
Correspondence 

Buddhism and Politics 

To thc Editors: Unlike Profcssor 
Donald E. Smith (“The Politics of 
Buddhism,” Worldview, January), I 
cannot claim any expertise about 
Exitern religions. I do wonder, how- 
ever, about a certain bias that seems 
to bc cvidcrit i n  his writing. He sug- 
gests that we should not place un- 
due hope in the sporadic Buddhist 
uprisings of the past decade against 
the abuses of the Saigon regime. 
Buddhism, wc arc told, has little 
sustaining power to effect significant 
social change. While this may well 
he the case, Smith hardly mentions 
the possibilities of world religious 
alliiinccs through which the social 
activist dimensions of Western re- 
ligion may be able to make a last- 
ing impact upon Eastern religions. 
Ccrtainly wc have heard a great 
deal in recent years about what we 
Westemcrs have to learn from the 
East. Is it unthinkable that we may 
also have something to offer? 

Sustained contact bctwccn East- 
ern and Western religions is already 
provided, at least to some extent, 
through such ecumenical bodies as 
the World Council of Churches. Add 
to this the fact that the dynamics 
of modernization’ and industrializa- 
tion are inescapably Westem in 
origin and shape (whether we like 
the fact or not). The result woiild 
seem to bc that, unless the “secular 
mentality” is once again going to 
rclegatc rcligion to the sidclincs, wc 
shoirld be more hopefully cxploring 
the possible syntheses between East- 
ern and Westem religious insights. 
WosZduicw has carried a number of 
articles on the ethics and politics 
of Buddhism, Confucianism, Islam, 
etc. Most of them tend to deal with 
these religious traditions on their 
own terms, that is, quitc apart from 
thc growing impact of Westcmiza- 
tion. May I soggcst that il morc 

promising kind of article would deal 
with these rcligious traditions in 
terms of what they are becoming as 
a result of Westernizing influenccs. 

D. L. Corcoran 
hf inneapolis, hiinn. 

Ethnics: The Economic 
Connection 

To the Editors: Sensible angels 
would fcar to tread into the battlc 
area occupied by Michael Novak 
and Richard Ncuhaus (cf. “EX- 
change,” January). Their lively de- 
bate, however, does raisc questions 
with which they do not deal ex- 
plicitly. One wonders, for example, 
whether the stress upon ethnicity 
might not bc one more in a long 
series of tactics resulting, perhaps 
inadvertently, in thc division of thc 
working class. The great struggle of 
more than 80 pcr cent of the Amer- 
ican population that earns less than 
$10,000 per year is to achieve 
some dcgree of economic equality. 
(It is estimated that less than 2 
pcr cmt of the population receives 
morc than 20 per cent of the na- 
tional annual income.) Religion (one 
thinks of the old “riativist” con- 
trovcrsies) and race have in the past 
been divisive factors hindering the 
working man’s struggle. Now Novak 
et al. would seem to bc introducing 
ethnicity, to much the same cffect. 
I am surprised that Neuhaus did 
not, in his exchangc with Novak, 
pursue this line of argument. 

At  tho same time, we have leamed 
in recent years that there are posi- 
tivc values involved in a group’s 
cclcbrating its distinctive identity 
“beyond the melting pot.” Most 
notably this has happened with 
blacks, and it would seem that the 
ethnic rcnaissancc is in many ways 
littlc more than an imitation of 
the “Black Is Beautiful” festivity. 
Whether the economic struggle of 
working people will be enhanced by 
a union of disparate self-affirming 
identities or should try to build 
a common economic identity as 
“working class” is a question not 
dcvelopcd by either Neuhaus or No- 
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vak. On a tactical level the ques- 
tion might be answered either way. 
But surely the universalist thrust 
of Christian ethics would suggest the 
more inclusive, working class defi- 
nition of group identity. 

William S .  Schultz 
University of Pennsyluania 
PhiMeZphia, Pa. 

Key 73 

To thc Editors: After rcading Rich- 
ard J. Coleman’s article on “Key 73” 
( Worldoiew, January), I have come 
to the conclusion that Key 73 will 
unlock the door to a new wave of 
religious reaction and “patriotic” 
flag-waving C h r i s t i a n i t y  that I 
thought this country had outgrown. 
To call it B new ecumenism is an 
absurdity, for the ecumenical move- 
mcnt sought ’ (and still seeks) to 
knock down the walls of religious 
bigotry, not only among diffcrcnt 
Christian denominations but among 
non-Christians as well (particularly 
Jews, always victimized by such 
“evangclical” drives). On thc other 
hand, Key 73, by emphasizing fun- 
damentalism, will further alienate 
thosc Christians who rightly see 
their faith as a means of liberating 
the oppresscd rather than further 
opprcssing thcm by complacency. 

One need only read the list of 
Key 73’s supporters: Campus Cru- 
sade, American Bible Society, Billy 
Graham’s organization, etc. Not one 
of ’these groups has spoken out 
against our barbaric war in Indo- 
china, against the racism that pits 
white against nonwhite, against the 
daily cxploitation of the poor. In- 
stead they wish us all to be pious 
churchgocrs on Sunday; complaccnt 
“citizens” the rest of the week, obliv- 
ious to the crises around us. Once 
morc the realization of Man’s die- 
tum “Religion is the opiate of the 
people” in America. 

Besides, why is it so neccssary 
for Key 73 “to reach every un- 
churched family in North America”? 
First, this approach . . . will attempt 
to deny pcople of the Jewish faith 
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has formcd alliances with groups of poor people, al- 
lianccs which have simultaneously removed hostility 
from Jews and prevented the power structure from 
attempting to blame Jews for the disastcrs of the 
poor.. , , 

“When the prophet Nathan stood before David, 
he marked the beginning of a long tradition which 
sought to identify Judaism and the God of Israel 
with those who had no advocate in the courts of the 
powerful. This tradition is desperately needed now 
at a time when the disparity bchveen rich and poor 
is growing greatcr. It is nceded not only because it 
is the best way to avoid the tragic entrapments of 
our past, but also bccausc it is right.” 

N C Y  

‘Was the meeting behvecn Pope Paul VI and Is- 
raeli Premier Golda Mcir a diplomatic achievemcnt 
or a disaster? That question has arisen in the minds 
of millions of pcople, who are naturally bcwildcrecl 
by the confused reports that havc appeared in the 
mass media. . . ,” The American Jewish Committee 
has sought to clarify the situation in a mcrnorandum 
prepared to accompany the frill text of the joint com- 
munique issued following the meeting of Popc and 
Premier. 

What has confused the reports? What actually did 
transpirc? According to the AJC memo, “prior to the 
papal audience, and while it was going on, several 
ambassadors from Arab governments who are ac- 
credited to the I-Ioly See registered strong formal 
protests against the meeting. . . . 

“Literally before the audience had ended, Dr. 
Frederico Alessandrini, a press scwretary in the Vat- 
ican Secretariat on Communications and an editor of 
L’Osscruutore Romano, hastily callcd a press con- 
ference at which he madc a fervent verbal declara- 
tion of ‘Vatican policy.’ His statements, which were 
an obvious response to demands by the Arab am- 
bassadors that the Pope-Premier Meir meeting bc 
completely discounted, fundamentally misreprcsent- 
cd and distorted everything that had taken place 
during the audience, both in spirit and in sub- 
stance. . . .” 

States the memo: “the meeting between the Pope 

and the Israeli Premirr was cordial, and charactcr- 
izcd by muhiid respect and reciprocal understanding. 
When Mrs. Meir and her party arrivcd a t  Vatican 
City, they wcre received with the same high order of 
protocol and diplomatic ceremony as was accorded 
to President Nixon on his last meeting with the 
Popc. Whcn Mrs. Meir entered the Pope’s library, the 
Pontiff grected her by saying that lie blessed her 
personally, and blessed the State of Israel. . . . 

“When they started the conversation, Pope Paul 
spokc feelingly about thc history of thc Jewish peo- 
ple, and particularly about their sufferings and persc- 
cutions. He dcplorcd hatred and anti-Semitism, re- 
affirming the Church‘s views as expressed in thc Vat- 
ican Council Declaration on Non-Christian Religions. 

“The Pope then prescntcd the humanitarian con- 
ccrns of the Holy See rcgnrding the refugee prob- 
lcms affecting a11 peoples in the Middle East, but 
with specific emphasis on the nced for cnding thc 
plight of the Palestinian rcfugccs. IIc also indicated 
interest in the welfare of Christian and Muslim com- 
munities in the Holy Land. In his discussion of thc 
importancc of the holy places to Christianity, Islam, 
and Judaism, he expressed strong appreciation of the 
constructivc way in which Israeli aiithoritics havc 
cared for thc sacred sitcs and thcir assurance of frec 
amss for all visitors and pilgrims. 

“The Pope thcn discussed the ‘sacred and univer- 
sal character’ of the City of Jerusalem, and its rc- 
ligious importance to the monotheistic faiths. But 
contrartj to press reports, he clid not mention in any 
way the plitical proposal for the internutionaliza- 
tion of the city of J c m u b m  [italics the memo writ- 
er's]." 

As the full tcxt of thc communiqui rcvenls, “Primc 
Minister Mcir prcscnted the vicws of the State of 
Israel on n variety of issues: the importancc of direct 
negotiations behvecn Israel and the Arab states to 
the achicvement of lasting pcacc; thc intcrnational 
prolllem of terrorism (which the Pope had con- 
dcmned in a Sunday homily the weck before); and 
the human rights issues raised by thc situation of 
Jcws in thc Sovict Union and the Arab countries. 
The Pope’s response on each of these qucstions was 
sympathetic. . . .” 
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their bcliefs bccausc conscrvativc 
evangclicals fccl they arc ICSS than 
“saved” for “denying Christ.” Sec- 
ondly, this writcr has met many a 
person who is not a churchgoer and 
finds them to be more ‘Christian” 
in their charity and their belief in 

human libcration than most people 
who go to cllurch regularly. Ergo, 
clrurchgoing is not the criterion for 
humanity. 

As far as I am conccmcd, we 
rreed fewcr cvangclists and more 
prophets; for our society will always 

havc room for the platitrides of 
cvangelists yct will always ignore 
the truths of its prophets, as it did 
in the days of the biblical prophets 
and in Jesus’ own time. 

Elizabcth Miller 
Brooklyn, N.Y. 


