
We call on our leaders to take us 

off the path of unending war. As 

people of faith, we advocate the 

rigorous pursuit of Just Peace, 

based on upholding dignity and 

human rights for all, with 

resources dedicated to this 

alternative at a level matching 

that spent on the current drone 

warfare program.  
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What are alternatives  

suggested by the Faith Community 

 
“Just Peace” advocates suggest that we 
should focus on encouraging diplomacy, 
democratic participation, reconciliation, 
right relationships, restoration, and sustain-
ability in places beset by conflict.  Peace-
building, focusing on the structural causes 
of conflict can pro-actively prevent war and 
violence. Dr. David Cortright of  Notre 
Dame University argues that everywhere the 
U.S. has used military force, the situation is 
worse. Dr. Cortright notes a UN Counterter-
rorism study recommended preventing 
armed conflicts by building up fragile states 
and demonstrating deep respect for human 
rights and the rule of law. 8 

 
For instance recently, diplomacy verifiably 
resolved the Iran Nuclear issue. Earlier, 
when the US seemed on the verge of a mili-
tary strike against the Syrian government 
over its purported use of chemical weapons, 
a multinational negotiation verifiably elimi-
nated the regime’s arsenal through a negoti-
ated agreement.  
 
Susan Hayward, US Institute for Peace has 
said, This is what the Christian scriptures 
teach us: our security will not ultimately 
come from more advanced weapons. . . The 
more we seek to refine and rebuild our ma-
chinery of death, the more insecure we be-
come . . .  It is love, finally, and only, that 
squelches out fear. It is love as lived out in 
the public square as justice, right relation-
ships, human flourishing.” 9 
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About Us 

The Interfaith Network on Drone Warfare 

grew out of two developments: the formation 

of the DC-based Interfaith Working Group on 

Drone Warfare with many faith groups  

participating in spring 2014; and the first  

Interfaith Conference on Drone Warfare in 

January 2015 at Princeton Theological  

Seminary, facilitated by the Princeton-based 

Peace Action Education Fund. The Network is  

continuing the work in the faith community, 

seeking to deepen understanding and bring 

significant spiritual insight to that emerging 

major issue. 

 

      What people of faith can do:  

 
Educate Yourself and Others. There are many 

resources, including articles, videos, denomina-

tional statements, and graphs at interfaith-

dronenetwork.org. Use them to put together an 

educational event for your congregation, regional 

faith group, or interfaith gathering to learn more 

and talk together. See contact below for possible 

speakers and seed funding for regional drone  

educational events. 

 

        Advocate with elected officials to oppose or 

restrict drone warfare.  Sign up on the web site for 

our free email listserve to stay informed of the lat-

est information and developments. We partner 

with the DC-based Interfaith Working Group on 

Drone Warfare and can suggest specific handles for 

your advocacy. 

 

        Join with others from the faith community to bear 

public witness at vigils, rallies, etc. at drone ba-

ses which are spreading around the country. Write 

letters to the editor and speak out via media. 

https://www.opensocietyfoundations.org/voices/you-can-t-bomb-your-way-peace
https://www.opensocietyfoundations.org/voices/you-can-t-bomb-your-way-peace


Drone Strikes create more 
Terrorists 
 

Counterterrorism expert David Kilcullen 
asserts that killing leaders of terrorist 
groups has only a short-term impact on 
repressing terrorist violence, while every 
civilian killed in such actions “represents 
an alienated family, a new desire for 
revenge, and more recruits for a militant 
movement …”6   Similarly, Lt. Col. Davis 
stated that in many places, people 
traumatized by drone attacks that caused 
significant death and destruction outside 
the intended target then became targets 
for recruitment by terrorist groups.  Thus, 
these attacks do not reduce the terrorist 
threat, but rather increase it.   
 
 Despite 15 years of failed efforts to end 
terrorism and build stability throughout 
the world, Western nations continue to 
use drone warfare to attack the Islamic 
State in Iraq and Syria (ISIS). But the 
Paris and San Bernardino attacks 
demonstrate the futility of this 
strategy.   In Afghanistan, Somalia, and 
Yemen, direct force has sometimes 
pushed back militants, but has failed to 
defeat them and secure peace. Drone 
warfare has killed numerous civilians, 
creating greater resentment towards the 
United States and western governments. 7 

 

 

Drone Strikes have expanded war  
 

Our use of drones has expanded violent 
military campaigns into areas in which we 
are not at formal war, lowering the bar for 
military interventions and dragging our 
country into a state of unending military 
campaigns.  Rather than limit destruction, 
as many argue, drone warfare has 
expanded the battleground.  It is a false 
argument that drone strikes are better 
than “boots on the ground”, since the U.S. 
is using drones in places where we would 
never send in soldiers.   

Drones strikes raise constitutional questions 
since there is no criminal trial where guilt 
can be established.  As noted by Daniel 
Davis, Lt. Col., US Army (Ret.), the US drone 
policy includes no due process since people 
are often targeted with minimal information.  
There is no opportunity for a potential target 
to explain that, for instance, “they have my 
wife and children, they want me to move 
these items, I am only doing this under 
pressure”.  There is no accountability after 
an attack to validate that a legitimate target 
was identified. The targeted lethal drone 
program uses the death penalty for all 
alleged crimes.   
 
 

International law 
  
The United Nations Special Rapporteur on 
extrajudicial, summary or arbitrary 
executions, Philip Alston, has said that the 
use of drones is not combat as much as 
‘targeted killing’. He has repeatedly tried to 
get the US to explain how they justify the use 
of drones to target and kill individuals under 
international law. The US has so far refused 
to do so. In a report to the UN he has said 
the US government ‘should specify the bases 
for decisions to kill rather than capture 
particular individuals …. and should make 
public the number of civilians killed as a 
result of drone attacks, and the measures in 
place to prevent such casualties” 5 

 

The United Nations (UN) Charter, Article II 
paragraph 4 states that the use of lethal force 
is prohibited with two exceptions:  1) a very 
narrow exception for self-defense – if the 
state is a victim of an armed attack it can use 
a military response until the Security Council 
steps in; and 2) as a last resort to respond to 
unlawful actions, which must promote peace 
and security in the world and will only cause 
proportional harm.  In areas outside of 
armed conflict, human rights law applies.  
Under human rights law, lethal force may 
only be used to protect an imminent threat to 
life.  In non-combat zones, suspects should 
be arrested and charged under criminal 
process instead of assassinated by drone 
strikes. 

 

 
What is the U.S. Drone  
 
Warfare program?  
(footnotes on back panel) 
 
Unmanned Arial Vehicles (UAVs) commonly 
known as “drones” are aerial systems that can 
be remotely controlled for short and long 
range military and civilian purposes. The U.S. 
began using drones in 2002 when a drone 
strike targeted a car in Yemen, killing six peo-
ple. Currently there are two U.S. agencies us-
ing armed lethal drones abroad – the military 
and the CIA.  The decision to use drones for 
targeted killing– particularly in countries that 
are not declared combat zones –has raised 
serious concerns in the faith community.   
 
 

Why do people of faith care 

about the U.S. Drone Warfare 

program?  

 
People of faith share common values from 
diverse traditions which go beyond national 
security objectives and national borders.  The 
intrinsic value of all humanity and creation 
compel faith communities to work for the 
common good of all people through Just 
Peacemaking principles of love, mercy, soli-
darity, human dignity, restorative justice and 
reconciliation.  These principles can be best 
implemented by diplomacy, cooperative law 
enforcement, humanitarian initiatives, and 
seeking common security. The U.S. practice of 
drone warfare is contrary to shared values 
which guide us, our faith communities, and 
most Americans. 1    
 

What are problems with the U.S. 

Drone Warfare program? 

 

Civilians are too often killed  
 

The Bureau of Investigative Journalism, an 
independent not-for-profit organiza-
tion, estimates between 900 and 1708 civilians 
have been killed in US Drone strikes in Paki-
stan, Yemen and Somalia since 2002.2  An 
Open Society Justice Initiative study of nine 
targeted killings in Yemen provided evidence 
of 26 civilian deaths and injuries to an addi-
tional 13 civilians casting doubt on U.S. state-
ments about the precision of drone strikes. 3 

Despite the assurances by President Obama in 
May 2013 that “before any strike is taken, 
there must be near-certainty that no civilians 
will be killed or injured” reputable studies 
show civilians were killed in virtually every 
drone strike.  Credible estimates find that, be-
tween 2006 and early 2009, about 700 civil-
ians were killed in the course of targeting 14 
individuals — a ratio of 50 people killed to 
each one targeted – for targeted drone strikes 
in the volatile border area of Pakistan and Af-
ghanistan. 4 
 

 

Secrecy of the drone program and con-
stitutional questions 

 
 

The secrecy of the drone program runs counter 
to democratic, participatory principles.  The 
President Policy Guidance (PPG) is a classified 
document that sets out guidelines for lethal 
drone strikes.  A public Summary gives guid-
ance on how force can be used outside of the 
U.S. and outside of areas of active hostility.  It 
asserts that lethal force should only be used to 
stop imminent attacks against U.S. persons 
when there is no alternative.  But there is no 
clear information about what the U.S. consid-
ers an “imminent threat”.  It is essential to be 
more transparent about drone strikes for dem-
ocratic review. One step in this direction is to 
ban drone strikes by  the CIA and conduct 
them only by the military.   


