
Copyright © 2026 Academic Master. | 1

Imagine By John Lennon
Posted on October 10, 2023

Introduction
John Lennon and Yoko Ono’s “Imagine,” released in 1971, has become one of the world’s most
recognizable songs about peace. The original assignment asks why it speaks so deeply, what thesis it
communicates, and how a Christian might appreciate it despite disagreement with its treatment of
religion, heaven, and possessions. Those questions should be answered without reducing the song to
a command that everyone abandon identity. Its power comes from a simple musical setting, direct
imaginative method, and radical removal of institutions that often organize conflict. Its weakness is
that imagination alone does not explain how justice, community, memory, and moral responsibility
would function. The song is best read as a provocative thought experiment rather than a complete
political program. (Lennon & Ono, 1971; John Lennon Estate, n.d.)

Question One: Why Does the Song Speak So
Deeply?
The song addresses listeners through invitation rather than argument. It does not begin with
statistics, blame, or a detailed ideology. It asks people to picture conditions different from those they
accept as permanent. That imaginative act lowers resistance because listeners can enter the vision
temporarily without promising agreement. The melody and piano accompaniment are restrained,
leaving space around the voice and allowing the words to sound intimate rather than militaristic.
Global peace is presented in the tone of a private conversation. This combination of large ambition
and musical simplicity helps people connect the song with personal grief, public tragedy, protest,
ceremony, and hope. It becomes usable in many contexts because its emotional structure is open.
(Lennon & Ono, 1971)

Imagination as an Instruction
Yoko Ono’s instruction-based book Grapefruit strongly influenced the song. Lennon later
acknowledged that its repeated invitations to imagine came from Ono’s artistic method and that she
deserved creative credit. This context changes interpretation. The song is not only a set of political
claims; it is a conceptual artwork asking the audience to perform a mental exercise. Ono’s
instructions often transform ordinary reality by directing attention toward an impossible or poetic
action. “Imagine” applies that strategy to nationalism, religion, property, hunger, and war. The
listener becomes a participant who must construct the world internally. The song’s depth comes
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partly from this active role: peace is not described from outside but rehearsed in consciousness. (Ono,
1964; John Lennon Estate, n.d.)

Universality and Simplicity
The language uses broad categories that almost any listener recognizes: countries, beliefs,
possessions, hunger, community, and peace. It avoids specific wars, governments, and theological
traditions, allowing people in different societies to connect their own conflicts with the song.
Simplicity increases reach but also removes complexity. Nations can oppress, yet they can also
protect rights and sustain democratic solidarity. Religion can fuel conflict, yet it can motivate peace,
abolition, civil rights, and care. Property can create inequality, yet personal security and stewardship
require institutions. The song speaks deeply because it identifies human divisions clearly; it remains
debatable because it treats their removal as easier to imagine than to organize. (Lennon & Ono,
1971)

Hope after Violence
Listeners often encounter the song during war, terrorism, memorials, and public mourning. In those
settings, its refusal to accept violence as inevitable offers emotional relief. It allows people to express
grief without choosing another enemy and to affirm that the dead deserve a world different from the
one that harmed them. Hope is not the same as prediction. The song does not prove that peace will
arrive, and its calmness can seem inadequate beside severe injustice. Its value is to preserve moral
imagination when retaliation appears to be the only realistic language. A community that cannot
picture peace may stop evaluating institutions according to whether they reduce suffering. The song
keeps that evaluative horizon visible. (Galtung, 1969)

Question Two: What Is the Thesis?
The song’s thesis is that human beings could live more peacefully if they loosened attachment to
institutions and possessions that divide them and recognized a shared human community. Lennon
and Ono do not merely ask for tolerance within existing boundaries. They ask listeners to imagine the
boundaries themselves becoming less powerful. The repeated movement is from separation toward
common life: national division toward shared earth, religious conflict toward present human
existence, and possessive competition toward freedom from hunger and greed. This is a utopian
thesis because it describes an ideal that judges the present from outside ordinary political limits. Its
purpose is moral provocation, not administrative detail. (Lennon & Ono, 1971)
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Peace and the Absence of War
The song implies that wars often draw energy from nationalism, sacred certainty, and competition for
resources. This diagnosis captures important causes but cannot explain every conflict. People also
fight over security, empire, racial hierarchy, revenge, political power, and fear. Removing formal
borders or religious labels would not automatically remove domination. A peaceful order needs law,
institutions, conflict resolution, accountability, and material justice. The song’s contribution is to ask
whether familiar loyalties deserve the lives sacrificed in their name. Its limitation is that it imagines
the disappearance of conflict-producing categories more clearly than the construction of fair
alternatives. Peace requires both a vision of unity and mechanisms for handling persistent
disagreement. (Galtung, 1969; Wolterstorff, 1983)

Possessions and Economic Critique
The invitation to imagine life without possessive division challenges greed and the concentration of
resources while people remain hungry. Lennon himself was wealthy, creating an apparent
contradiction that critics often note. A messenger’s inconsistency does not decide whether the
message is true, but it raises questions about sacrifice and implementation. The song does not
distinguish personal belongings from productive property, public resources, or extreme accumulation.
Its moral force lies in asking why ownership should outweigh human need. A defensible interpretation
need not demand that every object be communal. It can treat the lyric as criticism of an economy in
which possession becomes identity and abundance coexists with preventable deprivation. (Lennon &
Ono, 1971)

Religion and Secular Utopia
The song imagines a world without heavenly reward, punishment after death, or institutional religion.
Lennon described the work as opposed to conventional religion and nationalism, although its gentle
musical form made the message widely acceptable. The proposal can be read as an attack on faith,
but it can also be understood as an attempt to remove doctrines used to divide human beings. The
distinction matters because religious belief is not reducible to conflict. Faith communities have
supported peace movements, hospitals, education, humanitarian aid, and resistance to oppression.
The song identifies a real danger when certainty becomes dehumanizing, yet it underestimates
religion’s capacity to sustain moral commitments that extend beyond self-interest. (John Lennon
Estate, n.d.; Myers & Noebel, 2015)
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Question Three: How Can a Christian Appreciate It?
A Christian can appreciate the song’s longing for peace, relief of hunger, rejection of greed, and
recognition of shared human dignity. Biblical traditions repeatedly criticize violence, exploitation,
idolatry, and indifference to the poor. Jesus teaches love of neighbor and enemy, while Christian
eschatology imagines reconciliation and an end to suffering. These points do not require agreement
that heaven, religious faith, or nations should disappear. Appreciation can mean recognizing partial
moral truth within a worldview one does not share completely. A listener can allow the song to expose
failures of Christians who defend identity more fiercely than peace and wealth more fiercely than
mercy. (Myers & Noebel, 2015; Wolterstorff, 1983)

Christian Disagreement
A Christian may reject the idea that religion itself is the fundamental obstacle to peace because
Christian belief locates disorder within the human heart, social structures, and misuse of freedom.
Removing religious language would not automatically remove pride, domination, or greed. The song’s
vision also lacks a transcendent source of moral obligation: it assumes that human unity is good but
does not explain why persons possess equal worth. Christian theology grounds dignity in creation and
redemption, though believers have often violated that teaching. Disagreement should therefore be
substantive rather than defensive. The song can be criticized for an incomplete anthropology while
still being heard as a call to repentance whenever religion becomes a justification for hatred. (Myers &
Noebel, 2015)

Common Ground without Erasing Difference
The “brotherhood of man” expresses universal solidarity in the gendered language of its period.
Contemporary listeners may prefer human family or shared humanity. Genuine solidarity does not
require people to become culturally or religiously identical. Peaceful pluralism allows deep differences
while establishing rights, dialogue, and limits on coercion. A Christian can therefore reinterpret the
song’s unity as fellowship across difference rather than a world in which every conviction has
vanished. This reading changes the literal proposal but preserves the ethical challenge. People should
not need to surrender conscience to reject violence. The harder task is learning to live with neighbors
whose beliefs remain real, important, and incompatible with one’s own in certain respects.
(Wolterstorff, 1983)

Music and Emotional Persuasion
The song’s harmony and arrangement contribute to its argument. The opening piano pattern is
accessible and repetitive, giving the impression that the imagined world is simple enough to
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approach. The vocal performance avoids the aggression common in political rhetoric, while strings
add emotional breadth without overwhelming the intimacy. This musical softness is strategic. Lennon
recognized that radical ideas could be accepted when presented in a familiar and attractive form.
Critics may call this sentimental, but sentiment can create attention for moral ideas that abstract
argument leaves untouched. The danger is that emotional agreement during a song may substitute
for action. Feeling peaceful for three minutes is not the same as building peace. (John Lennon Estate,
n.d.)

From Vision to Practice
The song becomes ethically useful when listeners ask what small institutions would move reality
toward its vision. Peace requires diplomacy, education, fair law, reduction of extreme inequality,
protection of minorities, accountable government, and habits of nonviolent disagreement. Religious
communities can examine whether they humanize outsiders; citizens can question propaganda and
militarized identity; consumers and governments can address hunger and exploitation. None of these
actions fulfills the utopia completely. They translate imagination into direction. A vision without
practice becomes decoration, while practice without vision can become narrow administration. The
enduring song connects the two by giving public feeling to a standard against which ordinary choices
can be judged. (Galtung, 1969; Wolterstorff, 1983)

Critical Appreciation
It is possible to admire “Imagine” without treating it as sacred or flawless. The song can sound naïve
because it omits institutions, history, and conflict among legitimate goods. It can sound privileged
when a wealthy celebrity asks others to imagine no possessions. Its treatment of religion can alienate
people whose faith motivates peace. Yet these criticisms do not erase its achievement. Few popular
songs have created such a durable global language for refusing the inevitability of war and
deprivation. Critical appreciation means allowing the work to inspire, unsettle, and receive objections.
A song about unity should not require intellectual conformity from its audience. (Lennon & Ono, 1971)

Conclusion
“Imagine” speaks deeply because it combines an intimate melody with a participatory thought
experiment about a world less governed by nationalism, religious conflict, possession, hunger, and
war. Its thesis is that shared humanity can become more important than institutions that divide
people. A Christian can appreciate its peace, solidarity, and critique of greed while disagreeing with
its secular assumptions and its diagnosis of religion. The song does not provide a complete political or
theological system, and imagination alone cannot transform unjust structures. Its lasting value is
more modest and more powerful: it keeps open the possibility that arrangements presented as
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permanent can be judged and changed according to the human suffering they create. (Lennon & Ono,
1971; Myers & Noebel, 2015)
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