
In the Magazines 
- 

WHATEVER BECAME OF . . . ? (LIBERATION MOVEMENTS 
DIV. ). Well, the Tupamaros, for example? Presenting 
a rare article on the fate of just one of the groups 
whose activities fillcd the front pagcs of daily news- 
papers only a year or two back. This item is the do- 
ing of T h  Christian Science Monitofs correspondcnt 
James Nelson Goodsell, a reviewer for Woddoiew 
last month. It appeared in the issue of January 8: 

“The tide appears to havc turned for Latin Amer- 
ica’s urban perrillas. All over thc hemisphere, the 
guerrillas are on the run-at least for the moment. . . . 

“NCW assessmcnts of pcrrilla activity indicate 
that while the guerrilla movements arc not finishcd 
yet, they ccrtainly pose much less of a threat to 
establishcd governments than thcy did a couple of 
years ago. . . . 

“Uruguay is the clearest casc in point. The tightly 
knit and well-organized Tupamaro guerrillas, who 
attracted broad public support in the late l W s ,  have 
suffer4 major and scrious losses in recent months. As 
1972 ended, they were also showing signs of an in- 
tornal split. 

“Moreover the Tupamaros no longcr arc display- 
ing the organizational ability that was once a hall- 
mark of their movement. This has been particularly 
noticeablc sincc last August, when Tupamaro lcader 
Raul Sendic was capturcd. 

“Yet Mr. Sendic had been captured before and the 
Tupamaros want right on with their campaign of 
putting Urubmay’s government off base. 

“Just what has causcd the recent reversal in Tup- 
amaro fortunes is not fully clear. There are prob- 
ably a combination of factors. 

“For one thing, Uruguay’s Army took over from 
the police in pursuing the Tupamaros following the 
government’s declaration last April of ‘a state of in- 
ternal war’ against the Tupamaros. The Army has 
proven a toughcr outfit than the police ever were. 
Close to 200 Tupamaros have been killed in various 
encounters and more than 2,500 arrested. Moreover, 
thc Army has located 70 or more hideouts, arsenals, 
and other Tupamaro sites. Finally, Army units have 
also come across numerous lists of the names, ad- 
dresses, and types of contributions of Uruguayan 
supporters of the urban terrorists. 

“Tied in with this last factor is a change in Uru- 
guayan opinion with regard to the Tupamaros. There 
was a time when the Tupamaros won much public 
sympathy and support, but this has clearly lessened 
in the past year or so.” 

Why? Goodsell mentions only that “the hemi- 

sphese’s millions arc clearly tired of the constant 
turmoil and uncertainties brought on by the guer- 
rillas.” But he adds a cautionaly note: “There is con- 
siderable feeling that if the guerrilla movements are 
to be kept at bay in the months ahead, some sub- 
stantial pro rcss in solving the economic and social 
problems o f Latin Amcrica is going to havc to be 
recorded by thc governments in powcr.” 

l y ly  

. . . AND PAKISTAN, in the ycar since its splintering? 
According to Javed Jabbar in the New Statesman 
(January U ) ,  “In Pakistan onc has to learn to live 
with the headlines and survive in spite of them. For 
a whole year now the national dcstiny has wavercd 
bchvecn thc fine print of tucked-away items to the 
explicit banalitics of the big banners. Since thc dis- 
aster of Dcccmbcr 1971 there has bccn a curious fret- 
fulness in thc air. One day thcrc is the hcartening 
news of Simla; the next day implcmentation is 
trapped in the scmantics of border dclincation. In 
thc morning one awakes to the fact that this is the 
first truly democratic agc in Pakistan’s history; by 
sunset one is listening with cocked ear to thc familiar, 
haunting sounds of authoritarianism that echo like 
a dirgc through thc 24 brief years of this unique 
country. One moment there is the sccrct throb of rc- 
ligious nationalism and one resorts to the find fron- 
tier of intellectual retreat-Islamic idcology-and the 
next, the cntire arrangcmcnt by which this state 
clings to its cxistcnce bocomcs complctcly tcn- 

“With ceaseless activism and inadcquatc planning, 
a whole series of reforms have been annoiinced in 
the past 12 months, well-intcntioned but ill-con- 
ccived. Taken singly they indicatc expcdicncy, in- 
efficiency and a paucity of real planning. Taken to- 
gether they constitute the largcst reformist vision that 
has so far emergcd in this country. . I . 

“Mr. Bhutto and Pakistan arc now pcrchcd on a 
long, thin rope stretchcd taut by geopolitical and his- 
torical factors. To handlc the bureaucracy which has 
strangled many lcadcrs and well-intcntioncd rcforms 
he has taken a step which to evcry burcaucrat is 
sacrilegious. Three months a o he advertised in the 

pointments at all levels of the Forcign Office and of 
other ministrics. . . . 

“In the economic field he has balanced govern- 

uous.. . . 

press for direct recruitment f rom the public for ap- 
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ment management of kcy industrim and inwntives to 
labour by recently authorising massive credit through 
financial institutions to private entrepreneurs. In 
foreign policy tho man who madc criticism of the 
US a major plank of his election campaign has now 
become a close ally of thc Amcricans even while 
kecping his well-known emotional sympathy for 
China. Often he gocs out of his way to show his 
cordiality towards the USSR whose leaders have rare- 
ly rcciprocated his sentiments. And with India blow- 
ing hot and cold, he maintains a delicate equilibrium 
betwecn suspicion and sincerity. 

“This has been a year of soul-scarching for an 
identity and a survival kit.” 

” 

Ilocs money buy happiness? Yes. And data from 
“nineteen developcd and less developcd countries” 
arc said to prove it, Thcrc’s an “however,” of course, 
but it’s not large enough to givc the breadwinncr 
pause: “In all societies, more moncy for the indi- 
vidual typically means more individual happiness. 
IIowcver, raising the incomes of a11 docs not increase 
thc happincss of all. , , . Individuals assess their ma- 
terial wcll-being, not in terms of the absolute amount 
of goods they havc, but rclativc to a social norm of 
what goods they ought to have. At any given time, 
thosc abovc the norm typically feel happier than 
those below.” 

Wcll, thcn, are we “trappcd in a material rat-race”? 
“The argument,” says author Richard Easterlin, 
“points to this uncomfortable conclusion.” There’s 
not much morc to his article than that, but you can 
read it for yoursclf and check out the qualifier in the 
Wintcr, 1’373, issuc of The Public Interest. (The sur- 
vey data, das, arc not included.) 

uu 

I’ctcr IIcbblethwaitc, S.J., America’s London cor- 
responding editor, rccently sought out the Conserva- 
tive M.P. for Wolvcrhampton Wcst to qricstion him 
about some rcmarks he’d made on the subject of for- 
mal piiblic papal utterances. It appears that thc in- 
tervicwcc, one Enoch Powell, having abandoned 
“for the occasion his usual thcmc of immigration,” 
hid discussed thc Popc’s linkage of religious ethics 
and puhlic policy. To Powell that was alarming. To 
I4cbblethwaitc, a mattcr for further inquiry. 

IIc!bblethwaitc tells us that Powell had spoken “as 
a Christian”-the occasion being a gathcring of the 
British Catholic journalist’s group-and as “an am- 
ateur exegete.” The later interview revealed that 
Powell “holds the following views, strongly: Chris- 
tianity is an individual rclationship with God. It has 
110 soci;il c‘onseqiierices: its community aspwt is con- 
f i n d  to the internal lifc of the Church. There is no 

bridgc from thc Gospcl to politics. The Pope, in at- 
tempting to construct one, was not only attempting 
the impossible but also offering a stone instead of 
bread. Christianity is a privatc affair. Its relevancc is 
to be irrelevant. It is an illusion to suppose that thcrc 
can be any connection between human progress and 
thc fuEllmcnt of thc Kingdom.” 

Father Hebblethwaite adds that “as it happens we 
have in Britain a Tory paradigm whom Mr. Powell 
rescmbles strangely. Lord Salisbury, thc 19th-cen- 
tury Primc Minister, was another devout Christian 
who belicvcd that it was dangerous to allow moral 
judgments drawn from the Gospels to color political 
life. It offcnded against the national interest. So Sal- 
isbury, like Mr. Powell, chose realism. But then, 
when a man announces .that he is a realist, as Isaiah 
Berlin remarked, you may be quite sure that he is on 
the point of doing something rather shady.” 

The sort of thing to send shudders through thc 
Member for Wolverhanipton Wcst, and directly rc- 
latcd to interpretations of “Jewish duty” discussed 
by Eugene Borowitx in this issuc (“Covcnant The- 
ology”), is an assessment of the currcnt position of 
the American Jewish community provided by Rab- 
bis Irwin Blank and Robert J. Marx in the November, 
1972, issue of Uackground (publication of the In- 
stitute for Jewish Policy Planning and Research of 
the Synagogue Council of America). 
To thcsc two men, “Jews stand betwcen the 

wealthy and thc poor, betwcen the powerful and the 
disinhcritcd.” Thcy call this rolc “intcrstitial,” and 
“USC thc term to connote more than a scapegoat (in 
which role wc often picture o~usclves) or B marginal 
pcoplc (in which rolc our enemies often picture us) .” 

“As Jews,” they writc, “we fcel uncomfortable 
about thc position wc occupy in American life. Wc 
fcel that changcs are taking place ancl that the jobs 
we hold, the housing we cnjoy, the sccurity we de- 
sire are all being threatened.” But “in sccking solu- 
tions to these problems, we must avoid compounding 
them. Our problcm is caused by tho fact that as a 
result of an unmnscionable war in Vietnam and a 
static economy, opportunities are becoming ever 
morc limited. Our response as Jews ought not to bc 
simply to protect what is ours. Thc point at which 
wc can really (leal with antiScmitism is whcn we 
can help to expand opportunities and to rcduce the 
polarization between the rich and poor, thc powerful 
and the powerless. Wc fccl that this is the stratcgy 
which history demonstrates is oiir best option. . . . 
[Aln understanding of how interstitiality works can 
lead us to demand that all groups share equally in thc 
sacrifices that have to be madc to causc such a re- 
duction of tcnsion. Lest we be accused of wishful 
thinking, let us point out that such education can and 
ha.. bcen donc, that the Jewish community can and 



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. 


