should all
strive to follow. | do have some misgivings about this road,
however, especially when it reaches the killing fields of inter-
national relations. Some stretches of Paige’s road, as will be
shown, are demanding and totalistic and call for a holistic
perspective not shared by many. This paper briefly summa-
rizes Paige’s arguments and analyzes some of their merits and
shortcomings, before proceeding to suggest a more modest
proposal for a Nonkilling Political Science aimed at eliminating
our contribution to impermissible killings.

correcting this sorry state
| should be the immediate

Paige’s aims are noble, but more so, goal of any pOll'_[IcaI SCi-
they soar very high. He aims at no less than ence committed
a society free from all forms of killing. He to nonkilling
(2007: 1) defines Nonkilling Society as ‘a
human community, smallest to largest, local to global, charac-
terized by no killing of humans and no threats to kill; no
weapons designed to kill humans and no justifications for using
them; and no conditions of society dependent upon threat or
use of killing force for maintenance or change.” This would be
a radically new kind of society, unprecedented in human his-
tory. For this novel society to exist, a new and noble form of
politics would be needed. Indeed Paige offers us a new defini-
tion of politics. Shedding the conventional concept of politics
as a form of public conflict over the allocation of resources, he
offers a more harmonious understanding of politics. Borrow-
ing from the Korean political philosopher Hwang, Jang Yop,

Paige (2007: 91-92) argues that ‘Politics means the harmoniza-
tion of the interests of all members of society on the basis of
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love and equality.” It is not the management of conflicts that is
the main function of politics, he says, but the bringing together
of people in loving association. It would probably be more
correct to call this kind of association a community, not a soci-
ety; a communal association of human beings joined together
by feelings of empathy and love.

Yet, it is also important to note that this community is a
community of individuals whose interactions establish communal
bonds and a commitment to mutual nonkilling. As Paige (2007:
96) asserts, ‘The basic unit of nonkilling political analysis is the
individual human being. Organizations, structures, and processes
are the product of aggregated individual behavior. World politics
is the politics of world individuals.” Although it would have been
easier for Paige to take a communitarian perspective, he is
committed wholeheartedly to the liberal tradition. His form of
liberalism is vigorously augmented by non-Western traditions,
yet liberalism it is nonetheless. On analyzing Paige’s argument,
we find that liberalism is essential to achieving a Nonkilling Soci-
ety and is reflected in several elements of his vision. Paige (2007:
78-79; 117-119) is anxious to stress, for example, that Nonkilling
is a value along other values and principles such as freedom,
equality, justice, democracy, human rights, and responsibility. To
achieve a Nonkilling Society, Paige believes we must have a
sincere and absolute commitment to liberal values and princi-
ples. Additionally, a Nonkilling Society can flourish only in a
fully consolidated local or global democracy.

But Paige’s vision does not stop at those liberal and democ-
ratic ideals. In a sense, it is a totalistic program which forces us
to address and solve several different problems at once. In

order to achieve a Nonkilling Society, no

a nonkilling society can less than four other discrete global problems

flourish only in a fully con-  must be all solved, ‘we can engage five
solidated local or global problems that are now globally salient:

democracy continued killing and the need for

disarmament; the holocaust of poverty and
the need for economic equity; violations of human dignity and
needs for mutual respect of human rights; destructions of the
biosphere and the need for planetary life-support; and other-
denying divisiveness that impedes problem-solving coopera-
tion’ (Paige, 2007: 111). For Paige, these problems, discrete as
they are, interact and produce the background circumstances
of killing. Each problem contributes to the maintenance of
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contemporary society, which, due to lack of empathy and to
socialization and indoctrination processes creates the circum-
stances and conditions of killing. Human beings must eliminate
the circumstances and conditions of killing in order to clear
the way to a Nonkilling Society. Paige paints a holistic picture
of reality, and demands a holistic understanding of it, and
holistic action to change it. The failure to address any of these
problems will result in failure to achieve a Nonkilling Society.
As will become clear this is a high standard indeed.

Paige suggests many indications as to why a Nonkilling So-
ciety is possible. He does not argue that change is necessary
or easy. But he does say that with great effort and despite
laboring under the dark shadow of skepticism a Nonkilling
Society can be achieved. As he writes (2007: 69), ‘To assert
possibility, of course, is not to guarantee certainty but to make
problematical the previously unthinkable and to strengthen
confidence that we humans are capable of nonkilling global
transformation.” And elsewhere (2007: 20), “It's not possible,
but it’s possible to become possible.’

Paige argues that such efforts would involve many actors,
including political science as a discipline. Political scientists, he
says, have a crucial role in producing a
Nonkilling Society; they should help to Human beings must
problematize the existing commonsense eliminate the circum-
that killing is an unavmdaple and inevitable stances and conditions of
human - phenomenon. It is they who can  yinein order to clear
further the understanding of the possibility -
of change. To make this possibility reality, the way to.a nonkilling
Paige gives political scientists four scholarly society
missions: ‘We need to know the causes of
killing; the causes of nonkilling; the causes of transition be-
tween killing and nonkilling; and the characteristics of com-
pletely killing-free societies (Paige, 2007: 72)." At first glance,
this does not seem a very radical demand of political science.
Allegedly, what political scientists must do is simply add four
interesting new research questions to their host of routine
research questions. However, this superficial reading would
be completely off the mark as Paige rightly and forcefully
points out. The requirement from political science is radical
on two related two accounts. First, political science must be
fully committed to the task of producing a Nonkilling Society,
‘nonkilling political science engages in efforts to end behavioral
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violence, to change conditions of structural violence, and to

solve problems of both in interaction. It seeks to remove sup-

port for lethality, to assist existing institutions for nonkilling

service, and to create new nonkilling policies and institutions’

(Paige, 2007: 100). Reading these lines it is quite clear that the

scientific study of the causes of killing and nonkilling and the

shift from the one to the other is not something incidental to

other ‘routine’ tasks missions. Paige wants political science to

become Nonkilling Political Science—political science that is

wholly committed to furthering a Nonkilling Society. This mis-

sion is so worthy, so urgent, and so demanding, that it should

supersede all other political science avenues. In other words,

the Nonkilling Political Science project should revolutionize

political science by transforming its research agenda completely.

According to Paige and here lies the second radical aspect

of Paige’s program, in order for this revolution to take place

political scientists must be morally committed. Political science

should not embrace the positivist philosophy

the false positivist belief of social science. Rather, neutrality and
that science is committed  Objectivity should be set aside for normative
to neutrality and objectiv- conjr_ni_tment_s. More _ preci_sely, th_e false
ity should be replaced by p05|t|V|§t belief that science is committed to
an understanding that neutrality and objegtmty should pe replaced

. ; . . by an understanding that social science,
social science, including including political science, is and should

political science, is and always be morally committed, ‘Political
should a|WaY§ bemorally  scientists cannot evade this responsibility by
committed objecting to value-bias and claiming ‘realistic’

scientific neutrality that in truth translates
into readiness to Kill. Such neutrality has never been true’
(Paige, 2007: 155). This is clearly a non-positivist form of politi-
cal science. Therefore, along with a new comprehension of
society as Nonkilling, and politics as achieving harmony and
love, Paige advances a new* conception and practice of political
science—a normative approach committed to moral values and
principles and presided over by the principle of Nonkilling.
Paige’s proposal has many merits. The first is that it chal-
lenges what we take for granted. We tend not to think of our
society as a killing society. Of course, we are aware that people
are being killed and at times we are saddened by their killing and

! Though by all mean he is not alone in it, non-positivism is by now quite common.
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mourn for it. But because we tend to think of killing as given, we
fail to challenge it and do not see it as a problem to be solved.
Thus, killing is bound to continue. Paige’s account of society is an
alarming wake up call. By insisting that we must not take killing
for granted, that it is not inevitable, Paige shatters our serenity
and even the servitude with which we accept killing. His ideas
shock and awe us intellectually, urging us to define killing as a
real social problem, and, moreover, a solvable problem that
should and must be a paramount human priority that exceeds
others. Essentially, Paige takes a first and necessary step toward
emancipation from the shackles and burdens of killing.

Second, and similarly, his novel definition of politics re-
minds us that politics need not adhere to the same form over
time. Few will accept Paige’s definition of politics as resem-
bling contemporary politics in any way; on the other hand,
few will reject it as an ideal. But, the question remains
whether politics has an inherent quality that stops it from
being a locus of love and harmony? | can think of one decisive
objection to Paige’s definition of politics: that politics is the
locus of contestation and conflict by
definition, and that any alternative
ggf|n|t|on can only be approprlatg tq a serve as a signpost,

ifferent sort of public coordination .
activity—but not to politics. | agree with S_hOW'"Q us_how to
this objection, but to some extent it is  achieve this higher state
merely semantic and requires only a slight of public affairs where
reformulation of Paige’s account. Perhaps societies are ruled by
what we should say is that Paige offers is a dialectics—not politics
new kind of activity, let’s call it dialectics (a
term that includes dialogue and reasoning, and according to
Hegel, the resolution of opposites through synthesis). More
important than the semantic question is the expectation that
this new and noble kind of activity would replace politics and
become the main coordinatory public activity for managing
our public affairs. Paige’s account should serve as a signpost,
showing us how to achieve this higher state of public affairs
where societies are ruled by dialectics—not politics.

Paige’s proposal wins another gold for understanding that in
order to realize the possibility of a Nonkilling Society based on
dialectics we should complement their depictions with a new,
morally committed variety of political science. Rather than sup-
porting a positivist political science committed to neutrality and

Paige’s account should
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objectivity, we should strive for a morally committed political
science which aims to shape the society it studies. Only by re-
shaping society, politics, and political science at the same time can
we hope to realize the allegedly unrealizable: a Nonkilling Society.

But there are also certain difficulties with Paige’s proposal.
First, it demands too much of the political scientist and calls to
solve too much at the same time. Second, it does not prioritize
the different problems and values. Third, as it stands, Paige’s
proposal might unwittingly favor wrong-doers. In this section, |

will critically examine these three weaknesses in his argument.
As noted before, Paige offers a holistic view of social and
political reality. By definition, all problems are linked together
as are their solutions. No problem is an island, and in order to
solve one problem, say the existence of
. ) killing in society (i.e., the problem of a killing
Only by reshaping society,  gqciety), we must aim to solve all other
politics, and political sci- major problems, including global poverty,
ence at the same time can  violations of human rights, and ecological
we hope to realize the degradation. Naturally, there is no denying
allegedly unrealizable the acuteness of these problems and that a
world without them would be a much
better place—and a closer proximity to
utopia! Moreover, solving all these problems would indeed
remove most of the reasons for killing. But, as | will show in a
moment, it would not eliminate all causes of killing. Economic
equity,? mutual respect for human rights and dignity, and a
healthy biosphere can contribute to a healthy society in which
people will not find reasons to resort to killing. First, there
would be less need for killing since redistributing resources
would abolish extreme global poverty (Pogge, 2005: 1) and
render the struggle for survival of individuals and collectives
less acute. Secondly, killing would not be considered appropri-
ate for achieving goals since people would respect each other
lives and rights, and (remember dialectics) find reasoned dia-

logue useful for further individual and common aims.

However, it should be clear that the harmony between the
solutions for the different problems can only exist in the final

2 Economic equity which, we should better add, would not be based on equity of scarcity!
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stage. It is only when all those problems would no longer exist
that we will be able to see their solutions as complementing
each other and establishing a secured Nonkilling Society. Un-
fortunately though, the solution for some problems en route
to a Nonkilling Society might clash with the solution of others.
The reason for this is that in some situations, progress on one
front (solving one problem) might mean a temporary regres-
sion in another. For example, in order to safeguard the bio-
sphere, strict restrictions may well be necessary that impinge
on people’s lives in the developed world. We will have to
restrict their culture of consumption. That could rightly be
considered as interfering with and curtailing their individual
freedoms. Limitations on the development of developing
countries and their societies might also be necessary, which
would limit their chances of prosperity. Of

course, we could then redistribute global in some situations, pro-
resources and technologies more justly and gress on one front (solv-
equally. But still, the measures would ing one problem) might

involve significant interference in personal
freedom and collective sovereignty. Would
such interference be just? Probably yes. But
it is interference nonetheless, and hence,
we can reasonably forecast that saving the biosphere would
contradict respecting individual and collective human rights.

Similarly, of course, advancing equity can damage individual
freedom by restricting (and in some cases even confiscating)
property. Once again, this act can be just, but we must realize
that not everyone would be willing to embrace it and not
everyone would accept such restrictions of their free will. This
is not to say that restricting property ownership would have
to be violently imposed. And it need not involve resorting to
killing. But if not everyone agrees to this imperative voluntarily
we would need to accept certain violations of human rights (as
they are accepted today), on the way to equity.

Considered thus Paige’s holism seems an obstacle to
achieving a Nonkilling Society. But the holism is also evident in
another aspect of Paige’s proposal. His definition of Nonkilling
Society is at once too loose and too broad. It is difficult to
understand what Paige actually means when he refers to “kill-
ing”. In one instance, he (Paige, 2007: 145) explicitly refers to
deliberate or intentional killing, but in the rest of the book
even this restriction on the form of killing becomes less clear.

mean a temporary re-
gression in another
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Would negligent killing fall under the premises of Nonkilling
Society? What about reckless killing? Of course we do not want
such killings; we even try to fight these phenomena in our own
regular killing society. But can we expect a society to be totally
free of such forms of killing? Can we really expect the high
degree of responsibility from, say, teenagers? A case in point is,
of course, road accidents which kill hundreds of thousands of
people across the world each year. Again, we should not ac-
cept road accidents and we should not despair of attempting to
reduce them. But, can we really equate negligent killing by an
inexperienced teenager driver to the intentional killing that
plagues our societies? | believe the answer is definitely no and
that we should learn to unhappily tolerate some scale of unin-
tentional killing in our future Nonkilling Society.

What about behaviors that we know have death as their
side effect? Would smoking and selling tobacco be considered
killing? Personally, | would be happy to
consider them such, but can we achieve a
. : broad consensus on that? But even
other issues might be : o

. . . intentionality does not solve all problems.
|mp(_)33|ble as it involves What about reasoned suicides? Say, due to
basic and fundamental terminal illness.® Should we tolerate that?
belief systems; belief And how about euthanasia? Should that be
system that result in dif-  acceptable? These are all open questions
ferent values, norms, and  that cast doubt on the utility and practicality
understandings of an excessively broad and loose definition
of Nonkilling Society. So, the definition must

be more stringent.

Paige’s definition raises other questions too. At one point,
he (2007: 10) refers to abortion as killing. This of course is an
unsettled question. It is also a contested question, and as such
it highlights another shortcoming of Paige’s proposal: whether
it is in fact possible to reach a consensus on the definition of
killing? Abortion, which some see as killing and even murder, is
seen by others as a woman exercising her rights over her own
body. Agreement on this and other issues might be impossible
as it involves basic and fundamental belief systems; belief sys-
tem that result in different values, norms, and understandings.
These beliefs might prove bridgeable under the dialectic sort of

Agreement on this and

% Paige (2007: 10) does count suicide as killing. | find that odd, especially in cases of
terminal illness where suicide can be considered reasoned.
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coordination of public affairs. Yet, they might also be un-
bridgeable. If so, dialectics would not do, and a resort to old-
fashioned politics (not necessarily violent) could be needed to
force one party to accept another party’s beliefs, leading to
disrespect for others’ rights and dignity. In other words, al-
though we should aim at a dialectical collective management,
occasions and cases could arise when politics might prove too
resilient, along the mutual disrespect it entails.

Let us turn to the second drawback of Paige’s proposal for
Nonkilling Society. As mentioned above, Paige (2007: 78-79)
calls ‘to place nonkilling along with questions of freedom,
equality, justice, and democracy, at the normative-empirical
and empirical-normative core of the discipline.’ It seems there
is no prioritization of those values, and, as we saw above,
some values may be at odds with others, especially in the
critical moments of trying to realize them. But if indeed there
is no prioritization, how can we deal with the clashes and
conflicts between the different goals and values described
above? This is an open question that Paige does not answer.
Moreover, | am not sure he is even aware of the problem.
One cannot list several values, especially conflicting ones,
without prioritizing them, or by at least offering some guide-
lines as to how to prioritize them in different situations.

Elsewhere, though, Paige (2007: 155)

implies that at the present time, nonkilling is  |f political scientists are to
more fundamental and crucial than other be committed to nonkill-

yalues, ‘Nonkilling is at .Ieast of. equal ing over and above other
mportqn_ce because humanity has arrived at values, we would be ex-
a condition where all of these values are

threatened without a powerful commitment posed to a powerful
to a nonkilling ethic in political science and charge: that we favor the
political life.” So we are faced here with ~ Wrong-doers, those who
two possible problems. If indeed the values  intentionally and system-
are equally important we will experience atically harm the weak
unsolved dilemmas on how to proceed in

scenarios involving conflicting values. But if, alternatively, Paige

does place Nonkilling above the other values, a third kind of

weakness arises. If political scientists are to be committed to

Nonkilling over and above other values, we would be exposed

to a powerful charge: that we favor the wrong-doers, those

who intentionally and systematically harm the weak. In other

words, an excessively strong commitment to Nonkilling may
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favor evil. It is the same objection that Leszek Kolakowski
(1975) raised against neutrality—that it actually favors the
powerful. If one insists on not trying to influence the outcome
of a conflict, one actually supports the parties with the most
resources. It is the weak who need the help of the bystander
and the third party, and if those deny help for the sake of neu-
trality, the odds will further lean towards the most powerful.
The same is true with regard to the value of Nonkilling. If one
is predominantly committed to Nonkilling, he will retain only
weak enforcement tools for combating evil. Moreover, he will
not have violent means at his disposal, not even as deterrence.
This is not just a problem of dealing with

Under extreme circum-
stances, mostly where a
national leadership com-
mits atrocities against its
own citizenry, the inter-
national community may
assume responsibility for
the defenseless

‘hitlers’, as Paige calls them. Evil has many
faces and many degrees. And a commitment
to Nonkilling may involve abandoning those
who are in danger. Today, it is quite
acceptable to speak of the responsibility to
protect (R2P).* Under extreme circumstances,
mostly where a national leadership commits
atrocities against its own citizenry, the

international community may assume
responsibility for the defenseless citizenry.
Now, we may wish these atrocities would never happen, and
we can subscribe to Paige’s optimism that in future we might
reach this blissful state. But | will again refer to the convulsing
nature of the process of getting to this state of affairs. These
processes are very much processes of destabilization in which
violence is expected. As described above it is reasonable to
expect some discontent among those who feel they have lost
in the process—mostly dictators facing democratization and
wealthy people facing redistribution. It is reasonable to expect
some outbursts of violence, and the international community,
along with political scientists, must be prepared to meet them
with resolve. To eschew violent responses (or the threat of
their use), including resort to the extremity of killing, means
abandoning the weak to their fate and tantamount to favoring
the powerful forces of evil who are willing to kill.

Let me stress, my pessimism is not intrinsic. Nonkilling So-
ciety may in fact be a realizable goal. | certainly hope it is. But
the means of achieving it may result in some killing, and a rig-

4 See for example Etzioni 2007.
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idly holistic and strict commitment to Nonkilling from the
outset may be ill equipped to deal with the concomitant risks.
Ironically, we may sacrifice the possibility of achieving a Nonk-
illing Society by our rigid commitment to it. This is doubly true
in the killing fields of international relations.

Where does all this leave us? We have not yet reached the
phase in which as Paige (2007: 2) wishes, ‘Intellectuals do not
apologize for it [killing].” And we still need the tradition of Just
War Theory (JWT) as a moral theory which tries to regulate
institutional violence, and probably by moving to the realization
of a Nonkilling Society, we will need it even more. This is not a
dismissive, Stalin-type remark, that ‘When you chop wood the
chips fly.” It is an argument that springs from a feeling of com-
passion for human life, from the real and tragic understanding
that at times we must resort to killing to save people’s lives and
that the same will hold true while progressing
towards Nonkilling Society. War, including  The true purpose of IWT
humanitarian intervention under the is not to apologize for
parameters of R2P, is a social institution that killing but rather the
involves Kkilling essentially. We can try to crea-tion of a framework
deve_lop as many _non-IethaI weapons - as for curbing killing as
possible but there will always be occasions in much as possible
war when we must resort to killing. We should
constantly bear this in mind and treat the
capacity to kill as a last resort resource only in a necessary war.
Otherwise the killing fields of international relations will destroy
us all together with our hopes of achieving Nonkilling Society.
The true purpose of JWT is not to apologize for killing but
rather the creation of a framework for curbing killing as much
as possible. This is a crucial point which brings us back to my
opening remarks in the introduction. As explained in a moment,
although the purpose of JWT is to curb killing it can easily serve
as to justify killing. Moreover, the danger of justifying killing can
also be adduced from Paige’s dismissive remark about intellec-
tuals who apologize for killing. JWT can, if politicized and per-
verted, supply forceful arguments for impermissible killing.
Stated differently, in the wrong hands, JWT can lead to more
not less killing. In what follows, | analyze this danger, briefly
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demonstrate it, and indicate how we should approach it under
the parameters of Nonkilling Political Science.

Elsewhere, | develop the concept of rhetorical capital, de-
fined as the aggregate persuasive resources inherent in entities
(Ish-Shalom, 2008a). This theoretical concept offers insights into
what attracts politicians and ideologues to rhetorically use, mis-
use, and abuse certain entities (material objects and idea con-
structs), and how this rhetorical use, misuse, and abuse is being
carried out. Examining the internal features of moral theory in
general and JWT in particular will help us understand why and
how they are rhetorically used, misused, and abused. For pur-
poses of our current analysis, several points should be stressed.
First, as their name implies, moral theories carry moral weight
and stature. They are equipped to serve as moral guidance to
those who wish to act morally (or at least pretend to act mor-
ally). Second, and closely related, moral theories generally ad-
dress and conform to our moral intuitions. Accordingly, if cor-
rectly stated, they concur with our deepest intuitions and this
concurrence bestows them with a familiarity which helps to
establish them as moral guidance. Third, moral theories, espe-
cially in their modern academic incarnation, seek to build on and
refine our intuitions. As such they are complex, composite, and
subtle sets of arguments, mostly couched in academic jargon.
Accordingly, despite the aforementioned intuitive familiarity,
moral theories are difficult to comprehend fully. Thus, they are
relatively sensitive to misunderstanding, and sometimes to inten-
tional misrepresentation. Fourth, moral theories are generally
universal, which lends them additional normative weight as their
dicta are intended to transcend particularist interests and view-
points. In other words, moral theories provide lofty standards to
which we can appeal in partisan political disputes. Supposedly, a
party would then not be serving its own particularist interests,
but protecting the sensibilities of humanity as a whole.

Fifth and closely related to the last point,
moral theories provide even thou.gh moral theorieg lay clqims to uni-

. versal validity, to be applicable in the real

lofty standards_ to Wh_'Ch world, they must be supplemented by
we can _a_ppeal_ Inpartisan  aqditional  information. Knowing the theory
political disputes will not suffice when applying moral judgment.

The factual environment of the situation-to-

be-judged must also be considered. For example, one must

know the sequence of events and causal chain leading to the
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events, and the intentions of the actors involved. Expressed
more concretely, we need to know which party initiated hos-
tilities, with what intentions, and how that initial act escalated
into the use of lethal weapons and war. Those are real world
facts, and they do not order themselves neutrally into an ob-
jective description of reality. Consequently, to be able to
apply a moral theory in the real world, a narrative must be
accepted, usually one narrative out of several conflicting ones.
Because of the crucial role of narratives when applying moral
theory, moral theory is more elastic than its adherents would
normally grant. More importantly, it makes the theory’s appli-
cation more amenable to the political cherry picking of facts in
line with partisan interests. Thus, while assuming a universal
scope and standard of application moral theory can become a
political sectarian instrument. Accordingly, moral theory can
provide justification (honest and dishonest) for different, even
conflicting, acts. When this point, along with the first four
points, is understood it becomes quite understandable that
moral theory abounds with rhetorical capital and that this
rhetorical capital is ripe to be used, misused,
and abused rhetorically.

_ Additionally, JWT, which is a parpgular effect of the theory on its
kind of moral theory, has two additional
features that add to its rhetorical capital. h‘?a‘_’ z_ir]d stre_ss_ the per-
First, it has a long and prestigious tradition, ~ Missibility of killing rather
JWT goes back as far as the Church fathers,  than its impermissibility
to prominent figures like St. Augustine and
Thomas Aquinas. Thus, it is deeply ingrained not only in our
moral intuitions, but in our cultural connotations as well. Sec-
ond, JIWT, especially its Jus in Bello dimension, essentially aims
and functions to curb wartime killing as far as possible. It iden-
tifies the few people whose killing might be permissible under
very restricted conditions. All those that do not fall under this
category, cannot be legitimately killed. Their killing is imper-
missible and proscribed. What is important to our discussion
on the rhetorical capital of JWT is that the quite sound out-
come of pointing the impermissibility of killing some individu-
als, can amounts to pointing the permissibility of killing the
others. In other words, it is quite easy to turn the effect of the
theory on its head and stress the permissibility of killing rather
than its impermissibility; the prescription rather than the pro-
scription of killing. This is especially true when we combine

it is quite easy to turn the
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this feature of JWT with the features of the rhetorical capital of
moral theory in general. First, identifying the category of those
that their killing is permissible is far from straightforward as this
category itself is not precisely demarcated. There is a continu-
ous and unresolved discussion regarding the definition of those
that are protected from Kkilling. Are they civilians, non-
combatants, uninvolved parties, or whoever comes under the
heading of “innocents”?® Each definition involves a somewnhat
different population. Moreover, the content of the category is
not constant. It depends on many criteria and conditions, some
quite fuzzy. For example, one of the most important criteria in
the justification of killing is proportionality, but there are no
generally-applicable guidelines for proportionality: is sacrificing

the lives of ten of our soldiers to protect

JWT is rich with rhetori- the life of one enemy citizen proportional?
cal capital and becomes Or is a ratio of 5 to 1, or 200 to 1 accept-

. able? And what is proportional if we
very attr_aCtlve to pgople consider risking our soldiers’ lives to save
who V_V'Sh to Con\{'n?e an enemy soldier? And how many enemy
others in the permissive-  itizens is it proportional to risk when
ness of the killing they trying to destroy a legitimate military
inflict on others target, say an ammunition factory in a
crowded neighborhood? 10? 100? 1000?
The question is really whether a ready-
made equation exists that will fit all scenarios. Proportionality is

a crucial yet fuzzy requirement (See also Hurka, 2005).

The demarcation of permissible killing also changes accord-
ing to the circumstances involved, for example: Is this an all out
war? Is it really a last resort? Who was the aggressor? Circum-
stances depend on interpretations, which are determined by
the narrative adopted. As mentioned above, each side can
adopt the narrative that politically suits it. In other words, it is
far from simple to categorically determine which killing is per-
missible and which is not. Taking all these features together,
we see that JWT is rich with rhetorical capital and becomes
very attractive to people who wish to convince others in the
permissiveness of the killing they inflict on others.

We have witnessed this inverted use of JWT and its de-
pendency on interpretations and narratives in many of the
recent armed conflicts and wars. The 1999 NATO air cam-

® See for example McMahan (2006).
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paign against former Yugoslavia, code-named Operation Allied
Force, would be a case in point. While its aim was to protect
the beleaguered Kosovo Albanians and its cause was humanitar-
ian, it resulted in killing about 500 Serbian civilians. NATO
claimed them to be collateral damage in the necessary pursuit
of a just cause, and hence, regretful, but permissible killings.
This claim is very dubious as the air sorties were conducted at
very high altitude to avoid risking the lives of the NATO air
crews. The high altitude made it difficult to correctly identify
the targets and take accurate aim. Civilian lives were sacrificed
wholesale to save military lives.® In other words, the discrimina-
tion principle was not upheld. NATO, however, argued for the
principle of double effect, insisting that according to JWT it had
acted justly and that the killings were all permissible. Rather
than curbing killing, the theory was misused for justifying it.
The American war against Iraq is another instance of the
misuse of JWT and the inversion of its aim. There were several
declared causes for the Iraqg War, including (wrong) accusations
of cooperation between Saddam Hussein and Al-Qaeda, and
(again misguided) assumptions that Irag had an arsenal of
‘Weapons of Mass Destruction’. Additionally,
the war was justified as a humanitarian inter-
vent.lon to end th.e’ atrqcmes routinely against Iraq is another
carried out by Hussein’s regime, and as part . .
of a campaign of democratization: hence its instance of th_e m'Sl_Jse of
code-name Operation Iragi Freedom. But,  JWT and the inversion of
even though these two reasons were ex- Its aim
tremely noble and moral this war has been
full of pain and suffering. We don’t know the numbers of Iraqi
civilian victims but they are assumed to be in the hundreds of
thousands. Civil order is non-existent, and generally speaking
the Iragi state exists in name only. Surely by any moral stan-
dards these results are unacceptable. Yet JWT has been re-
peatedly and successfully marshaled to justify the US and its
coalition’s conduct. Something is evidently amiss.
And we again witnessed the rhetorical capital of JWT and
its public uses in Israel’s Cast Lead operation in Gaza in 20009.
More than 1,300 Palestinians were killed, many of them non-
combatants, in an operation that used heavy fire power caus-

The American war

® Neta Crawford (2007) cites this air operation as an example of what she calls “Sys-
temic Military Atrocity”.
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ing enormous destruction to life and civic infrastructure (in-
cluding some UN installations). This is not the place to evaluate
the justness of the operation or the permissibility or imper-
missibility of its killing. It is obvious, though, that this scale of
killing and destruction cannot be easily justified. However, all
the fighting of the Israel Defense Forces (IDF) was conducted,
supervised, and guided by the Military Advocates General
(MAG), responsible for imposing the rules of warring conduct.
But here we see JWT turned on its head. The main function of
the MAG was to justify killing, not ban it; it was to provide the
IDF with legal and moral justification for the large scale killing
and destruction inflicted on the Palestinians. And the way the
MAG justified this killing was through interpreting the circum-
stances of the fighting so that the scale of
killing could be judged permissible. It should
be emphasized that the Palestinian fighting
" . forces amply supported the MAG efforts, by
supply practitioners with constantly bombarding Israeli civilian cities
a powerful weapon: a and towns, and by hiding and fighting from
supposedly moral and the cover of the Palestinian civil population.
universal justification for ~ Again, | have no desire to analyze here
impermissible killingona  whether the MAG interpretation was reason-
vast scale able or not. What does matter is the
reversed application of JWT from trying to

curb killing to condoning its escalation.

In other words, political and moral theorists can unintention-
ally supply practitioners with a powerful weapon: a supposedly
moral and universal justification for impermissible killing on a vast
scale. When we discuss Nonkilling Political Science in an era
when killing is sometime necessary—this is what we should be
paying attention to. This is what we should be committed to—to
not allowing ourselves to be used, misused, and abused politi-
cally. We should concentrate on avoiding providing potential
evildoers with weapon of killing and destruction. We should be
alert to the rhetorical capital embedded in our creations, namely
theories; rhetorical capital that is waiting to be politically misused
and abused with immoral outcomes, such as to further the ac-
tions of wrong-doers and spread evil and death.

The question of how to discharge this responsibility in the
case of JWT should probably be the subject of a sequel paper.
However, as a first take | would recommend the need to be
sensitive to the complexity of our moral arguments and to

political and moral theo-
rists can unintentionally
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realize how ambiguous and open to interpretation they are.
We must also be aware of cases where theories are abused or
misinterpreted, and be willing, in such cases, to take a stand as
public intellectuals, or better still, theoretician-citizens (Ish-
Shalom, 2008b) and proffer our academic inputs. We should
try to enrich the public debate with our theoretical insights
and not sell their richness and intricacy short by oversimplify-
ing them for public consumption. We must not fall into the
attractive trap of trivializing our theories and instrumentally
exploit their rhetorical capital. This might be convenient and
uncomplicated in the short term but it would be destructive
to our academic and public stature in the longer term and
limit our ability to contribute effectively and positively to our
society, and to its moral constitution and chances of evolving
into a Nonkilling Society.

We must also be receptive to the We must also be aware
need to contextualize our universal theo- of cases where theories
ries. It is here where politics is ready to are abused or misinter-
jump in and kidnap our theories as its preted, and be willing, in
needs dictate. We must be prepared to
be involved in studying the context of a such cases, to take a

ying s
theory’s application and contribute our stand as public Intel_lectu-
judgment in a concerned and impartial als, or better still,
manner—concerned for everyone in- theoretician-citizens
volved in the conflict and impartial in the
sense of employing general rules, independently of any par-
ticular case and partisan interests (Kolakowski, 1975: 72). The
combined measures will allow better control over the public
fate of our theories and help us to contribute to the progress
of society towards a Nonkilling Society.

Conclusions

This paper examines Glenn Paige’s proposal for a Global
Nonkilling Political Science and explore both the merits and
drawbacks of Paige’s proposition. On the positive side, he high-
lights killing as a real and acute yet solvable social problem and
suggests novel and desirable understandings of society, politics
(which I prefer to term dialectics), and social science. | have also
identified certain drawbacks in Paige’s proposal, mainly his
excessively loose definition of what constitutes killing, and his
holistic view of social reality, its problems, and their assumed
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solutions. | also point out that an excessively rigid commitment
to Nonkilling in our times might result in abandoning the weak to
the mercy of evildoers. Especially in the Kkilling fields of interna-
tional relations this abandonment might breach our responsibility
to protect the victims of atrocities.

Accordingly, | argue here for a more nuanced and modest
approach to a Nonkilling Political Science compared to Paige’s
holistic one. As we strive for a Nonkilling Society we should be
aware that the actual process may generate killing and violence.
To deal with this we require an arsenal of moral theories and in
particular Just War Theories; theories which aim to curb killing
as much as possible. However, we must also recognize the rhe-
torical capital that is embedded in those theories and the possi-
bility that it might result in justifying and prescribing killing far
more than required. We must be ready and willing to act against
the political and rhetorical misuse and abuse of our theories. The
only way political science can equip itself to further the evolution
of a Nonkilling Society is by taking a nuanced approach. More-
over, only political scientists who are resolved can morally orient
their theories to the benefit of society and achieve Paige’s vision
of Global Nonkilling Political Science and Nonkilling Society.
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Nonkilling Political Science and Democratic
Leadership: The Korean Experiences

Yoon-Jae Chung
The Academy of Korean Studies

Sum mary Noqk/lllﬁg po//'z_‘/'ca/ sclence posits thqz‘ nan/lﬂhg
society Is possible and attempts to find ideas or
Strategies which are useful for minimizing or
eliminating killing or any source of killing in hu-
man society. From the theoretical perspectives
of nonkilling political science, the Korean experi-
ences of democratization will be critically re-
viewed focusing upon three Presidents’ leader-
ship initiatives to challenge the sources of killing
or violence, structural, and external. President
Kim Young Sam dissolved the hanahoe, a private
unlawiful faction within the army, and President
Kim Dae Jung dared to push his “sunshine pol-
ley” for a peaceful North-South relations in the
Korean peninsula. The paper examines those
Korean experiences of nonviolent leadership
Initiatives for a democratic Korea would be
evaluated from the nonkilling viewpoints.

Introduction

Nonkilling political scientists argue that nonkilling society is possible, and
they attempt to find alternative ideas or strategies which are useful for mini-
mizing or eliminating killings or any source of killing in human society. They
criticize that modern political theories from Machiavelli to Hobbes, Locke,
Marx and Weber acc