
To think that peace is simply the absence 
of war is like defining the ocean as its waves or a 
tree as its fruits.  If we do not see peace in its 
Gnostic/contemplative essence and power—the 
‘peace which passes all understanding’—then our 
inspiration for peace will remain on the surface of 
its possibilities.  We could also say that the real 
problem lies not with our government or the 
pervasive evil of modern life, that the real problem 
is not that the ‘bad’ guys are so bad, but that the 
‘good’ guys are not willing to be good 
enough.  Which will be the case if we 
settle for low-level goals which seem 
like sound steps but represent significant 
copouts when compared to what is 
possible.  Thinking that peace is the 
absence of war means that we work for 
peace on a stratum where its power is 
weakest, where its power is merely 
about not physically killing someone 
else—which is also the greatest degree 
of complexity of the problem.  And, 
because it is the surface of what ‘peace’ means, the 
transformational potential behind such arguments 
takes on the power of the mundane, rather than the 
profound power of the Creator. 

Ghandhi and Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., 
made peace viable because they recontextualized 
its potency.  They gave peace a face.  They gave 
peace a dramatic dimension.  They gave peace a 
dynamic ability to communicate—because they 
took action, creative action, interesting action, 
simple action, action whose basis is the willingness 
to give everything.  But even they were novices 
compared to what will be required to manifest 
peace in our world today.   Peace is a wallflower 

when on paper—like treaties.  Peace dances when 
someone believes in it enough to go to the gallows 
or the gas chamber or the cross on behalf of the 
Divine quality called Peace, which lives in every 
soul without exception.  

And who can authentically commit to such a 
stance?  One who is peaceful—filled with peace.  
One who has cut all of his or her cords of violence, 
of doing harm to others.  One who has conquered 
and integrated rage.

I was a Conscientious Objector during 
the Vietnam War.  Standing up for such 
a position was the first real step I felt I 
took on the spiritual journey.  Yet it was 
still an ideal.  One which I would have 
gone to jail for.  But still an ideal.  I 
have put a good deal of attention on the 
issue of non-violence in my life.  But, 
despite the fact that I’ve not physically 
harmed anyone or even yelled at anyone 
does not mean that I am fully non-
violent.  Earlier this year in a dream I 

saw a handgun in my belly, which instantly 
reminded me of a poem (translated by Robert Bly) 
by the great Sufi saint Kabir:  “When inside you 
there is a loaded gun, how can you have God?”  I 
was a C. O., but that title did not make me peace-
filled.  To be non-violent is to drink in enough 
peace such that one does no injury—not even 
vibrationally—to anyone else.

We talk about peace, maybe march for peace, 
may even sit in at a nuclear site.  But, until we have 
really seen, clearly seen without flinching, the 
violence that we have directly or by osmosis 
inhaled from our society and our world, we will be 
psuedo-saints, not the real article.  Everything has a  
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