
Congress that the “voluntary” system leaves the 
United States unprepared for any serious military 
emergency. Moreover, i f  economic recovery con- 
tinues and the job market improves, an already 
expensive military is likely to become inordinately 
costly-because military salaries would have to 
compete with the civilian economy-or face declin- 
ing enlistment and even greater military in- 
adequacies. Along with a number of palliatives, 
Congress is being urged to keep the Selective 
Service System in working order. 

These are not surprising discoveries. After all, the 
“all-volunteer’’ force was not established because it 
was a good military policy. It was designed to solve a 
domestic political problem by depriving the antiwar 
movement of an issue-the draft-that conveniently 
united the self-interest of male college students with 
their moral zeal. In that aim the “voluntary” army 
succeeded: Without the draft, .antiwar protests 
drifted into evanescence. The volunteer force was 
one of the Nixon Administration’s most successful 
attempts to manipulate public opinion. The only 
casualty was the military policy of the Republic. 

But the military inadequacies of the “voluntary” 
system may be less damning than its moral 
shortcomings. “Voluntary” is a greasy term in 
philosophy, raising all the old conundrums about 
what is meant by “free will.” Certainly, it is clear that 
the current American system is not based on the 
citizen-volunteer who rushes to the defense of his 
country or who elects to serve from motives of 
patriotism or the desire for honor. Cincinnatus is not 
the model on which the “all-volunteer’’ force is 
based. 

The recruitment policy of the contemporary mili- 
tary is based on economic incentives tailored to the 
conditions of the market. It. is a bourgeois system in 
the purest sense, nominally respectful of individual 
liberty, but disciplining that “freedom” by the 
“economic whip.” Our military policy does not aim at 
citizen-soldiers, and the term “voluntary” is a mis- 
nomer: the current military is intended to be merce- 

obligation and the recognition that political life is a 
common enterprise. 

In a vast, baffling state like the United States, 
citizens are bound to feel insignificant as individu- 
als. They have patriotic sentiments; they hope for 
the common good; most of all, they yearn for dignity, 
for a sense that theymatter, and for all but a few of us 
that requires collective endeavor for common aims. 
But in this gigantic Republic citizens are also fearful 
of being victimize6 anxious lest their idealism and 
devotion be turned against them, so that they sac- 
rifice while the self-interested profit. 

Conscription presumes that service is a public 
duty to be shared, and not military service only-we 
draft unwilling candidates as well as soldiers. 
Rightly administered, it is a guarantee that our 
public spirit will not give a “free ride” to the self- 
seeking. It also reminds the humble or the de- 
moralized that they too have a contribution to make 
to great purposes and the common life. The good 
citizen, Paine observed, is eager to serve, and for 
him !he call is “voluntary” in a true sense; it is no 
offense to make the bad citizen behave like a good 
one, if only because it encourages that great mass of 
us who will the common good feebly. Conscription is 
the application of the ideal of the citizen-volunteer to 
the conditions of the large state. 

Nor should we limit ourselves to soldiering and to 
service in war. In conservation, in city services, in 
dozens of public enterprises, worthwhile and even 
essential public goods are second-rate when more 
personnel could raise them a notch toward excel- 
lence. Conscription has never been rightly adminis- 
tered, because it has never been universal, never a 
truly public duty. The failure of “voluntary” mer- 
cenarism is an occasion to revive the idea of univer- 
sal service, and to give Machiavelli’s saying a mo.re 
peaceful cast: Where there is not good public ser- 
vice, there cannot be good laws. 

nary. 
Mercenary armies, of course, are not recruited 

solely by money. The new American military is not 
drawn exclusively from the lower classes (although 
those classes are disproportionately represented). 
Normally, mercenary wages are kept too low to 
make recruitment simply a matter of money. Mer- 
cenarism appeals to the alienated, especially in 
bourgeois society, where risk of life is not valued and 
violence is taboo. Mercenary armies draw from the 
estranged and the self-exiled, and even if they are 
composed of citizens in the legal sense, such armies 
are “foreign legions” morally and psychologically. 

“There cannot be good laws where there are not 
good armies,” Machiavelli wrote in his sibyline 
prose. The political dangers of mercenarism are 
obvious, and not only because mercenary forces 
increase the risk of direct military intervention in 
government. The subtler and more certain danger is 
the undermining of the sense of public duty and 

Peter L. Berger on 
The Theology of Invasion 

The following item will appear in the September, 
7984, issue of Worldview. In fidelity to our new 
motto (“Read Worldview-and be with-it before- 
it”) we are preprinting i t  here. 

The Conference of Latin American Bishops-in- 
Exile issued its long-awaited statement on July 26, 
1984. Already widely known as the Miami Declara- 
tion, it is being vigorously debated in this country, 
and some copies have been successfully smuggled 
into Latin America. An English version, with a com- 
mentary, has just been published by Orbis Books, 
and last week a group of North American theolo- 

30 



gians solemnly declared agreement with the state- 
ment in the so-called Nashville Affirmations. 

The Miami Declaration is based, of course, on the 
well-known theology of invasion, which has been 
most fully formulated by Toronto-based Jao Terceiro 
(For a Theology of lnvasion, Orbis, 1982, eight 
volumes). Following Terceiro, the Miami Declara- 
tion rejects the notion that liberation in Christ can 
take the form of revolution from within. This notion, 
which is still propagated by the Cleveland-based 
circle of old liberation theologians, led by Juan Luis 
Segundo, is rejected because of its allegedly Pela- 
gian character. Terceiro teaches that the liberating 
power of the Christian Gospel always comes from 
the outside, as a “break-in,” an “intrusion,” into the 
structures of human oppression. This theological 
position is summarized in the formula “kairos= 
invasao.” (See volume 6 of the Orbis edition; 
unfortunately, the formula loses some of its persua- 
sive force in the translation from the Portuguese.) It 
was thus no accident that Terceiro gave the keynote 
address at the conference and served as chairman 
of the committee that drafted the Declaration. 

The theological questions raised by Terceiro’s 
work will, no doubt, be debated for a long time, and 
this is not the place to do so. A matter of more urgent 
concern, however, is the political use to which the 
theology of invasion is being put in this country, a 
use certain to become more intense in the wake of 
the Miami Declaration. For when all has been said 
about Augustine and Pelagius, about “intrusion” 
and “protrusion,” about “Christ as burglar” (“0 
Cristo do arrombamento ,” in Terceiro’s exegesis of 
Matt. 24:43), all this invasion talk boils down to a 
very simple political proposition: It is a call to Chris- 
tians to support Unitedstates military intervention in 
Latin America. 

We will not discuss the question whether such 
military intervention is even remotely feasible in 
view of the present state of our armed forces (though 
we cannot refrain from pointing out that the Miami 
Declaration came in the same week the last Ameri- 
can troops were withdrawn from Europe and a 
federal court ordered the navy to increase its lesbian 
quota). We will be brief in expressing once more our 
profound sympathy for our Latin American fellow 
Christians. We share their anguish over the condi- 
tion of the continent, which is now one solid block of 
(so-called) Marxist dictatorships from the Rio 
Grande to Tierra del Fuego. We too have been 
shaken by the accounts of mass starvation, of giant 
concentration camps, of the silencing of every voice 
of dissent or criticism. Nor have we been silent on 
these matters. In this same issue we report on the 
prohibition of infant baptism in Argentina and on the 
forced evacuation of Caracas in the latest “Learn 
from the Peasants” campaign. 

Nevertheless, albeit with a heavy heart, we must 
record our disagreement with the political implica- 
tions of the Miami Declaration. We do not doubt that 
large numbers of Latin Americans yearn for a resto- 
ration of elementary liberties. We would not pre- 

clude the possibility that, at some future time, mili- 
tary actions by the United States could satisfy this 
yearning and that Christians might support such 
intervention on moral grounds. But we cannot ac- 
cept the proposition that support of a North Ameri- 
can invasion is the Christian imperative of our time, 
nor the implication that anyone withholding whole- 
hearted support is ipso facto outside the Church. 
There still exists ground fo’r disagreement, not only 
on the basis of prudence but of ethical judgment. 
There continue to be those among us who believe 
that never again must the United States act as the 
policeman of the Western Hemisphere: We insist 
that this view has a place in Christian discourse in 
this country. There also continue to be some 
(though, admittedly, they are hard to find nowadays) 
who see signs of hope in the Marxist world: We want 
to remain in dialogue and in Christian communion 
with them. 

Christ comes in many forms. There may be times 
when he comes as “invader,” as “burglar.” There 
may even be times when his presence is felt as 
American Marines land on some tropical beach to 
free people from oppression or as revolutionaries 
raise a banner of liberation. No form, however, can 
ever be fully identified with him, and those who seek 
him in different forms must not be thrust out of the 
community that bears his name. 

QUOTE/UNQUOTE 

We Suggest: “Reevaluating Our Steering 
Committee” 

The 1976 Conference is deep into the planning 
stages. Your Steering Committee held a two-day 
planning session last month and plans: 

OPENING SESSION: Sunday, November 28th at 
7:29 PM 

CLOSING SESSION: Thursday, December 2nd 
at 10:30 PM 

LOCATION: The Galt Ocean Mile Hotel ... Fort 
Lauderdale, FLA 

THEME: Well, time ran out before this was deter- 
mined (!), but .... 

-North American Broadcast Section, World 
Association for Christian Communication 

Newsletter, March 

Nostalgia 

... in late 1942 or 1943 ... as a young lawyer I came to 
Washington as a $2700 a year employee of the 
Special War Problems Division of the Department of 
State. My job was to accompany representatives of 
the Protecting Power (Switzerland), as they visited 
prisoner of war camps in the U.S. where German 
prisoners were held. 

31 


