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e appearance of John Yoder’s exegetical 
T h d  efense of pacifism, The Politics of 

Jesus, has reopened the question of the relationship 
between violence and religious values (cf. Stanley 
Hauerwas’s “Messianic Pacifism,” Worldview, June, 
1973). Even those who have carefully and decisively 
rejected the pacifist option will be disturbed once 
more by this magistral summation of the.New Tes- 
tament tradition. The source of this unease will be 
Yoder’s informed and dispassionate examination of 
the question: What is the sighificance of Jesus’ death 
for the contemporary Christian? His reminder that 
the passion, death and resurrection of Jesus consti- 
tute the form of Christian existence is persuasive in 
its very simplicity, He argaes, principally on the 
basis of St. Luke’s Gospel, but with corroboration 
from virtually all the New Testament writings, that 
a life unscarred by defeat cannot be called Christian. 
There can be no following of Jesus that does not go 
by way of the cross, nor any hope that resurrection 
will occur outside a tomb. Starkly, Yoder calls us 
back to the basics, asking: What is the cross in 
your political life? 

Not surprisingly, Yoder himself suggests an an- 
swer from his own Mennonite perspective. For one 
of his tradition the cross is constituted by the com- 
mitment to nonviolence, with its attendant suffering, 
both personal and political. It is, however, not Yoder’s 
answer that is likely to disturb “mainstream” Chris- 
tians, but rather his (and the Gospel’s) question: 
What does the.cross mean in your life? Even after 
one has closed the book and, on reflection, reaffirmed 
the possible, legitimacy of violence in politics, the 
larger question remains of the relevance ‘of Christian 
faith for politics. 

What is the source of this dis-ease? It is, I sup- 
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pose, the awareness that the revelation in Christ 
was an event that turned everything upside down. 
Each New Testament writer, in his own way, re- 
calls that it was the defeat and death of Jesu’s which 
constituted his glory. And yet most of us who claim 
the title “Christian” instinctively withdraw from the 
cross. For most of us the cross remains a symbol, 
largely liturgical, of salvation. From being a guide 
toward defeat, the cross has become another sign of 
success, the final success of righteousness. Our sense 
of dissatisfaction stems from the realization that, in 
our lives, nothing has been turned upside down, ex- 
cept perhap the cross itself, We are, when awakened 
by Yoder, profoundly uneasy about our easy Chris- 

. tianity. Surely the cross must be more than a symbol. 
The savor has, in short, gone out of the salt. There 

is among Christians, perhaps, a nostalgia for the 
violence they experienced when they first understood 
the message of Jesus, when they saw their world 
turned upside down by some saying of Jesus, such 
as the admonition to his disciples: “The princes of 
this world lord it over them. But not so with 
you, , , .” Truth, including the truth of Jesus, has its 
own violence. It wrenches one away from habitual 
perceptions, sets one out on new paths. The truth, 
it is said, shall set you frek It is the experience of 
violent liberation from the customary that Christians 
once knew and 1Ghich they sense no longer. 

Reading Yoder is like reading the Scriptures. Or 
almost, Perhaps the crucial difference is ambiguity. 
koder spares us the Scriptural ambiguity about the 
validity of violence, Where the evangelists hint, 
Yoder defines. Whether he thus does us a service 
or a disservice remains to be seen. 

For the time being it is sufficient to reflect on the 
violence of truth itself. The truth of Jesus, somewhat 
like the truth of Plato or Marx, can be tested by its 
power to overturn his hearer’s convictions. Without 
the power bf persuasion, there is no truth. Finally, 
the truth itself is violent. It is precisely the violence 
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of Jesus’ truth that has been lost in Christian political 
theory. Whatever the validity of the just. war tra- 
dition (etsi Christus non daretur), it does not depend 
on the message and example of Jesus, Defenders of 
the tradition consider its independence of the Gospel 
as’one of its principaI merits. Yoder suggests that 
this independence is rather its principal problem 
for Christians. 

Reflecting on the value or, more properly, the 
power inherent in the truth of Jesus, the contempo- 
rary Christian is likely to be reminded of Mahatma 
Gandhi’s notion of “truth-force.” As Erik Erikson 
discovered in his study of Gandhi, truth and power 
were for him correlative realities. Discovering a pto- 
found similarity between Gandhi’s truth-method 
and that of Freud’s psychoanalytic technique, Erik- 
son has commented that both of these revolutionary 
social techniques of the twentieth centuiy constitute 
processes of revelation, procedures which allow the 
truth of some situation .to shine through by virtue of 
its own inner power. Erikson himself was surprised 
at this discovery of a correspondence of technique 
and philosophy between the Viennese doctor and 
theIndian activist. Trying to uncover the reason for 
this correspondence, Erikson suggests that it must 
be due to their independent discoveries that truth 
itSeIf has an abiIity to coerce assent or recognition.- 
Whether in the private therapeutic relationship of 
doctor‘ and patient or in the public clash of massed 

Dedicating his life to a .“single-minded search for 
the. truth,” Gandhi realized that he was committed to 
an attitude of indifference to every other.reality. 
He saw, too, that such a single-minded search WAS 
destined to entail suffering. ‘We must be prepared 
for mountains of suffering.” It is, of course, striking 
to note the intrinsic bond between the truth and 
sufferhg in Gandhi’s thought and life, especially in 
the light of Yodeis insistence that the truth of Jesus 
was identical with the cross of Jesus. Not only does 
the truth have a power all its own; that power is 
inextricably associated with suffering for all who 
learn the truth. 

Nonviolence was not the central insight of Gandhi, 
but rather a corollary of the search for truth, Gandhi 
insisted that the resort to violence prechded the 
possibility of discovering the truth because violence 
destroys the antagonist, who shares in the truth and 
who must therefore participate in the emergence of 
truth through confrontation between paitners. The 
Gandhian .proscription of violence rested on the 
conviction. that, since it takes two partners in con- 
.frontation to give rise to the truth, destroying one‘s 
antagonist destroys the possibility of confrontation 

a and, thus, of discovering the truth. 
Whether all use of violence does in fact preclude 

continuing confrontation between antagonists is a 
question which demands a response. But first, I 
xiould like to explore .the p&llel relationship 

antaeonists.Lthe truth has thknower to emerge and ’ among truth, power and suffering in the lives and 
teachings of Jesus and Gandhi. In boththese views 
truth i s  present only when the person is transformed 
by his understanding and when this transformation 

transvform a11 th’ose involved i i a  confrontatiG. The 
truth can set men free because of its inherent power. 

For Gandhi this perception of the revolutionary 
potential of truth was expressed in the Sanskrit word 
satyagraha, which various translators have rendered 
as “truth-force,” the ‘leverage of truth,” “militant 
nonviolence’’ and “persistence in ‘mth.” It is not 
coincidental that the apostle of nonviolence attri- 
butes an autonoinous power to truth. Indeed, it is 
precisely because truth has its own force that no 
physical violence is needed to defend it and, con- 
versely, because violence inhibits, the genuine con- 
frontation ‘of individuals (and thus the possibiky 
for the truth to emerge) that Gandhi prohibited any 
resort to violence. 

Contrary to popular belief, the fundamental con- 
viction of Gandhi was. the power of truth. For him, 
nonviolence was only a corollary, a means to an end. 
That end was truth. Shivesli Thakur (International 
Philosophical Quarterly, December, 1971) argues 
for this priority of truth in Gandhi’s philosophy on 
the basis of two of his statements: 

I t  seems to me that I understand the ideal of truth 
better than that of Ahimsa rnonviolence] and my 
experience tells me that, if I let go my hold of 
truth, I shall never be able to solve the riddle of 
Ahimsa. 
Ahimsa is the means; Truth is the end. 

leads to suffering. There seems to be some mysteri- 
ous relationship between truth and violence (power 
entailing suffering). When. Jesus and Gandhi are 
spoken of as teachers of nonviolence it is important 
to recall that while they may have reiected the 
application of violence against someone else, they 
seemed to exemplify and teach the absolute necessity 
of experiencing yiplence. Without. violence,, they 
agree, there can be no truth. , 

ithout violence there can be no truth: W .It would be fair to borrow this sentence, 
used above to summarize the evangelical and 
Gandhian notions of truth, in order to express the 
fundamental insight of an apparently contradictory 
worldview, nameljr, that of “just war thinkers.” The 
occasional utility of violence to achieve some po- 
litical goal is a truth subscribed to by a majority of 
political philosophers, Hannah Arendt is represen- 
tative of this conviction, In her Crises of.the Republic 
she cites the example of the’ Columbia University 
riots of 1968 to illustrate the e4icacy of disdptive 
tactics in rectifying long-standing grievances. Simi- 
larly, she advocates violence, even the killing of 
fellow human beings, when such acts are truly an 
instrument of just political purposes. +cknowledging 



the dreary history of violence, which almost inevi- 
tably escapes the control of political purpose and 
be mes an end in itself, she nevertheless insists on 

gests that its extirpation would itself do violence to 
the human condition. Violence, too, has its truth. 

Another articulate American defense of the le- 
gitimacy of violence was offered by John Courtney 
Murray, S.J. Rejecting the absolutism of the invio- 
lability of human life, Murray argued that there are 
goods higher than human life, goods such as free- 
dom. In support of this claim Murray asserted that 
without such prerequisite conditions *as freedom, 
physical life itself would be worthless. The truth of 
violence fqr Murray emerged from a perception of 
the hierarchy of human values, among which physi- 
cal life was not preeminent. After making this argu- 
ment briefly, Murray devoted his attention to the 
political and military consequences of the truth 
of violence, 

At  the root of most defenses of the truth of vio- 
Ience lies a certain agnosticism, namely, the con- 
viction that no one has ever proven that nonviolence 
is an absolute value. For example, advocates of 
violent self-defense indicate, with becoming modesty, 
that any attempt to base a theory of nohviolence on 
the absolute inviolability of Iife involves a contra- 
diction, They point out that such a claim, if abso- 
lute, obliges the one under attack to defend his own 
life to the extent of his-physical ability. Otherwise, 
he is failing in his obligation by omission. If, how- 
ever, inviolability is not an absolute obligation, 
neither does it certainly oblige him to spare his at- 
tacker’s life. 

In response to the Gandhian defense of nonvio- 
lence, namely, that the elimination of an antagonist 
precludes genuine confrontation, which is the source 
of truth, just war theorists would point out the dif- 
ference between individual and group conflict, While 
the Gandhian theory of truth would prohibit the 
slaying of one individual by his antagonist, it need 
not apply to group conflict, because two nations can 
continue to confront one another even though indi- 
viduals on either side of the conflict might die. On 
the Gandhian principal, only annihilation of one 
nation by another (which is practically impossible 
and politically imprudent) would be prohibited.,, 
Theorists such as Arendt and Murray, of course, 
agree with the conclusion that violence should never 
be employed as a means of national annihilation, 

Finally, those who reject Gandhi’s insistence on 
nonviolence wonder whether this principle was con- 
sistent with his overall philosophy of truth. If, one 
might ask, the single-minded search for the truth 
entailed an attitude of indifference to all other things, 
should not nonviolence itself be approached in a 
spirit of detachment, that is, with a willingness to 
choose or reject nonviolence on the basis of whether 
it would lead to the discovery of truth? 

,the 7 alidity of violence as a tool of politics and sug- 
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Indeed, . this is precisely the point made by de- 
fenders of the right. of national self-defense. If, 
they argue, continued confrontation between antag- 
onists is required for the discovery of txuth, wouldn’t 
it be immoral to abandon armed confrontation of an 
attacking opponent? Isn’t a nation sincerely intent 
on the discovery of truth obliged to sustain this con.. 
frontation even by armed might? Isn’t it possible 
that unarmed and ineffective resistance would short- 
circuit the pursuit of tnith? 

Perhaps the most profound paradox of pacifism is 
its simultaneous claims to moral agnosticism and to 
superior knowledge. FolIowing Gandhi, whose re- 
jection of violence was‘ based on man’s inability to 
judge another, James Douglass nevertheless does not 
hesitate to call the nonpacifist an’unfaithful Christian. 
How Douglass reconciles these apparently contra- 
dictory claims to ignorance and superior insight is 
left tdeach reader to discern, The truth of violence, 
then, is perhaps best understood as the denial of its 
nontruth. More clearly, no convincing and consistent 
proof of the absolute.validity of the principle of 
nonviolence has yet been proffered. Hence, non- 
pacifists conclude that there may be some truth in 
violence, One cannot be certain of the truth of non- 
violence. On this tenuous basis, “just war” theorists 
build their admittedly fragile structure of a theory 
of “just” violence. 

o much for the truth of violence. Or, S rather, for the theoretical (logical) truth 
of violence. One cannot logically demonstrate that 
there is no truth in violence, But what of the historical 
truth about violence? Has organized violence in 
fact been beneficial’to mankind? What is the histori- 
cal record of the use of violence to attain just PO- 
litical goals? 

With astonishing. honesty Hannah Arendt and 
John Courtney Murray agree that their theoretical 
defense of the morally acceptable use of violence 
stumbles on the hisforical record. Arendt observes, 
for example, that “ . , . the danger of violence . , . 
will always be that the means overwhelm the end . , . the practice of violence changes the world, but 
the most probable change is to a more violent world 
(Crises, p. 177). Even more strikingly, Murrdy ob- 

: serves in a footnote in his Moralit!! and Modern War 
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published by CRIA (explaining the sentence: “Its 
[the just war theory’s] remote value may lie in its 
service as a standard of casuistry in various kinds 
of war.”): . 

I use the subjunctive because I do not know how 
many wars in history would stand up under judg- 
ment by the traditional norms, or what difference 
it made at the time whether they did or not, 

The theoretical truth of violence, then, seems Df 
little avail because, according to many thinkers, the 
modem historjr of warfare is without exception in- 
defensible by the criteria of justice if they are 
scrupulously applied. It is this inability of just war 
theorists to point out any just war in modem times 
that is the most persuasive reason to reexamine the 
possible validity of the pacifist option. The question 
being raised here is, of course, &e central one, in 
political ethics: Do we. have realistic grounds for’ 
defending the morality of violence in political life? 
Is there any practical truth in the just war theory? 

One may be inclined to respond negatively to this 
last question and to abandon the attempt to think 
morally about international conflict.. Yet a moment’s 
reflection gives rise to the inevitable questions: 
What are the alternatives to just war thinking and 
are they more satisfactory? That is, one immediately 
asks: Is there any practical truth in pacifism? How 
does one respond to questions concerning logical 
inconsistency and the abandonment of moral re- 
sponsibility? If the morally sensitive Christian is 
dissatisfied with the histoljr of the just war record 
in the twentieth century, and equally ill at ease with 
the pacifist option, his only recourse is to confront 
the question: Can the principles of ethics somehow 
be made relevant to contemporary political and 
military conflict? Unless he- is willing to adopt a 
fatalistic view of history, he must, against all the 
historical odds, ask once more the moral and political 
question: How can violence be integrated into the 
moral order? My own reply to that question will 
consist in an attempt to reconcile the truth of vio- 
lence with the violence of truth. 

eading Yoder’s recent book is a doubly R unsettling experience. First, it unnerves 
the traditional just war thinker by recalling that 
defeat and suffering is the sign of the Christian: 
Jesus’ historical failure is normative for his followers. 
Perhaps, after all, winning wars and thereby hoping 
to maintain the peace is not an appropriate Christian 
vocation, Such a conclusion alone would be unset- 
tling enough, for it would involve a radical political 
conversion for many who call themselves Christians 
and a profound transformation for the life of the 
Church in the world. I t  would signal withdrawal 
into a sectarian position, with all its foreseeable 
consequences. 

AS critical as such a conclusion would be, however, 
it would at least have the merit of being clear. To 
abandon responsibility for politics would go against 

. profound human instincts and against seventeen 
centuries of Christian ,history. It would represent a 
retun.to. the earlier marginal role of Cbistiaqity in 
secular society. It might, however, also bring about 
an increase in religious identity. All this might hap- 
p e n 3  Yoder had indeed proved beyond doubt that 
t h i s  is the Christian vocation. Unfortunately, he has 
not done so. Probably his failure to make the case 
convincingly is due to the fact that such a case can- 
not be made at all. We simply don’t know that the 
Scriptures demand withdrawal from politics. And 
this is the second source of our unease, that Yoder 
has established the central place of defeat in the 
Christian life but has failed to prove. that such de- 
feat must come from refusing to enter into combat. 
Yoder has, in short, asked an uncomfortable ques- 
tion and failed to offer a persuasive, even if discom-. 
forting, answer. We are left with the question: What 
does the cross of Jesus mean for his followers who 
intend to live politically, even if politics involves 
bearing arms? What meaning does the cross have in 
contemporary political life? 

Let me suggest here a solution which accepts the 
normative role of suffering in Christian life, but 
which denies any direct connection between suffer- 
ing and national policies. I submit that the relevance 
of Jesus’ example is to the individual destiny of 
Christian decisionmakers and that only through the 
suffering of individuals involved in the policy for- 
mation process are national policies influenced for 
the better. I will .argue further that only if individu- 
als (Christians and others) are willing to suffer 
within the - policy-formation process itself can na- 
tional policies become more enlightened and hence 
more successful. In other words, individual defeat 
and suffering, which are central to the Christian 
revelation, are the price that must be paid for na- 
tional survival and success. I would like, then, to 
explore briefly some aspects of the interrelationship 
among Christian ideals, the policy-formulation pro- 
cess and national policies. These remarks arise from 
the conviction that only moral ideals (especially 
virtues such as magnanimity and indifference) can 
save the policy-formation process from inherent , 
dangers that often have disastrous consequences for 
national interests, Without such virtues national de- 
cision-makers will surely lead themselves, and us, 
astray. 

mong the virtues necessary for sound A foreign policy decisions, magnanimity 
holds the first place. By magnanimity I mean a broad 
vision, a capacity to care for the commonweal. Per- 
sonal ambition, the desire to make a difference in 
our national life, plays a key role in magnanimity. 
Without such’ vision and drive, no man is liable to 
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find himself in the room where important policy 
decisions are debated. The first prerequisite to in- 
fluencing palicy is to be there when the debate takes 
place. Magnanimity, then, is the mature motivation 
to take one‘s place among one of the foreign policy 
Blites, within the government or outside, as part of 
the broad process of public debate. The history of 
decision-making in the sixtie 
in studies such as David Ha 
the Brightest, will undoubt 
about the debate that we 
branch, the‘ legislature and 
of the period will bring belated recognition to the 
foresight and magnanimity displayed by many pub- 
lic servants. During this period, too, the nation was 
blessed with courageous journalists, churchmen and 
educators who risked their security to speak out on 
behalf of the people. Daniel Berrigan, for example, 
became a symbol of public protest. Responding to 
such leadership, countless individuals added their 
voices and their massclcl presences to the gathering 
dissent. Finally, the government was forced to listen 
to all these citizens who had put aside their daily 
cares to speak out for the commonweal. 

Ambition, I suppose, is not generally counted 
among the Christian virtues for reasons to be dis- 
cussed below. But it seems clear that such mag- 
nanimity is precisely the meaning of two passages 
in Scripture, one from each of the Testaments, In 
the first chapter of Genesis man and wo#an are told 
that their resemblance to God lies precisely in the 
capacity ( and corresponding obligation) to govem 
the world. I t  is in thelr role as Sice-regents of God 
that Adam and Eve discovered their own identity 
and dignity. Dominion is man’s -basic vocation. Sim- . 
ilarly, in the Gospels the parable of the talents re- 
veals the relationship between human initiative and 

But the judgment of God upon the renuncia- 
tion and acceptance of defeat is the declaration 
that this is victory (Politics of Jesus, pp. 241-42). 

In the past, Christians and especially pacifists 
have debated the theoretical issue of whether evil 
may be done for the sake of good. But really the 
deeper question is the axiom that underlies the 
question, namely, that it is a high good to make 
history move in the right direction. For only if 
that assumption is made does the further “op- 
portunistic” justification of ,evil folIow. 

. . . That Christian pacifism which has a tbeo- 
logical basis in the charity of God and the work 
of Jesus Christ is one in which the calculating link 
between our obedience and ultimate efficacy has 
been broken, since the triumph of God comes 
through resurrection and not through effective 
sovereignty or assured survival (Politics, pp. 

Surely this statement is one of the most honest and 
rigorously consistent theological affirm a t’ ions ever 
penned. Consistent, that is, with the pacifist stance. 
Whether it is consistent with the Scriptures them- 
selves is quite another question. 

245-46 ) . 
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divine favor. It was only the servant who refused 
the risks involved in exploiting his gift who was 
punished. The parable points to the divine require- 
ment that men exercise their talents. Ambition, the 
determination to develop one’s talents and to have 
a share in the direction of human events, must be 
counted among tha fundamental human . qualities. 

In the light of this Scriptural evidence, it is strik- 
ing to read (in a comment on Philippians 2) Yoder’s 
equation of original sin and the desire to exercise 
dominion: 

hy, in the light of these Scriptural war- W 1 rants for man’s desire to share govern- 
ance of the universe through full exercise of his own 
talents, is so little place given to magnanimity among 
the Christian virtues? Surely this reluctance to praise 
the ambitious man or woman stems from the sad 
experience that ambition has a darker-side. Ambition 
is not a self-sufficient virtue, but must be balanced 
by another quality, which at first seems contradictory, 

It is with reflection on the aualitv of disinterest 
: namely, detachment or personal disinterest. 

But it is equally relevant . , . to see in “equality 
with God” also the element of providential con- 
trol of events, the alternative being the accep- 
tance of impotence. Christ renounced the claim 
to govern history. . , . . 

His emptying of himself, his accepting the form 
of servanthood and obedience unto death, is pre: 
cisely his renunciation of lordship, his apparent 
abandonment of any obligation to be effective in 
making history move down the right track. ‘ ‘ 

I .  

that we rejoin Yoder’s profound, if uneven, interpre- 
tation of the Scripfures, for disinterest can be under- 
stood as the Christian’s willingness to accept defeat 
and suffering in the process of responsible statesman- 
ship. That is, a truly magnanidus man or woman 
will be willing to advocate the policies which seem 
to be the wisest, no matter what the cost to his 
personal position, It has often been noted by students 
of social organizations that very few bureaucrats 
are willing to advocate positions known to be un- 
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welcome to their superiors, Conformity is routinely 
rewarded in all professions, including the political. 
,For this reason, a man who is merely ambitious and 
not also disinterested. may find @self going along 
with policies he kriows to be mistaken. The emer- 
ging history of decision-making on Vietnam merely 
adds another chapter to the mT1ancholy history of 
self-serving ambition. The price of consistent mag- 
nanimity in caring for the commonwea1,‘even at the 
expense of personal advancement, .will normally be 
paid in undramatic terms, although it may occasion- 
ally result in dismissal or resignation. Here the rele- 
vance of the Christian ideal of suffering defeat be- 
comes crucial. Assured that defeat is as much a part 
of the human condition as dominion, the disinter- 
ested man or woman will be ready to withdraw 
temporarily from the fray after arguing an unpopu- 
lar case, Magnanimity will be dicdayed in the tem- 
pering of ambition with disinterest. 

Another name for this quality which we have 
called magnanimity is wisdom, which John Courtney 
Murray described as “a care that is not an interest” 
(‘We Hold These Truths). Political wisdom, we have 
been arguing, is a rare achievement. 

Traditional debates about political ethics have 
focused on the issue of violence: its refusal by paci- 
fists and its cautious endorsement by just war advo- 
cates. Emst Troeltsch himself, the preeminent his- 
torian of this debate, concluded in 1909 that the de- 
bate had exhausted itself without effect. Neither the 
absolute‘ abjuration of violence nor its reluctant ac- 

ceptance sufEces as a formula for political wisdom. 
Finally;wisdom is the ability to live at the eye of 

.the storm or, as Murray was inclined to say, “at the 
extreme center.” That is, politicaI wisdom is a rare 
combination of intellectual and moral qualities 
which enable a person to judge when the resort to 
violence will enhance the commonweal. “The prob- 
lem,” as Murray used to say, ”is limited war.” There 
are no formulas for such wisdom. But what one 
learns about wisdom from the Scriptures is only that 
the wise man will suffer for his wisdom. In urging 
restraint in order to maintain the instrumental char- 
acter of violence, the statesman will inevitably meet 
opposition from merely strategic thinkers. For this 
reason, no genuinely wise man will be uniformly 
successful hi political life. 

Conversely, no state will be genuinely successful 
without the wisdom which often ends in personal 
defeat. The wise man will be the suffe’ring servant 
who saves the people from their folly. Only by taking 
the violence of his countrymen on h imdf  can the 
statesman steer the narrow course toward justice in 
intematiorial relations. * 

There is sigdicant truth in the utility of violence 
to defend the interests of the state. Similarly, there 
is a significant violence in the perception of tntth, 
in the conversion from conventional politics to w i s -  
dom. The truth of violence and the violence of truth 
cannot be reconciled in a theoretical formula but 
only in the tragic lives of men and women who ap- 
preciate both truth and violence. 


