
Correspondence 

6 b A  Theory of Justice” 

To the Editors: I havc followcd with 
great interest the discussion sparked 
by John Rawls’s A  them^ of Itstice. 
Most of the debate would seem to 
hinge upon the differencc between 
:in absoliite egalitarianism and“equa1- 
ity of opportiinity.” In his review of 
the book in Worldview (February) 
hIr. Alan Emdin almost cntircly 
cvadcs this central qucstion. In one 
SPIISC his change of pace is refresh- 
ing, and certainly it is valiiablc to 
have him note, as others have not, 
that Rawls’s idea of how social val- 
iics ;ire formcd is rinrcalistimlly dis- 
tant from such elementary socializ- 
ing influences as, for cxample, reli- 
gion. At the same time, however, it 
is regrettable that Mr. Emdin fails to 
focus ori Rawls’s argument of what 
“ought to bc.” . . , 

Conflicting notions of cqiiality 
sccm increasingly central to moral 
reflcction in oiir socicty. I would 
hope that Mr. Emdin and others 
would addrcss thcmsclves to this is- 
sue :is it relates to the guiding imper- 
atives of oiir Western moral, specifi- 
cally religious, traditions. I lielievc 
the serioiis challenge to R:iwls is not, 
as hfr. Emdin would havc it, how he 
viswilizcs social formation hut wheth- 
cr he is right in saying that equality 
ratlicr than, for cx:imple, some Com- 
mon Law notion of human rights is 
the linchpin of social justice. By fail- 
ing to comc to grips with Rawls’s 
ccntral contention, Emdin’s rcvicw 
offcw littlc more than a mildly inter- 
esting footnote to this important dis- 
ciissioii. 

E. L. Quittner 
Sorrtlr Rand,  Ind. 

Alon Emdin Ilesponds: 
E. L. Quittrier poscs two criticisms 
of my review. It is charged that, al- 
tlloiigh I make o few’ interesting 
points about Rawls’s notion of value 

formation, I neglect crucial rccent 
debate on the relative merits of abso- 
lute egalitarianism as opposed to 
cquality of opportunity, and also 
that I do not comc to grips with the 
question of what constitutes the 
“linchpin of social justice.” 

Apparently Quittner and I travel 
in different circles, and this, I be- 
lieve, accounts for our differing views 
of what discussion of Rawls’s work 
hinges on. Perhaps thc virtucs of ab- 
solute equality are a major topic of 
consideration in the professional 
journals of acadcmic philosophers. 
If so, I am reaffirmed in my judg- 
ment that one of Rawls’s strong 
points is that through the notion of 
the original position arid the consid- 
eration of institutions he mows be- 
yond what seems to me sterile debate 
over pieccmcal philosophic a 1 .i * b strac- 
tiOns. 

Exchanges I havc becn privy to 
have t i n ”  on why Rawls’s book, 
appearing when it did, has been the 

. object of such great attention. In my 
review I attempted to answer this by 
pointing to the work as the first effort 
at thc crcation of a comprchensivc 
system which both overcomes the 
impasse positivistic philosophy and 
economics havc created for the study 
of ethics arid also incorporates thc 
rigorous metliods of analysis devel- 
oped hy wclfarc cconomists. Nearly 
half of my rcview is devoted to this 
task. 

Nor do I believe that I “fail to 
comc to grips” with the constitution 
of thr! “linchpiri of social justice.” 
Quittner misinterprcts points in my 
review addressed to exactly thcse 
mattcrs. Quittncr writes that Rawls’s 
trcatment of socialization is far from 
realistic, and so it is. I h t  in criticiz- 
ing the Rawlsian vicw of authority, 
religion and the Aristotelian “perfec- 
tionism” of intcllcctual virtnc, I indi- 
catcd my belief that tlicsc very 
things were “linchpins of social jus. 
tice” and not jiist the neglected as- 
pccts of value formation Qiiittner 
mnkcs them out to he. They are 
among the “guiding imperatives wf 
oiir Westem moral, specifically rcli- 
gious traditions.” Indeed, if we are 
to helievc Edward Corwin, they arc 
the background of Anglo-Saxon Com- 

mon Law as well. A book which 
treated them adequately would sure- 
ly be a philosophic work of the first 
ordcr, and thus would constitute a 
challenge to “Rawls’s argument of 
what ‘ought to be’ ” on the most seri- 
ous level. My regrets that my re- 
view is not such ;L work are at least 
as strong as Quittner’s. Still, I be- 
lieve that I have raised issues com- 
pared to which argument over types 
of equality seems only “a mildly in- 
teresting footnote.” 

Israel and the West Bank 

To the Editors: It is easy to say that 
all Israeli factions seem agreed upon 
the necessity of “creating some sort 
of political entity on the West Bank” 
(“Israeli Politics and the West Bank,” 
Wurlttoim, February), but Stephen 
Orcn seems peculiarly insensitive to 
the fact that even this “concession” 
is emphatically on Israeli terms. In 
fact I doubt that any Israeli official 
closc to the center of power enter- 
tains the possibility of granting non- 
Israelis any say in, for example, the 
cxpansiori of Jewish scttlcmcnts in 
the conquered territories. There is, 
contrary to Mr. Oren’s implication, 
iio readincss to see a truly sovereign 
stntc estllhlished that would have 
control over its own relationship to 
the contorted “foreign policies” with- 
in the Middle East. 

In so many essays such as Mr. 
Oren’s one gcts the false impression 
that Israeli lcadership is prcpared to 
be “reasonable.” What is not mcn- 
tioncd is that reasonableness is de- 
fined in tcrms of modifying prior 
outragcoils policies. One does not 
have to acciise Israel of being a min- 
ion of U.S. imperialism to recognizc 
the simple power realities by which 
Israeli leadership perpetuates its op- 
pression of its neighbors-all, of 
mime, in the name of self-defense. 

Mr. Oren’s admittedly informative 
article might have becn further cn- 
hanccd had he placed the West Bank 
issue into the larger context of the 
long-term prospects for Israel’s SLU- 
viva1 in an Arab world. Is not the 
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Wcst Dank dcbatc but one small 
skirmish in  Isracl’s, I siispcct failing, 
effort to ward off the long-range cri- 
sis of trying to maintain a handful 
of Jews among 400 million Arabs? 
‘I’hc crisis is, of course, exacerbated 
as thc Israclis of Europcan hack- 
groiiiid bccomc a smallcr and smaller 
minority. The largcr question posed 
liy Orcn’s articlc is whether or not 
Ismcl will be ablc to siirvive peace. 
That is, oncc the artificial “war psy- 
chology” is rcmovcd, the problem of 
thc? West Rank will sccm trivial com- 
p r c d  to tlic other challcngcs throw- 
ing inlo qiicstion Isracl’s continued 
cxistcncc. 

S. L. Bnchm:in 
Airstin, Tcx. 

Stcphen Oren Rcsponds: 
Xir. Ihchman rorrcctly-if somcwhat 
cmotivcly-points out that thc prob- 
Icm of thc West Bank is only onc of 
Isracl’s problems. I am siirpriscd he 
thinks they all could hwc been dealt 
with in tlic compass of one article, 
but, if it  is any corisolation to him, 
lie will find :in :irticlc hy me cxplor- 
iiig thc relation betwean Isracl’s rcli- 
gioiis probkms and thc qucstion of 
thv  territories in the spring Middb 
E a ~ t  Jorrrrid. 01ic poirit to which lie 
scrms oblivious is that ;is thc “Jews 
of Europcao harkground bccome a 
smallcr :ind smaller miriority” the 
prolilcm OF t!ic tcrritciries and of re- 
1:itions with the Arab states will get 
morc scrioiis, sincc it is precisely 
Jews of !diddle Enstcm hackground 
who object most vchcmently to any 
rctroccssion of territory to the Arabs 
or to any compcnsation for Arab ref- 
iigccs, at least until Jews from hfo- 
rocco, l r q  Egypt, etc. rcccivc com- 
pcnsation for thair losscs. 

I would agrcc with Mr. l3achman 
that virtually no one in Tsracl is prc- 
parcd to scc the West Rank (or most 
of it) transformed into the nine- 
tccnth Arab stntc. Thcrc continucs 
to tic B l a g ?  (althoogh dcclining) 

iiumber of Israclis who would be 
willing for most of the West Hank 
to revert to a sovcreigri Jordan, 
which, however, would have to bc in 
a state of peace with-and therefore 
to recognize, de jure, the reality of- 
Israel. The Israeli government, as I 
tried to show in my article, has not 
riilcrl out this option. If there is to 
he an autonomous West Bank with- 
i n  Israel, thcn most Israelis (but not, 
to bc sure, Moshe Dayan or the 
hawks of Gahal and Mafdal) would 
agree that this entity could regulate 
Jcwish arid other immigration in the 
area it controls. To be sure, this 
would be those areas of the Wcst 
Bank so thickly settled by Arabs that 
Jewish settlement is impractical. 

None of this contradicts the ccn- 
tral thesis of my article-that in deal- 
ing with these territories the Israeli 
govcniment is not a free agcnt, that 
it must take account of electoral and 
othcr internal forccs and that these 
intcni:il forces increasingly envisage 
:I futore in which the West Bank will 
in  some scnsc form part of Israel. 
hl r. Btlchmiin evideritly dcplores this 
state of affairs, biit I am unper- 
siiadcd that his rhctoric will altcr it. 

Another “Catholic 
Response” 

To the Editors: That Workhiew has 
in  the past years become the one 
joiirnal that I rcally makc a point of 
reading, almost from cover to covcr, 
each month is in part duc to the non- 
sense published elscwhcrc. It is in 
larger part duc to the kind of 
thoughtful and lively argumcnt of- 
fcred by writers such a s  Dcnis Kenny 
(“Wars of National Libcration: A 
Catholic~Response,” February). Hav- 
ing said this, I hasten to add that I 
am also troubled by an oversight (or 
at leiist I assumc it to be an over- 
sight) in Mr. Kenny’s thinking. It 
was apparcnt also in his carlicr arti- 
cle on the nonneutrality of Pope Paul 
(“Pai11 VI and Vietnam,” WorMciew, 
July, 1972). 

Kenny calls upon thc Church to 
renounce its ambitions to wield pow- 
cr, yet one wonders if hc is not really 
asking the Church to utilize its pow- 

er in a differcnt way. For example, 
it is clcar that Kenny’s own sympa- 
thies are with the various “liberation 
movements” he describes. He says 
thc Church should support the really 
poor (the “nnawim”), but isn’t this 
just as surely an cxcrcisc of power? I 
am not as convinced as he apparent- 
ly is that all these “libcration move- 
mcnts” arc: indeed aimed at human- 
izing goals. nut evcn if this is thc 
casc, it seems important to clarify 
precisely what ought to be the 
Church’s attitude toward power-or 
cxcrcising influencc-on such ques- 
tions. . . . 

Is Mr. Kenny making the pro- 
found theological point he would 
seem to bc making, if in fact he is 
only asking the Church to gct on 
“the other sidc” of various strugglcs? 
What happens when these various 
rcvolritionary movements sriccecd 
and come to power? Shodd the 
Chiircti thcn come to the side of 
whatcvcr dissident or revolutionary 
voices would inevitably bc raised in 
opposition to the new wicldcrs of 
power? . . . The line lietween polit- 
ical and ethical argumcnt is always 
vagiic, of coursc, but one suspccts 
Mr. Kcnny of advancing the for- 
mer i n  tlic guise of the latter. 

Jamcs Rowley 
Duhrrqire, lo. 

To the Editors: After reading “Wars 
of National Liberation: A Catholic 
Iksponse,” I am more convinccd 
than evcr that Dcnis Kenny, if I un- 
derstand his (dclibcratcly?) obscure 
and terribly abstract stylc, is on the 
wrong track. 

On the wholc the Constantininn 
Church did more good than harm 
for Europe until the end of the 
hliddlc Ages. But for the Catholic 
Church to become as specifically in- 
volvcd in the intricacies of the con- 
temporary world as Mr. Kenny 
wants would bc nothing less than a 
disastrous marc’s nest. 

As my January lettcr implied 
(“The Pope and Vietnam”), I think 
that the only way to get away from 
the Coristantinian Church is for thc 
Vatican absolutely to imitate Him 
who refused to judge even so simplc 
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with Christ’s rcpudiation of political 
and economic power and his clear 
identification with the poor and the 
oppressed. 

a matter as the inheritance of two 
brothers. In this perspective Mr. 
Kenny’s thesis perpetuates the Con- 
stantinian Church in a new and 
more complicated form. 

My difference with him secms to 
hinge on the fact that in his January 
response to my letter he considered 
the “Paul V vis-h-vis Elizabeth I” 
debacle to be an “ecclesiastical is- 
sue,” whereas the thrust of my an- 
alogy was to considcr it a mattcr of 
“human justice and peace” whose 
lesson should be much clearer for 
the contemporary church. 

The Rev. Vincent A. Brown 
Our Lady of t h  Angelus Rsctosy 
Rego Park, N.Y. 

Denis Kenny Responds: 
James Rowley claims that I am really 
asking the Church to utilize its pow- 
er in a different way, that is, on the 
side of thc poor. The Church, how- 
ever, docs not havc much political 
power, that is, the capacity to mount 
coercive sanctions to insure the reali- 
zation of its ambitions, nor does it 
seem’ now to have much ecclesiasti- 
cal power, that is, the capacity to 
mount plausible psychological or 
spiritual sanctions to impose its will. 
It call have, however, persuasive in- 
fluence. The question is: Will the 
Church, as a general structural orien- 
tation, a l i p  itself with those who 
exercise political power or with 
those who are struggling, not just for 
a transfcr of powcr-as in a “coup”- 
but for the diffusion and eventual 
climination of powcr, so that an ever 
increasing number of human persons 
can participate in thc decisions-eco- 
nomic, political and ciiltural-which 
affect their lives? In the latter casc 
the Church would in every context 
bc opposed to all crystallizations and 
concentrations of power. During the 

“er3 of Constantine” the Catholic 
Church, through its political align- 
ments and its conceptual apparatus, 
tended to be an institutional and 
ideological factor which insured that 
men remain thd passivc objects of 
their fate rather than the active sub- 
jects of their destiny, to use the lan- 
guage of Paulo Freire. A ‘Icenotic” 
conception of the Church demands 
that it renounce its spiritual power 
and arrogance as wcll as its allegi- 
ance with, and legitimation of, exist- 
ing configurations of power to be- 
come an advocate of, and catalyst 
for, liberation from the wide variety 
of forms of human subjugation. Such 
a political realignment would require 
a much morc radical transformation 
than the adjustment to modernity 
called for by Vatican 11. 

In both articles referred to by Fa- 
ther Brown I am making two rclated 
points: 

A. A religious institution or movc- 
ment is always involved either Iatent- 
ly or manifestly in politics. 
B. The Catholic Church in the 

Constantinian Age was involved in 
politics, but on the wrong side, i.e., 
on the side of imperial power. (The 
fact that it was often forced, to take 
sides in struggles between imperial 
powers is immaterial in thc context 
of my argument.) 

My objection to the Constantinian 
Church, thcrcfore, is not to its polit- 
ical involvement as such but to its 
un-Christian identification with the 
rich and the powerful rather than 
with the poor and the oppressed. To 
nurture othcnvorldly, innenvorldly 
or mystical concerns in the midst of 
injusticc and oppression is a political 
act. To dispel the clouds of mystifi- 
c:rtion and mobilize support behind 
the oppressed in their struggle for 
liberation is also a Dolitical act. but 

Libs and Antilibs 

To thc Editors: In the Bergers’ re- 
sponse to Warren Ashby in January 
W0rlduic.w (Exchange: “The Assault 
on Liberalism”) on what liberals and 
the, say, antilibs, are all about, a cm- 
cia1 difference is quite clearly ex- 
posed. The Rergers in their last para- 
graph write: “We’ are not interested 
in making fine miological points.” 
(Great.) “We are interested in the 
dcsigning of policies that will attack 
social injustice without disrupting the 
fabric of society.” (They go on to 
welcome Ashby in that enterprise.) 
The point at issue is whether it is 
possible to attack social injustice 
without disrupting the fabric of so- 
ciety. It may be possible to “attack” 
without disruption, but success with- 
out at least some disruption to thc 
social order, I feel, is impossible. 
Presumably the ncrgers delinc social 
injustict: as outside thc social fabric; 
only such a definition avoids a non- 
sensical position, but then the defini- 
tion is lionsense. 

R. W. Paulhaber 
Department aj Economics 
DoPaul Uniccrsity 
Chicugo, 111. 

Peter and Brigitte Berger Respond: 
Comc on, Professor Faulhaberl If the 
roof of yoiir house has a leak, you 
can try to fix it. You can also tear 
down the whole house and rebuild it 
as B pagoda. There is a slight differ- 
cncc between the two rmccdiircs. 

one which seems more compatible No? 

In the May issue of Worldview 
ON THE OCCIISION OF ISRAEL’S 25lH ANNIVERSARY 

A SYMPOSIUM 
1. Is this the time for a change in U.S. policy toward Israel? If not, why not? 

2. What must Israel do differently i f  it is to look forward with confidence to its 
If so, what .change? 

next 25 years? 
I . ._. . _. . . . . . .. .- 


