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long horizon of hope in a new age to come. What the heuristic of par-
adise-as-this-life offers us is a way to describe salvation, not just in terms
of what we are against and what we need liberation from, but in terms of
what we love, what binds us to each other, and what gives us joy. It soft-
ens the searing eschatological arrow of time with an immediacy com-
pelling us to be present to a sanctified world. It allows us to speak of.
justice without relying on narratives of exodus and conquest or of exile
and return, and enables us to tell the truth about the ambiguous history
of Christianity in North America, including its unethical relationship to
land as well as people. It leads us to liturgical practices that honor the
power of our bodies, our visions, and our dreams and the presence of the
dead in our lives, practices that embrace the great cloud of witnesses, out
ancestors, in their religious, moral, and ethnic complexity.

.The divine powers that deliver salvation are love for the beautiful,
care for the material life that gives pleasure, nourishment, and joy;
respect for the numinous world, reverence for the Spirit in life, and
embrace of the eros that empowers human beings as social creatures to
seek life in just communities. These powers are elusive, fleeting, and
stubbornly persistent. They ground the struggle for justice and the j jour-
ney to God in a response to the gift of life in this world. They encourage 2
responsibility for the common good motivated, not out of suffermg,
guilt, and selflessness, but out of gratitude, generosity, and joy.
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. Robert Warrior’s “Canaanites, Cowboys, and Indiané,” is'a germinal
ritique of the underpinnings of liberation theology. In this essay, Warrior
"argues that the bible is not a liberatory text for Native peoples, especially
1 onsidering the fact that the liberation motif commonly adopted by liber-
tion theologians—the Exodus—is premised on the genocide of the
igenous people occupying the Promised Land—the Canaanites. War-
rior does not argue for the historical veracity of the conquest of the
Canaanites. Rather, the Exodus operates as a narrative (f)f Conquest—a
narrative that was foundational to the European conquest of the Ameri-
cas. Warrior’s essay points not only to the problems with the Exodus
‘motif, but to liberation theology’s conceptualization of a God of deliver-
ance. He contends that “as long as people believe in the Yéhweh of deliv-
erance, the world will not be safe from the Yahweh the cionqueror.1 That
is, by conceptualizing ourselves as oppressed peoples who are to be
delivered at all costs, we necessarily become complicit in oppressing
those who stand in the way of our deliverance. Instead, Warrior argues,
we need to reconceptualize ourselves as “a society of people delivered
from oppression who are not so afraid of becommg victims again that
they become oppressors themselves.”?
. His work further developed the analys1s of Vine Deloria, Jr., who
argues that liberation theology fails to consider its comp11c1ty in Christ-
1an imperialism. While the premise of hberatlon theology is that Chris-
tianity can be redeemed if articulated from a liberation paradigm,
Deloria argues that Christianity is 1nextr1cably linked to imperialism.

i
i
|

: 1. Robert Warrior, “Canaanites, Cowboys, and Indians,” Natives and Christians, ed.

James Treat (New York: Routledge, 1996), 93-100.
2. Robert Warrior, “Canaanites, Cowboys, and Indians,” Natives and Christians, ed.

James Treat (New York: RoutlL:dge, 1996), 93-100. i

l n




: OLONIZING THEOLOGY 65
64 ANDREA SMI

Consequently, Deloria raises the question if, in attempting to “redeem;
Christianity, liberation theology is essentially a colonial discourse di
guised within the language of liberation. His contention is that liberatic
theology is grounded on a Western European epistemological framewo
that is no less oppressive to Native communities than is mainstream th
ology. “Liberation theology,” Deloria cynically argues, “was an absolu
necessity if the establishment was going to continue to control the minds
minorities. If a person of a minority group had not invented it, the liber:
establishment most certainly would have created it.”* According to Del
ria, Native liberation must be grounded in indigenous epistemologies
epistemologies which are inconsistent with Western epistemologies,
which liberation theology is a part. “If we are then to talk seriously a_bb
the necessity of liberation, we are talking about the destruction of {
whole complex of Western theories of knowledge and the construction
a new and more comprehensive synthesis of human knowledge a
experience.”*

The challenge brought forth by Native scholars /activists to other libe
ation theologians would be—even if we distinguish the “liberatior
church from mainstream churches—can any church escape complicity
Christian imperialism? Deloria, in particular, raises the challenge th
Christianity—because it is a temporally, rather than a spatially, based trad
tion (that is, it is not tied to a particular landbase, but can seek conver
from any landbase)—is necessarily a religion tied to imperialism. Thu;
Christianity will never be content to remain within a particular place
community. Rather, adherents of temporal-based religions will try to cor
vince other peoples of the veracity of their religious truth claims. “Once
religion becomes specific to a group, its nature also appears to chang
being directed to the internal mechanics of the group, not to grandiose
schemes of world conquest.”> Hence, all Christian theology, even libera-
tion theology, remains complicit in the missionization and genocide
Native peoples in the Americas.

In this essay, I will explore the implications of Warrior’s analysis for
social justice organizing and liberation theology. How has “Canaanit
ideology informed colonial practice both in the U.S. and globally? Ho
has this ideology been internalized within liberation theologies? And
finally, are there alternative formations of liberation theology that might
stand outside “Canaanite” ideology?

Albert Cave, H.C. Porter, and others have demonstrated that Christ-
colonizers often envisioned Native peoples as Canaanites, worthy of
ass destruction.® As an example, George Henry Lokei wrote in 1794,

The human behavior of the governor at Pittsburgh greatly incensed. those
people, who according to the account given in the former Part of this history,
represented the Indians as Canaanites, who without mercy ought to be
destroyed from the face of the earth, and considered America as the land of

promise given to the Christians.”

This Canaanite mythology undergirds U.S. contemporary Indian
. A common complaint among colonizers was that indigenous peo-
s, being savage “Canannites,” did not properly subdue the earth. For
ance, governor John Winthrop of Massachusetts Bay declared that
merica fell under the legal rubric of vacuum domicilium because the
ians had not ‘subdued’ it and therefore had only.a ‘natural’ and not a
Al fight to it.”® George E. Ellis (1880) echoed: “the Indians simply
sted everything within their reach. ... They requi?:ed €normous spaces
wilderness for their mode of existence.”® Walter Prescott Webb rea-
od that free land was “land free to be taken.”10 This reasoning became
colonizer’s legal basis for appropriating land from Native peoples.
his notion that Native peoples, as savage “Canaanites”, did not prop-
use land and hence, had no title to it, forms the basis of the “doctrine
discovery” on which most U.S. case law is based.. N
This principle as articulated in Johnson and Graham's Lessee v. William
Intosh (1823) held that the United States by right of “discovery” holds
exclusive right to extinguish the Indian title of occupancy, eit.her by put-
hase or conquest.” According to the Supreme Court, “the title ‘{)y con-
uest is acquired and maintained by force. The conquer prescribes its
its.”11 What is the justification for conquest then?
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uch of this work is that the Bush administration signals a decline in the
emocratic ideals that can be found in the U.S. constitution. The proper
im, then, of social activists, according to this logic, is that we must restore
he U.S. government back to its original democratic ideals located in its
ounding documents such as the Constitution and the Bill of Rights.
However, in looking to the U.S. Constitution as basis for our democ-
atic “ideals”, one is immediately struck with many contradictions,
ncluding the fact the slaves are deemed 3/5 of a person. Generally
peaking, however, liberal discourse (and even many sectors of “radical”
iscourse) dismisses these contradictions as aberrations from otherwise
dmirable democratic ideals.!” In other words, white supremacy, geno-
ide, and imperialism are unfortunate mistakes made by the U.S., but do
ot fundamentally constitute the U.S. itself.

On closer inspection, however, it becomes clear that white
upremacy, colonialism and economic exploitation are 1nextr1cab1y
nked to U.S. democratic ideals rather than aberrations from it. The
freedom” guaranteed to some individuals in soc1ety has always been
;remlsed upon the radical unfreedom of others. Very specifically, the
nited States could not exist without the genocide of indigenous peo-
les, otherwise visitors to this continent would be living under the
phere of indigenous forms of governance rather than under U. S. empire.
Thus, to the extent that progressives continue to 1eg1t1mlze the continued
xistence of the U.S. is the extent to which they sanction the genocide of
md1genous peoples living in the borders of the U.S. In fact, it is a consis-
ent practice among progressives to bemoan the genoc1de of Native peo-
les but then to implicitly sanction it by refusing to question the
egitimacy of the settler nation responsible for this genocide in the inter-
st of political expediency. It is incumbent upon all peoples who benefit
om living on Native lands to consider how they can engage in social
ustice struggles without constantly selling out Native peoples in the
interest of political expediency in the short-term. 1 say short-term, because
xpecting that we can fundamentally challenge white supremacy, imperi-
lism, and economic exploitation within the strthctures of U.S: colonial-
sm and empire in the long-term is fundamentally nonsensical.

The tribes of Indians inhabiting this country were fierce savages, whose
occupation was war, and whose subsistence was drawn chiefly from the £
est. To leave them in possessmn of their country, was to leave the country a
wilderness.!?

The courts did not rule that Native peoples had no claim to land at all
rather, they had no right to transfer land to another party. “It has neve
been contended, that the Indian title amounted to nothing. Indian inhabi:
tants are to be considered merely as occupants, to be protected, indeed
while in peace, in the possession of their lands, but to be deemed incapable
of transferring the absolute title to others.”’3 And certainly, even today, col:
onizers justify the theft of Native lands on the grounds that Native peopl
did not or do not properly control or subdue nature. For instance, among
the Christian Right, John Eidsmoe contends that Christians never sto
Indian land. He argues that since Native people did not privatize land, an
since there communities had not been “established by God,” then E k
peans had a right to seize the land from them.’* And furthermore, while
Christianity may have been forced on Native people, “millions of people
are in heaven today as a result.”'> And as Pat Robertson states:

These tribes are . . . in an arrested state of social development. They are n
less valuable as human beings because of that, but they offer scant wisdom
or learning or philosophical vision that can be instructive to a society tha
can feed the entire population of the earth in a single harvest and seh"
spacecraft to the moon. . . . Except for our crimes, our wars and our fran
pace of life, what we have is superior to the ways of primitive peoples
Which life do you think people would prefer: freedom in an enlightene

Christian civilization or the suffering of subsistence living and supershtm’f
in a jungle? You choose.' » ‘

Even today, social justice organizing often does not want to come
grips with the fact that the United States is a colonial project that
premised on the genocide of Native peoples. Much of the current anti-w.
movement never calls into question the legitimacy of the U.S. with its
gans like, “Peace is patriotic.” Particularly popular since 9/11 is m ch
organizing work to combat “decline in civil liberties.” The subtext of
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ole of the bible as a narrative of conquest without addressing its rela:
ionship to the ideology of Zionism, particularly Christian Zionism, and
-the colonization of Palestine. While Zionism has many competing defini
tions, for this paper, I am defining Zionism as the ideology that hold
that the nation-state of Israel should be defined as a racially Jewish state
Particularly since 9/11, the theology of Christian Zionism that calls on
the expulsion of Palestinians from their homelands to make way for the
state of Israel defined as an exclusively Jewish state has dominated evan-
, gelical and even some forms of liberal Christian thought. In mainstream
Lo discourse, the situation of Palestine is generally depicted as an “Arab-
Jewish” conflict or a religious conflict. This discourse masks the colonial
nature of the Israeli state. As Ella Shohat, an Arab Jewish scholar, argués}_
while Zionism claims itself a discourse about the liberation of 4ll Jewish
people, the Zionist project has in fact centered around European Jewish

people specifically, to the expense of Jewish people that were already liv-
ing in the area.

ountries.”’ Her point is not to juxtapose good Sephardim with bad
shkenazim, but to unmask the racializing logic behind Zionism that, far
om liberating all Jewish people, has oppressed Arab Jewish people as
ell as Palestinians (although not to the same extent).

In addition, if one defines a nation-state on racially-defined criteria,
ne must necessarily create a racial apartheid state to exclude thet peoples
living on the same lands that do not meet the racial criteria.. It is telling
that many of the progressive sectors of the Palestinian liberation struggle
‘call for, not a two-state solution which would require two nation-states to
e built on racially exclusionary criteria, but for one secular state that
espects the human rights of all its inhabitants. In order to defel-nd 3
‘tacially apartheid state, Zionism articulates Palestinians as “Canaanites
ho deserve conquest. ‘

This language was evident at the recent Interfaith Zionist Lefaderslup
Summit held in Washington, D.C (May 17-18, 20Q3). Sponsors included
the National Unity Coalition for Israel, Africap Amer‘ican Womer%’s
Clergy Association, Christian Coalition, Jewish Action A.lhance, the EPIS-
‘copal-Jewish Alliance, and the Jewish Political li;ducat1on.Foundat10n.
‘According to Joseph Puder, Director of the American Jewish Congress
lI‘:nterfaith Task Force for America and Israel, the Muslim world has not
vﬁndergone the reformation that Jews and Christians did that w.ould
‘enable them to adopt democracy, human rights, and women's rights
‘[who knew that the Christian Right was such a staunch suPporter of
‘women'’s rights?!]. Thomas Neumann, Jewish Institute for Natmn.al”Secq-
rity Affairs, argued that some people think the problem we face is. radi-
“cal” Islam, but the problem is in fact Islam. Most Muslims are
“anti-American and anti-Israel. Charles Jacob who promotes Zionism on
college campuses through the Davis Project offered the follox{ving power
point presentation to explain the difference between Israelis Jews and
" Arabs/Palestinians.”

Zionism claims to be a liberation movement for all Jews, and Zionist ideolo-
gies have spared no effort in their attempt to make the two terms “Jewish”
and “Zionist” virtually synonymous. In fact, however, Zionism has been pri
marily a liberation movement for European Jews (and that, we know, prob;
lematically) and more precisely that tiny minority of European Jews actually
settled in Israel. Although Zionism claims to provide a homeland for all
Jews, that homeland was not offered to all with the same largess. Sephardi
Jews were first brought to Israel for specific European-Zionist reasons, and
once there they were systematically discriminated against by a Zionism that
deployed its energies and material resources differentially, to the consistent

advantage of European Jews and to the consistent detriment of Oriental
Jews.18

Shohat further discusses how Zionists forcibly displaced Arab Jews
from their homelands, such as in Iraq. In fact, Israeli Zionists bombed the
Mas’ouda Shemtob Synagogue in Baghdad in 1951 to create hysteria
among Iraqi Jews and catalyze their mass exodus to Israel. She notes;
“the same historical process that dispossessed Palestinians of their prop-
erty, land, and national-political rights was linked to the process that dis-
possessed Sephardim of their property, lands, and rootedness in Arab

Israel Arab/Pélestine
Teach kids songs of peace Teach kldS songs of hate. Sesame
‘ Street is about being a suicide bomber
Every effort to prevent civilian death Kill lotsf of civilizatio.n‘s
Anguish when civilians hurt Dancing whenvatrocitieshappen

Mothers don’t want kids to fight Mother;s celebrate fighting

18. Ella Shohat, “Separdim in Israel: Zionism from the Standpoint of its Jewish Vie:
tims,” Dangerous Linisons, eds. Anne McClintock, Aamir Mufti, and Ella Shohat (Minneapo-
lis: University of Minnesota Press, 1997), 39.
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He summed up his presentation with, I grieve for Palestinian people
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who have leaders that succumbed to evil, and have fallen prey because of
their “perceived sense of oppression.” They are filling their children with
hate and death. Helen Freedman, Americans for a Safe Israel, then
declared that “Those who are with Israel are with God.” However, she
argued that there is no room to negotiate with Arab peoples because they
are “religiously” motivated. There will only be peace, Freedman argued,
when Arabs love their children as much as they hate us. But, she said
Arabs are simply incapable of loving their children.

Many speakers, such as Freedman and Michael Leeden of the Amer-
ican Enterprise Institute, contended that U.S. colonialism or economic
 imperialism is not a factor in why there may be resentment against the
U.S. from Arab countries. Rather, the true reason is “hatred, purej
hatred.” According to Leeden, what unites all Arab countries is tyrarmyf
They hate the U.S. not because of our policies, but because “we” are
democratic and believe in liberty. The only thing Arabs want is the
defeat of the U.S.—so it doesn’t matter what stance the U.S. takes on any
particular issue. They have to come after us because their people see
what a “bastion of freedom” we are, and they fear us, because their peo-
ple would much rather live in out society than in theirs. The political
platform proffered at this conference was the expulsion of all Palestin

v ans into Jordan. Actually, according to the speakers, there are no such.

peoples as Palestinians; they are all simply Arabs who have no claim to

the land Israel currently occupies. In that sense, this Zionist ideology
mirrors the colonial ideology of conquest in the Americas—there were
no people in the Americas in this “virgin territory.” Speakers also advo-
cated that the U.S. topple Syria, Saudi Arabia, Iran, and destroy the ;

Palestinian Authority.

At the conference, this “two state” solution was articulated in a ﬂyer
from Americans for a Safe Israel. '

Two State Solution—Israel-—Jordan
Underlying concepts:
a)-All people are entitled to a national land
b) The Arabs held in refugee camps are the only people who have
remained unsettled in the land of their people since WWIL.
c) Israel is a Jewish land by religious, historical and security fiat. _
d) Jordan, although once comprising part of the Biblical Land of Israel
and Balfour’s Palestine, now contains an Arab-Palestinian state
whose population is over 70% Palestinian, and as there is no Palestin-.
ian language, religion or culture, those in Israel will be a home in Jo;
dan or any Arab nation

ECOLONIZING THEOQOLOGY

herefore, want to ”dnve Jews into the sea” and ex
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What is to be done?

A. Refugee camps are to be closed, and those who have endured its hor-
rors are now free to resettle in Jordan or other Arab countries, which
will welcome them and where they share a common culture. This
course would be shared by all those designed as refugees.

B. Those living within Judea, Samaria, and Gaza will be offered a financial
inducement by buying their property, etc. if they choose to resettle,

C. Those remaining within Israel will be declared citizens of Jordan with
the appropriate legal steps taken so that they remain within Israel
and loyal to Israel law. |

Another flyer from the same organization offered:

What we stand for:

Jerusalem is the eternal and exclusive capitol of the sovereign Jewish
State.

The entire Land of Israel belongs to the Jewish People, alone.

There is no “Palestine” and there is no “Palestinian People.”

The Arabs are not seeking a real peace; their goal is the destruction of
Israel.

The nations of the world must not attempt to force Israel into making
suicidal territorial concessions. '

Israel must always maintain the ability to mlhtarlly defend itself and
protect its own vital interests. “

Israel must return to the Biblical values that gulded the Jewish People
throughout its history. ‘

Israel must continue to develop as a nation with a v1brant free-market
economy.

Terrorist organizations, and the rogue nations that support them, must
be destroyed.

Accofding to Daniel Pipes of the Middle East Forum, there can be no

' "quick fix” solution through peace road maps. It is a war; one side will
win and one side will lose. Israelis must defeat the Palestinians. Ledeen
imilarly argued that war is the natural state of
ime there is peace is when the wmners (which are the U.S. and Israel)
impose the terms of ‘peace on those who have been defeated. We have to
opple Iran, Saudi Arabia, and Syria, stated Ledeen, so then we can go to
he Palestinians and ask what they really want. “Ii
with you, but if you want to drive Jews into the s

humankind. The only

you want peace, we're
sea and absorb'it into a
reater Palestine, then you're next.” ’

Pipe’s assessment that anti-Zionists who crmque the state of Israel,
pel Jewish people from

i
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ation to begin thinking of how we can begin to build a world in which
/e would actually want to live. Such a political project is particularly
mportant for colonized peoples seeking national liberation because it
llows us to differentiate “nation” from “nation-state.” As I have argued
Jsewhere, the theories of indigenous feminist activists provide an alter-
ative vision of self-determination.?? Helpful in this project of imagina-
on is the work of Native women activists who have begun articulating
otions of nation and sovereignty which are separate from nation-states.
Whereas nation-states are governed through domination and coercion,
digenous sovereignty and nationhood is predicated on interrelatedness
d responsibility. Thus, the issue is not, should Jewish people OR Pales-
tinian peoples reside in Palestine—it is what forms of governance there
d everywhere else we can create based on interdependence and coop-
ration rather than violence and denomination.

flects the common assumption that anti-Zionism is equal &
tism. Of course, there are people who are both anti-Zionist an
nitic. However, this simplistic analysis fails to consider the int
f those who are ultimately benefiting from this colonial situation.
estern Christian nations; particularly the United States. As Tariq Al
and Colin Chapman demonstrate, the creation of Israel was the means b
;hich European powers were able to extend the British mandate an
'hence Western economic interests over the area under guise of address:
 ing anti-Semitism.?’ The United States has continued this British ma
- date by supporting Israel to maintain U.S. interests in the are
Anti-Semitism is as real today as it was when the state of Israel was cr
ated. However, Zionism, the notion that Israel should be a Jewish-only
state to the exclusion of its Palestinian inhabitants, is a natural corollaty
rather than an antidote to anti-Semitism. That is, Zionism allows Chris
ian powers to use the pretense of addressing anti-Semitism through su
porting the state of Israel to actually support the interests of Europe:s
and U.S. Christian nation-states. Countless scholars and activists hax
documented how the U.S. uses Israel to support its imperial interests |
the Middle East.?! While I will not rehearse these arguments, I will gi
one small example of the relationship between Zionism and Christia
imperialism. Israel’s Ministry of Tourism puts out a 40-page advertis:
ment in a conservative, evangelical Christian magazines called The Ho
Land to recruit evangelicals to tour Israel. The slogan of the magazine
directed to evangelicals is “No one belongs here more than you.”2
In addition, the assumption behind the equation anti-Zionism equals
anti-Semitism is that state violence (in this case in the form of the state of
Israel) can liberate oppressed peoples (in this case Jewish people). Build-
ing on Warrior’s analysis, we can see that if oppressed groups view.
themselves as groups that need to be “delivered” at any cost, then the
assumption that results from this analysis is that these groups shoul
fight for a nation-state that can defend their national interests over an
above other’s interests. An indigenous-centered analysis, by contras
should encourage us to further question why we think the goal of a libe
ation struggle should be a nation-state—a system based on organize
violence. Questioning this premise allows us to free our political imag;

‘é‘m_':aanite Ideology in Liberation Theology

- ‘Warrior’s analysis suggests that the situation in Pialestine is emblem-
fic of a larger problem that all oppressed commul?ities face: the ten-
ency to see themselves only as oppressed and not as oppressors as well.
Frances Wood has concluded based on this problem that we must ques-
on a common precept in liberation theology: that God sides with t.he
ppressed. Such an approach, she argues does not address the reality
hat there is not a simple dichotomy between oppressors and oppressed
pebples. Rather, there are multiple axes of oppression; consequently
hose that are oppressed on one axis may well be oppressive on another
xis. Consequently, she argues, it is more appropriate to say that God
stands against oppression, rather than sides with ;the oppressed.?

~ Similarly, Rita Nakashima Brock argues that this notion that God
sides with the oppressed has created a myth of innocence for oppressed
communities. In order to have our issues about oppression heard, we are
ften forced to portray ourselves as innocent of acts of oppression. The
omplete aversion to discussing community problems in the presence of
utsiders ultimately undermines the community(s struggle by equating,
Ibeit implicitly, oppression and innocence. Unless a commu;nity can

20. Tariq Ali, The Clash of Fundamentalisms (London: Verso, 2002); Colin Chapma
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23. Andrea Smith, Bible, Gender and Nationalism in American Indian and Christian Right
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prove itself unstained by vice, the reasoning goes, it can have no leg ’

. ho provide a positive image for the community—writers, cultural
mate claim to the redress of its grievances.

orkers, social activists, etc.’ Victor Anderson contends that the ten-
ency to theologize around those who are seen as more socially accept-
able rather than around the non-persons within oppressed communities
is part of what he calls the “the cult of black heroic genius.”

Moral high ground goes to innocent victims. There is danger, however
this structure of morality and victims. If a victimized group can be prove
lack innocence, the implication is that the group no longer deserves just
Any hint of moral ambiguity, or the possession of power and agency, throw:
a shadow across one’s moral spotlight. Maintaining one’s status as victi r
becomes crucial for being acknowledged and given credibility. . . .

This tendency to identify with innocent victims, and to avoid discu
sions of the moral ambiguities of life, continues to place responsibility
abuse on the victims of the system. Abuse is wrong not because victims
innocent, but because abuse, even by good people for a good cause, de
manizes the abuser and abused. Hence, we need to focus not on innocen
but on what is wrong with abusive behavior.?

I use the word cult here to designate dispositions of devotion, loyalty, and

admiration for racial categories and the essentialized principles that deter-

mine black identity. And racial genius refers to the exceptional, sometimes

essentialized cultural qualities that positively represent the racial group in
. the action of at least one of the group’s members. Insofar as one member’s
' actions are said to represent the genius of the group, that member also
exhibits the heroic qualities of the race.?8

. Turner sees the “cult of black heroic genius” as part of the project of
“ontological blackness” which he claims marks most Black liberation and
manist theologies. “It makes race identity a totality that subordinates
d orders internal differences among blacks, so that gender, social
nding, and sexual orientations are secondary to racial identity.”?

Communities that have suffered from years of colonial and rac
violence cannot reasonably be expected to have remained unscarred
 the experience. Ironically, we often feel that the only way to publicly ¢
~ firm our status as victims of such violence is to deny vociferously
effects of our victimization. In doing so, however, we not only burd
ourselves with an unfair (not to mention impossible) standard of prél'
sarian innocence, but we also set ourselves up for failure: knowledge
our problems cannot remain within our communities; 1nev1tably, v
shortcomings will be known. Consequently, charges Brock, we m‘
argue that our oppression should be addressed, regardless of the oppr
sive behavior or dysfunctionality that may exist within our communities
That is, while liberation theologians claim to take the side of th
oppressed, analysis within theological projects does not tend to cente
around those most marginalized within our commumtles——pnsoners
teenage mothers, sex workers, drug users, the HIV positive, etc (althougl
this trend may be shifting).?® Rather, theologians often focus on thos

ilmore, vol. 2 (1993), 139-159; Bill Smith, “Liberation as Risky, Business,” Changing Con-
rsatioris, eds. Dwight Hopkins and Sheila Devaney (London: Routledge, 1996) 207-223.
orks that discuss prostitution (although very briefly) include Aruna Gnanadason, “Asian
Theological Methodology,” Voices from the Third World 18.1 (1995): 83-101; Hyun Kyung
.Chung, “"Your Comfort vs. My Death,” A Korean Woman's Reflection on Military Sexual
‘Slavery by Japan,” Voices from the Third World 18.1 (1995): 192-210; Mbuy-Beya, “Woman in
the Mission of the Church,” Voices from the Third World 20.2 (1997): 99~120.
27:For some works that focus on figures who provide a positive image for the com-
munity or the middle-class sectors of the community, see Karen Baker-Fletcher, A Singing
Something: Womanist Reflections on Anna Julia Cooper (New York: Crossroads, 1994); James
Cone, Martin and Malcolm in America: A Dream or a Nightmare? (Maryknoll: Orbis, 1991);
Jeanette Rodriguez, “Sangre llama a sangre: Cultural Memory as a Source of Theological
Insight,” Hispanic/Latino Theology, eds. Ada Maria Isasi-Diaz and Fernando Segovia (Min-
neapolis: Augsburg Fortress Press, 1996), 117-133; Cheryl Kirk-Duggan, Exorcizing Evil
{(Maryknoll: Orbis, 1997); Marcia Riggs, Awake, Arise and: Act (Cleveland: Pilgrim Press,
1994); Clarice Martin, “Biblical Theodicy and Black Women's Spiritual Autobiography,” A
Troubling in My Soul, ed, Emilie Townes (Maryknoll: Orbis, 1993), 13-36; M. Shawn
Copeland, "Wading Through Many Sorrowé,” A Troublmg in My Soul, ed. Emilie Townes
(Maryknoll: Orbis, 1993), 109-129; Rosetta Ross, ”Womamst Work and Public Policy,”
Eiibracing the Spirit, ed. Emilie Townes (Maryknoll: Orbi is, 1997), 41-53; Karen Baker-
Fletcher, “The Strength of My Life,” Embracing the Spirit, ed. Emilie Townes (Maryknoll:
Orbis, 1997), 122-139; Cheryl Townsend Gilkes, “A Conscious Corinection to, All That Is,”
Embracing the Spirit, ed. Emilie Townes (Maryknoll: Orbis, 19970), 275-296.
28. Victor Anderson, Beyond Ontological Blackness (New York: Continuum, 1999), 13.
- 29, Turner, 117. It should be said, however, that this cnthue of Black liberation/wom-
“anist theology seems a bit reductionist, and his call for a theology that is capable of “tran-
;scending the blackneés that whiteness created” seems impossible (and not necessarily
desirable) in the racist soclety we currently live (117).

25. Rita Nakashima Brock, “Ending Innocence and Nurturing Willfulness,” Violeng
Against Women and Children: A Christian Theological Sourcebook, eds. Carol Adams and Marl
Fortune (New York: Continuum, 1995), 80-81.

26. For some exceptions, see Kelly Brown-Douglas’s analysis of homophobla in thy
Black church which centers around those marginalized for their sexuality, including peopl
with AIDS and single mothers Kelly Brown Douglas, Sexuality and the Black Church M
knoll: Orbis, 1999); Kelly Brown Douglas, “Daring to Speak,” Embracing the Spirit, ed.
lie Townes (Maryknoll: Orbis, 1997), 234-246. For other works that focus on people
AIDS, see Toinette Eugene, “How Can We Forget?,” Embracing the Spirit, ed. Emilie Tow
(Maryknoll: Orbis, 1997), 247-274; Elias Farajaje-Jones, “Breaking Silence: Toward an
The-Life Theology,” Black Theology: A Documentary History, eds. James Cone and Gayrat
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ohen further describes in her study of black responses to AID!
roups which define themselves in opposition to the dominant pub
i police create boundaries of what can be represented as part of tha
oup. “Through the process of public-policing, which communicates the
judgments, evaluations, and condemnations of recognized leaders . . . th'
full membership of certain segments . . . is contested and challenged.”
Thus, those individuals who rise to prominence in oppressed communi
ties often relate to their constituents in a neo-colonial way, policing thei
communities in a manner which ultimately supports the current powe
structure.
This tendency is understandable: organizations and communities will
tend to organize around individuals who are likely to garner large-scale
public support. However, the result of this theological analysis and socia
activism is that we allow the powers-that-be to divide us. For instance, in
the Black civil rights movement, Rosa Parks was not the first woman to sit
in the back of the bus. Claudette Colvin had done so nine months befo
in Montgomery, but the NAACP decided not to champion her cau
because she was a single, teen mother and they thought they couldn’t get
the community to organize around her.3 What would have happened had
the community chosen to rally around her? The benefits of the strategy it
employed almost go without saying, but it is important to not lose sight of
what we lose with this strategy as well. In particular, we have adopted a
politic in which racial equality has become premised on the demonization
of poor people of color, particularly single mothers. As a variety of schol-
ars have noted, the socio-economic conditions of Blacks in the inner city
have declined rather than improved since the civil rights movement.®?
Beth Richie also warns us that our unwillingness to side with those.
in our communities who are least acceptable to the mainstream ulti-
mately undermines our movements: our rejection of the most oppressed
signifies the extent to which we ultimately hold ourselves accountable to
the powerful, who will never accept us anyway, rather than to the power-
less. Her analysis of the anti-violence movement applies to all move-
ments for social justice: o ' ‘

30. Cathy Cohen, The Boundaries of Blackness (Chicago: University of Chicago Préss;
1999), 74. 1 .
31. David Garrow, Bearing the Cross (New York: Vintage Books, 1986), 15-16.
32. Loic ].DD. Wacquant, “The New Urban Color Line: The State and Fate of the Ghetto-
in PostFordist America,” Social Theory and the Politics of ldentity, ed. Craig Calhoun (Malde
Blackwell, 1994), 216-230; Douglas Massey and Nancy Denton, American Aparthéid (Cam-
bridge: Harvard University Press, 1993). : f’
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We must not deny the part of ourselves and the part of our work that is least
acceptable to the mainstream public. Just because we’re lesbian. Or maybe
because a survivor is addicted and relapsing, or because she may be young
and pregnant, again. Or because she’s a sex worker or because she dogs not
have legal status in this country. We must not let those who really object to
all of us and our work, co-opt some of us and the work we're trying to do. As
if this anti-violence movement could ever really be legitimate in a patriar~
chal, racist society. . . Ultimately, our movement needs to be accountable, not
to those in power, but to the powerless.®

Thus, for social justice movements and liberation theology to be truly

ﬁberatory they must critically assess the extent to which they recreate a
Canaanite ideology in their practice.

5 Conclusion—Can The Bible Be Redeemed?

" Warrior (and Deloria) pose important challengej}s to liberatio.n thol—
ogy. Can a Christian theology ever really liberate? Or are Ch.rlstlamty
and the Bible hopelessly implicated in colonialism 3fand genocide? War—
rior pa‘ints a pessimistic picture of the liberatory potential of the Bible.
While he argues that Christians of good will may tty to re-interpret the

Bible in more liberatory ways, “the text itself will never be altered by |

interpretations of it.”3

However, since Warrior’s essay was originally published, biblical
and religious scholars have increasingly engaged poststructu‘ralist and
postcolonial theory which challenges notions of textual determinacy that
seem to undergird Warrior’s analysis. Poststructuralism holds that there

_isno objective text that exists outside a community of interpretation.

Hence the biblical text, like any text, is not fixed in its meaning. As Itume-

- leng Mosala argues, the bible and other forms of theological discourse

are never fixed and always subject to contestation. “It is not enough to
recognize text as ideology. Interpretations of texts do alter the texts. Con-
trary to Warrior’s argument, “texts are signifying practices ar}d, the}:i;
fore, they exist ideologically and permaner}ﬂy problematically.

.
‘ i i
: ‘

33; Incite! Women of Color Against Violence, ed. Beth I'Q{ichie, Plenary presentation (Uni-
versity of California, Santa Cruz: Incite! Women of Color Aggimt Viqlence, 2000),‘ 3?.

34. Robert Warrior, “Canaanites, Cowboys, and Indiins,” Natives and Christians, ed.
James Treat (New York: Routledge, 1996), 98. ‘L ) N

35. Itumeleng Mosala, “Why Apartheid was Right about the Unliberated Bible, Vozces

from the Third World 17.1 (1994): 158. 1
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Mosala’s approach suggests that theological discourse is never simp
- liberatory or oppressive, but that oppressed groups can engage in it
- wrest it away from paradigms set up dominating classes in order to f
ther liberatory struggles.® Or, to quote African theologian Emmanu
Martey, “Unlike Audre Lorde, who might be wondering whether t
master’s tools could indeed be used to dismantle the master’s hous
African theologians are fully convinced that the gun, in efficient hands,
could well kill its owner.”” We cannot assume that indigenous peopl
use the same reading strategies as do those of the dominant culture. As.
Dorinne Kondo notes, assimilation is always unfinished business. “Eve
when colonized peoples imitate the colonizer, the mimesis is never co 1
plete, for the specter of the ‘not quite, not white’ haunts the colonizet;
dis-ease that always contains an implicit threat to the colonizer’s heg‘
- mony.”* In other words, groups that seemingly attempt to replicate th
dominant culture or religious practice, not only never fully do so, but th
very act of mimesis challenges the hegemonic claims of colonizers. An
on the other hand, oppositional practices are never free from reinscribi;i
that which they contest. Thus, rather than simply arguing that Christiar
ity is either redeemptive or liberatory, we might be able to think about (
what areas of resistance are possible in any site, and (2) how do all .o
these options for resistance continue to reinscribe colonial paradigms?
Warrior’s analysis is still pertinent today, however. While texts ma
not be fixed in meaning, they are not free-floating signifiers either. The
are imbricated in histories of which they cannot easily be disentangled.
Thus, Warrior’s and Deloria’s cautions against liberation theologians
presuming they can easily free themselves from the vestiges of the Chris-
tian empire are still relevant today. :

The (Im)moral Origins of White
U.S.-American Identity:
Native/African/English,

Savage/Heathen/Christian

JENNIFER HARVEY

- Rather than beginning my inquiry with abstract;definitions or theo-
etical claims, I want to begin with three vignettes. These vignettes illu-
minate the framework through which I want to explore the problem of
whiteness—what I am going to call “the moral crisis @f ‘being white”.”
The first vignette is anecdotal. Recently, I havegbeen serving as an
- anti-lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender violence prevention educator
in the New York City Public Schools. After each workshop we ask the
“students to fill out an evaluation. The form includes a section called
“Anonymous Participant Information: How do you identify?” It is fol-
lowed by a list: “African American/African Descent, Caribbean/West
; Indian, Latina/o, Asian/Pacific Islander, Native American, White, Mul-
tiracial, and Other (please specify).” It instructs the students that they
“ may check as many as apply.! ;.

' During the evaluation in a sixth-grade class two students encoun-
tered difficulty. A gitl called me over. She pointe({:l to the information sec-
tion and asked, “What does this miean?” I responded, “How do you
identify, as in what is your race? Or, what race do you identify V\{ith?” She
“looked at me confused and said, ”y‘ou mean, 1well, like, I'm :?Ital\ian?”
- Another student subsequently motioned for me. He too was confused:
“What am I supposed to put?” he asked. ”Wel?l,” I said, ”how do you
identify? What's yc}ur racial identity?” His face took on a look I read as -

36. Rita Nakashima Brock offers a similar analysis of the bible. “Since I am not ari
essentialist in my thinking, I do not believe the Bible is inherently patriarchal. It contaifis a
multitude of voices. To identify it uniformly as hopelessly patriarchal gives too much credit
to a few elite men” Rita Nakashima Brock, “Dusting the Bible on the Floor: A Hermeneutics
of Wisdom,” Searching the Scripture, ed. Elisabeth Schussler Fiorenza (New York: Cross
roads, 1993), 71. v !
i# 37. Emmanuel Martey, African Theology (Maryknoll: Orbis, 1994), 46.

- 38. Dorinne Kondo, About Face (New York: Routledge, 1997), 10.

1. The form was diesigned by the Youth Enrichment Seérvices (Y.ES.) program of the
. Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual a‘nd Transgender Community Center bf\New York.
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