
the open mind and heart, the civil and courteous re- 
sponse to a brother’s eye and hand-these are surely 
not just old-fashioned and passe gestures. I have a 
concern for the state of the union. I have a concern 
for the hatreds we harbor and the love we cannot 
summon. I have less concern for civil disobedience 
than I have for uncivil and obedient disengagement 
and non-involvement. I think that apathy and ne- 
glect are possibly as inhuman as brutal repression 
and much more enduring in their consequences, We 
shall not cure the sickness of this great society this 
academic year. But so far as the sickness is in us as 

teachers and in our young students, we have the duty 
to seek remediation and attempt to regain health. 

This will be 3 year of self-study, of inquiry into our 
professional competencies, of search for improvement 
of instruction and of all that we do here. The times 
demand more than that of us; our students deserve 
and will demand more than that of us. We are as a 
faculty professional enough, honest enough, human 
enough, and yes, young enough to want to tell it like 
it is and to do it. 

Good luck, and if the Supreme Court doesn’t mind, 
or any of you, God bless you. 

HUMAN RIGHTS: 
THE CHURCH SPEAKING TO POLITICS, II 
Quentin L. Quade 

To look at some of the most prominent conditions of 
contemporary politics, is in fact to identify the cir- 
cumstances within which the Churches must work in 
trying to promote human rights. Human rights may 
be identified abstractly, but they do not exist ab- 
stractly. They exist, where they exist at all, within 
political confines; and these same confines suggest 
what the proper role of the Churches may be. If 
this seems a harshly limited basis for defining the 
Churches’ role, it is not because this writer seeks to 
limit, but rather because the limitations are genuinely 
there, and the Churches are unlikely to do effectively 
even their limited task unless they concentrate their 
energies on these channels. 

The modern nation-sta te, and the preponderantly 
secular society over which it presides, do not feel 
obligated to seek out the Church as teacher, let alone 
definer of their actions. As was nofed earlier, this 
nation-state is “free,” in the sense that‘ it has few fore- 
ordained directions it feels bound to follow. But pre- 
cisely because it is free in this sense and thus quite 
perpetually engaged in defining and redefining its 
directions, it is open to teaching - open to counsel 

Quentin Quade, a frequent contributor, is a political 
scientist on the faculty of Marquette University. This, 
the conclusion of a two-part article, is adapted from 
an essay that will appear in The Human Right to 
Be Educated, scheduled for publication by Corpus 
Instrumentorum. 
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;is to what its objectives are to be. This, it would seem, 
provides the primary opportunity which the Churches 
have to impact upon the political order and the deci- 
sions about human life that order consistently makes. 
Particularly, this suggests two primary and related 
avenues of religious involvement in political matters. 

First, and very generally, the Church relates to 
politics as one of the primary shapers of the social 
ethos. This refers to the “givens” and general patterns 
within society, the premises which tend to give a 
society its distinctiveness. These values in turn are 
likely to be given concrete form in the policies of 
that country. I t  may be that the explicit religious roots 
of such values have been forgotten or so interwoven 
with historical development as to be practically indis- 
tinguishable. But if one asks, for example, why the 
United States is as it is, where her characteristics come 
from, it seems not possible to offer an explanation 
without heavily accenting the religious component. 
In this very fundamental sense, religion has helped 
(in Paul Ramsey’s terms) provide directions but not 
directives to political society. 

But the second iIvenu2 of religious influence is far 
more crucial for the purposes of current and future 
politics. I t  has two elements: the capacity of the 
Church to mold the individual’s value structure; and 
the capacity of the individual to help determine the 
policies of his nation. Is there, can there be, a distinc- 
tive Christian ethic? The answer, it would seem, must 
be a carefully qualified affirmative. There is no claim 
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here that a Christian perspective is necessarily unique. 
Love of fellow men as a norm of action, for example, 
may be arrived at through other religious or philo- 
sophical processes. And to the Christian, this can 
hardly be either surprising or deflating: Christ’s pre- 
scriptions presumably apply to all, and presumably 
represent a universal potential within all men. His 
prescriptions are not rrnnatirral prescriptions. But it 
remains true that those who are Christian may con- 
sciorrsly conform the’ir ethical beliefs to clear Christian 
teaching. One may, for exnmple, conclude to an essen- 
tial equality aniong all men on varioiis grounds. A 
Christian m a y  conclude to i t  on Christian grounds, on 
the Imis of Christ’s testimony; and he may undertake 
certain actions on the ground of his belief. 

And thus the second element: In societies where 
politics is in flux or representative ( a  form of sustained 
hut  coiitrolled f lux) ,  it is individuals and collections of 
individuals inspired by something who actually act 
politically, who dctcrinine policy and shape attitudes. 
This is the second nvenue by which religion may 
influence the political order: through the actions of 
the believer as citizen or magistrate. A citizen of the 
United States may, for instance, on religious grounds 
desire a inore generous foreign aid program, conceiv- 
ing it as ;i vehicle for helping his fellow men. He may 
have other motives which support the religious motive, 
e.g., he may conceive of foreign aid as a stimulus to 
world stability - and again we note there is nothing 
strange nor wrong with motivational congruence. In 
seeking increased foreign aid this citizen-believer will 
not try to force his will on his fellow citizens because 
he respects their integrity (both as a Christian and as 
ti democrat), but he will still act out his own convic- 
tions by trying to convince his fellows of the desir- 
ability of his policy proposal. In so doing, he would, 
presumably, appeal to a variety of motives which exist 
aniong the citizens of this country. 

If he does these things, he is not simply bringing 
the Gospcl to his society in some evangelical sense. 
Rather, he is injecting what he takes to be some of 
the Gospel‘s implications into the politics of his nation 
or his world. He is, from one point of view, only 
mother politicid actor pleading his special case at 
the bar of politicid opinion. But from another perspec- 
tive, he may supremely and identifiably be a Christian: 
his motive (love), his method (convince rather than 
coerce), and his immediate objective (aid to the needy) 
may d l  reflect his interpretation of Christian commit- 
ment. AI1 of this despite the fact that they may also 
reflect distinct but  complementary impulses, and that 
others inay do siniilar things for consciously different 
reasons. 

In  these ways, the Church or religion may relate to 

& 

politics, and relate crucially. But religion does not 
become politics, nor should it, if both are to maintain 
their integrity. 

How does the institutional Church conceive its role 
as teacher to politics? What is the Church‘s teaching 
on human rights? FVhat is the root or origin of rights 
in this view, and how are they to be fulfilled? Within 
this context, what, is the role of the Christian, particu- 
larly the layman, taken to be? And how does this 
theoretical structure square with the “political reali- 
ties” outlined above? An examination of several of 
the Vatican Council I1 documents provides at least a 
lxginning response, and a quite hopeful one at  that, 
to these questions. Of particular importance in this 
regard are the Constitution on the Church in the 
Modern \Vorld, the Decree on the Apostolate of the 
Laity,  and the Declaration on Religious Freedom. 

“The role and competence of the Church being what 
it is, she must in no way be confused with the political 
community, nor bound to any poIiticaI system.” 
(Church in the Modern World, #76.) Though this may 
seem an obvious truth, it is a crucial one in the modern 
setting, where the relationship of religion to politics 
is a subject of fiery debate. Here and elsewhere Vati- 
can I1 showed a significant awareness of the Church‘s 
limited but significant role in the political order. The 
role is not that of political actor, but that of normative 
teacher .to politics. “The Church guards the heritage 
of God’s Word and draws from it religious and moral 
principles, without always having at hand the solution 
to particular problems. She desires thereby to add the 
light of revealed truth to mankind’s store of experi- 
ence, so that the path which humanity has taken in 
recent times will not be a dark one.” (Ibid., f33.) 

And Vatican I1 bases this Church modesty in the 
reality of the moral political act: it tends to be a com- 
plex situation, with multiple and competing values 
and interpretations, and thus ultimately requires judg- 
ment in the sitrtation. “Often enough the Christian 
view of things will itself suggest some specific solution 
in certain circumstances [an ethically simple situa- 
tion?]. Yet it happens rather frequently, and legiti- 
matelyso, that with equal sincerity some of the faithful 
will disagree with others on a given matter. Even 
against the intentions of their proponents, however, 
solutions proposed on one side or another may be 
easily confused by many people with the gospel mes- 
sage. Hence it is necessary for people to remember 
that no one is allowed in the aforementioned situations 
to appropriate the Church’s authority for his opinion.” 
(Ibid., #43.) 

As we observed above, the actual political meaning 
of human rights - e.g., their priorities, and how pre- 
cisely to implement them within societies - is a 
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matter on which men with “equal sincerity” disagree, 
and sometimes violently. According to Vatican 11’s 
self-definition, the Church in sucl; situations is not a 
likely source for problem-solving. But this does not 
detract from the role the Church does play in even 
so sensitive an area as human rights: the role of 
teacher of principles. The most fundamental contri- 
bution of the Church to the promotion of human rights 
is that the Church proposes, in effect, a basis for a 
theoretical structure of human rights and for practical 
steps to their achievement. The basis is simply a view 
of inan which sees him (personally) as dignified and 
oaltrnble. In this there is no uniqueness, of course. But 
the rcmon for the dignity and value is at least distinc- 
tive: The Church views man as personally valuable 
because created b y  God in His own image, and at- 
tended to by  God through the intervention of Christ. 
“For by his [man’s] interior qualities he outstrips the 
whole sum of mere things. He finds re-enforcement 
in this profound insight whenever he enters into his 
own heart. God, who probes the heart, awaits him 
there. , . . Thm, when man recognizes in himself i1 
spiritual and immortal soul, he is not being mocked 
by a deceptive fantasy springing from mere physical 
or social influences. On the contrary he is getting to 
the depths of the very truth of the matter.” (Ibid., #14.) 

From this assertion about man, it is a rather short 
step to a doctrine of human rights conceived as pro- 
\riding the conditions for this valuable man to fulfill 
himself. “Only in freedom can man direct himself 
toward goodness. . . . For its part, authentic freedom 
is an exceptional sign of the divine image within man. 
For God has willed that man, be left ‘in the hand 
of his own counsel’. , . . Hence man’s dignity demands 
that he act according to a knowing and free choice.” 
(Ibid., #17.) 

,, “ 

0 

It is not astounding that the Church as Church does 
not bring forth a new or unique Rill of Rights. The 
work of Christ is not taken to be that of Destroyer and 
Grand Innovator. Rather, He is seen as the Restorer 
or Reconstructor or Re-Integrator of the human being. 
“To the sons of Adam He restores the divine likeness 
which had been disfigured from the first sin onward. 
Since human nature as He assumed it was not an- 
nulled, by that very fact it has been raised up to a 
divine dignity in our respect too.” (Ibid., #22.) What 
man is and what man needs are matters to be dis- 
covered in the study of man and the model man, 
Christ Himself. “If by the autonomy of earthly affairs 
we mean that created things and societies themselves 
enjoy their own laws and values which must be gradu- 
ally deciphered, put to use, and regulated by men, 

then it is entirely right to demand that autonomy. . . . 
For by the very circumstance of their having been 
created, all things are endowed with their own sta- 
bility, truth, goodness, proper laws, and order.” (Ibid., 
#36, emphasis added. ) 

Thus it is centrally not cravenness which causes 
the Church to refrain from trying to be a policy-maker 
(though there may have been craven acts). Rather, 
it is 11 recognition of the implicit autonomy present 
in much of human enterprise. And “. . . . far from think- 
ing that works produced by man’s own talent and 
rnergy are in opposition to God’s power, and that the 
rational creature exists as a kind of rival to the Creator, 
Christians are convinced that the triumphs of the 
human race are a sign of Cod’s greatness and the 
flowering of His own mysterious design. . . . Hence 
it is clear that men are not deterred by the Christian 
message from building up the world. . . , They are, 
rather, more stringently bound to do these very 
things.” (Ibid., #34. ) The command of Christ to love 
is n charge to do - loving is doing. Christ is thus 
an inspiration to discern what needs to be done for 
men, and to intervene in social affairs in such a way 
as to achieve it. 

IVhen the Council did elaborate lists of human 
rights, i t  did so as a teacher of principle, not as a 
policy-maker. “Therefore, there must be made avail- 
nble to all men everything necessary for leading a life 
truly human, such as food, clothing, and shelter; the 
right to choose a state of life freely and to found a 
family, the right to education, to employment, to a 
good reputation, to respect, to appropriate informa- 
tion, to activity in accord with the upright norm of 
one’s own conscience, to protection of privacy and to 
rightful freedom in matters religious too.” (Ibid., #26.) 
It sought to instill in minds and consciences the values 
represented by these proclaimed rights, but it did 
not attempt to do the political act of determining pre- 
cisely how any or all of the rights should be acted 
upon here and now. In this sense, it remained true 
to its self-definition of function. 

Rut it also recognized the incompleteness of preach- 
ment alone, and laid the groundwork for a full theory 
of human rights - a theory of means as well as ends. 
The action dimension is presented squarely as the 
obligation of the individual Christians in the world, 
as differentiated from the institutional Church. To 
perceive the needs of man in general terms, and to 
seek the specific avenues of fulfillment are distinguish- 
able tasks, though both seemingly are essential parts 
of an integral Christian posture. 

But as soon as you say part of a Christian theory 
of human rights is a concern or obligation to define the 
precise good for all men and to seek ways to bring 
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it about, you realize that you have left the realm of 
abstract, normative principle and have entered the 
realm of multiple values-in-conflict, the realm of poli- 
tics, social action and contingency where the problem 
is not just to perceive a good, but to perceive and 
distinguish many, to search for priorities and intensi- 
ties among them, and to organize action to achieve 
them. To the extent that the Church has been effective 
as a teacher to nations, as one of the influences in 
shaping the social ethos, Christianity will already be 
present in this realm, But it may be more immediately 
and decisively present in quite a different way: 
through the action and intervention of the Christian 
as citizen. 

“This Council exhorts Christians, as citizens of two 
cities, to strive to discharge their earthly duties con- 
scientiously and in response to the gospel spirit. They 
are mistaken who, knowing that we have here no 
abiding city but seek one which is to come, think that 
they may therefore shirk their earthly responsibilities. 
For they are forgetting that by ’the faith itself they 
are more than ever obliged to measure up to these 
duties, each according to his own proper vocation.” 
(Ibid., #43. ) In the promotion of human rights, the 
things to be done - the “vocations” - are many and 
diverse, ranging perhaps from socio-psychological 
probings to ascertain contemporary needs, to muster- 
ing electoral support for their fulfillment, to ad hoc 
voluntary associations confronting immediate prob- 
lems. Because of their numbers, their positions, their 
vocations, and their prime political importance, lay- 
men have the central responsibiIity . for this action 
dimension. “The apostolate of the social milieu, that 
is, the effort to infuse a Christian spirit into the men- 
tality, customs, laws, and structures of the community 
in which a person lives, is so much the duty and re- 
sponsibility of the laity that it can never be properly 
performed by others.” (Decree on the Apostolate of 
the Laity, #13. ) 

As noted above, this Christ-motivated citizen can- 
not pretend to be the Church, or to speak with its 
authority. Nor in this order of contingency is he per- 
mitted the luxury of abstract certitude. But he is none- 
thgless the primary vehicle for a Christian presence 
in the affairs of this world. “They exercise a genuine 
apostulate by their activity on behalf of bringing the 
gospel and holiness to men, and on behalf of pene- 
trating and perfecting the temporal sphere of things 
through the spirit of the gospel. In this way, their 
temporal activity can openly bear witness to Christ 
and promote the saIvation of men. Since it is proper 
to the layman’s state in life for him to spend his days 
in the midst of the world and of secular transactions, 
he is called by God to burn with the spirit of Christ 

and to exercise his apostolate in the world as a kind 
of heaven.” (Ibid., #2. ) 

Human rights, if they are to be secured, will be 
secured within political structures. Politics, because 
it involves the identification of and action on human 
values, is open to value orientation from any source. 
This openness is opportunity for the Church and for 
the Christian. Ultimately politics asks what is man, 
what is the good for him, and how will the good be 
attained. The Church and its members are invited to 
respond to these political questions, which are their 
questions also from a religious perspective. The re- 
sponse, if it is to be effective, must encompass both 
rational normative principles and fruitful designs for 
implementation. 

Within this broad theoretical structure, what is 
there Christianly to be said about the human right to 
be educated? On the level of principle, one may first 
say with Vatican Council I1 what one could always 
have said: “Since every man of whatever race, condi- 
tion, and age is endowed with the dignity of a person, 
he has an inalienable right to an education corres- 
ponding to his proper destiny and suited to his native 
talents, his sex, his cultural background, and his an- 
cestral heritage.” (Declaration on Christian Educa- 
tion, ,#I.) One can say, in other words, that man al- 
ways had a need (right) to be educated in the sense 
of perfecting his intellectual capacity, his man-ness. 
But there is also a modem condition which buttresses, 
perhaps even transforms that right in that it adds 
great urgency to its claim. I refer to the simple fact 
that many men are educated, and the related fact 
that levels of education are quickly becoming prime 
criteria in determining the individual’s basic status in 
life. Those who have not received or will not receive 
a certain level of educational opportunity are thus 
seriously disadvantaged relative to their fellow men. 

There is yet another reality which makes easy the 
abstract identification of education as right and good. 
The characteristic problems of modem times clearly 
call for mustering all the intellectual resources present 
in men. “In order for individual men to discharge with 
greater exactness the obligations of their conscience 
toward themselves and the various groups to which 
they belong, they must be carefully educated to a 
higher degree of culture through the use of the im- 
mense resources available today to the human race. 
Above all the education of youth from every social 
background has to be undertaken, so that there can 
be produced not only men and women of refined 
talents, but those great-souled persons who are so 
desperately required by our times.” (Church in the 
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Modern World, #31.) For these several reasons, the 
desire to promote educational opportunities for all 
men seems a rather clear component of contemporary 
Christian responsibilities. 

But even if this much is granted, there is little in 
the principle or value which expressly says what needs 
to be done here and now. What is the action dimension 
of this Christian responsibility? Suffice it here to 
note several of the more important conditions that will 
have to be confronted if the right to be educated is 
to be secured. First, in talking about the right to be 
educated ois -his  the developing countries, this seems 
to be a fact: the prerequisite for actually delivering 
the right seems to be a strong (organizationally and 
financially) governmental sector. This is another sense 
in which the right to be educated is characteristically 
modern, in that it does depend upon government 
action. This in turn suggests to the Christian (or any- 
one with congruent interests) some of the lines of 
action he might take in promoting education uni- 
versally. 

Second, an apparently pregnant area of endeavor 
for the Christian seeking to foster educational oppor- 
tunity would be to identify and clarify the many 

different motives in the modem world which are 
favorable to the spread of education. To put it nega- 
tively, the Christian must not fall prey to the “despair 
of contradictory concepts.” The goal of universalized 
education may stem from quite diverse ultimate mo- 
tives, and the Christian in the arena of action pre- 
sumably should strive to harness as many of these 
impulses as possible. Today, for example, we see as 
a spur to educational efforts in the world what can 
be called the “logic of technology - mass humani- 
tarianism” rationale. While this exists most clearly in 
Communist countries such as the U.S.S.R. and China, 
it has some presence in emerging countries with no 
Marxist-Leninist creed. Countries which seek indus- 
trialization and technological advance quickly dis- 
cover the need for an at  least minimally educated 
citizenry. Here again, such impulses should be co- 
operated with by Christians who share the goal even 
if the starting points are radically distinct. 

To discover and exploit such means for achieving 
the objective; to convince the needed others to sup- 
port the endeavor; in short, to discern the human good 
and devise the implements for attaining it - this is 
fully “to bum with the spirit of Christ.” 

current reading 

The Secret Search for Peace in Vietnam 
David Kraslow & Stuart H. Loory. Random House. 247 pp. 
$5.95 

What emerges from this study as perhaps most detrimental 
to the success and credibility of the Johnson Administra- 
tion’s peace initiatives is the lack of coordination in its 
handling of various phases of Vietnam policy. The journal- 
ist-authors have “test[ed] the public record of Vietnam 
diplomacy against the private record,” providing, along the 
way, a view of the mechanics of diplomacy today and the 
workings of the present Government. 

Norm and Context in Christian Ethics 
Gene H. Outka & Paul Ramsey, eds. Scribners. 419 pp. 
$7.95 

Protestant and Roman Catholic contributors address in 
various ways, and from differing points of view, the question 
“What is the nature and authority of ‘norms,’ ‘principles,’ 
‘ruIes,’ etc., in ethics and, more specifically, in Christian 
ethics?” (although Itmany of the issues discussed and 
positions espoused involve overlaps and parallels with both 
‘secular’ ethics and other religious traditions”). Among 
the essayists here: Frederick S. Carney, Charles E. Curran, 
Donald Evans, Joseph Fletcher, James M. Gustafson, Ber- 
nard HBring, David Little, Edward LeRoy Long, Jr., Richard 
A. McCormick, John G. Milhaven, Basil Mitchell, N. H. S$e. 

Faith and the World of Politics 

Johannes B. Metz, ed. Paulist Press. 183 pp. $4.50 

Thirteen scholars, most European and all but two Roman 
Catholic, have contributed to this 36th volume of the Con- 
cilium series devoted to “Theology in the Age of Renewal.” 
Included are such themes as political theology, the relation 
of the magisterium to the world of politics, philosopical 
foundations of ethics and politics, the socio-political impli- 
cations of Vatican I t ,  political conservatism and the Church, 
and the philosophy of revolution and atheism. 

The Citizen Christian 

James F. Andrews. Sheed & Ward. 190 pp. $4.50 

James Andrews, an editor of the National Catholic Re- 
porter, has written “a popular statement. . . for the audience 
of men and women who are concerned about living the 
call of Christ today.” “As Christians,” he says, “we do not 
follow Christ for our own spiritual welfare, but for the wel- 
fare of others. Thus, our action must be societal - it must 
ultimately change other people’s attitudes, at least to the 
extent that those attitudes bar some human beings from 
realizing their possibilities.” 
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