
Connections 

A Family Quarrel 

retting to the family quarrel, there Bfore are several othcr items in what, I hope 
you will agrcc, is a particularly solid October issue. 
€Iolmes, Fletcher and MandiE are, in very different 
ways, all shedding light on one of thc most filsci- 
nilting and least uiiderstood international dev~lop- 
mcnts of recent years, the renaissance of the nation- 
state. MandiE sets out the theory i d  prilctice of 
socialist “self-management” and, somewhat indirect- 
ly, tries to deal with the impact of nationalism in 
wliat some (not Mandic‘) view a s  the imminent 
breakup of the Yugoslavian multinational state. 
Fletcher underscores the imperial, as distinct from 
national, character of the Soviet Union and has somc 
pointed remarks about what this might mean for 
Soviet stability and, not so incidentally, for world 
peiice. John Holmes’s provocative argument is in- 
tended as iln antidote to the prevailing cuphoria 
about a United Europe. Thcre has heen a lot of 
loose talk ahout a pentagonal world with thc U.S., 
thc USSR, Japan, China and thc United States of 
Europe calling thc plays. Holmes raises hard ques- 
tions about whether the European part in that vision 
is citlier possible or desirable. 

In Ben Barber’s moving piece the temptation is to 
enjoy it ;IS just a bit of nostalgic whimsy-unless, 
ot course, wc arc ready to accept his challcngc to 
get serious about redefining the structures of mocl- 
cniization. Thc subject of “guest workers” in Western 
European countrics dcscrves much fullcr attention, 
;ind we will be coming back to it in future issucs. 
Some Europeans who have been excessively self- 
righteous in deploring distant racial injustices have 
yet to come clean about the developing moral mon- 
strosity in their own policies toward foreign workers. 

It’s nice to-have John Rcnnett and I’aul Ramscy 
i n  the same issue. As you may know, they havc not 
iilivays seen eye to eye about the Church‘s social 
rcsponsibilitics. Bennett discusses, among other 
things, the revival of social conscience among con- 
serviitivc “cvangclical” Protestants. Another analysis 
of that phenomenon, by  James Smylie, is coming up 
in a future issue. Obviously the editors think it ;i 

major devcdopment with long-rangc implications for 
rcligion and social change, both domestic and inter- 
~~iltional. 

ow to the family quarrel. Paul Ramsey N is, of course, a brother in the faith. 
Then, too, he is a brother in the desperate enterprise 
looscly called social ethics; perhaps a father, ccr- 
tilinly a big brother, for from him I’ve leamed dif- 
forent ways of fretting about the rights and wrongs 
of what Christians might do out in that thoroughly 
unsatisfactory mess of a world. Finally, he is a mem- 
her of the editorial board of this journal, so there 
is pcrhaps a bit of editorial incest in our arguing 
with one another within these pages. 

I do not intend here to rcbut his critique of what 
I have writtcn about “the just revolution.” These 
commcnts hint, howcver, at the directions such a 
more thorough response might takc. First, I am glad 
to note in his opcning remarks his emphatic repudi- 
ation of U.S. policy in Indochina. I do not think, 
however, that the question of proportionality of 
means to ends “is the one proper way to condemn 
U.S. involvement in Vietnam.” Some believed from 
the start that the end itself was wrong and, had the 
policy succeeded without “disproportionate” de- 
struction, it would have been tragedy nonetheless. 
Any destruction is disproportionate in the pursuit of 
;I wrong goal. 

Ilamsey correctly underscores the responsibility of 
all of us in thinking through thc ethics of revolution. 
There is a feeling abroad that, since violcnt revolu- 
tion is really happening chiefly in the Third World 
countries, we in the rich nations can have nothing 
to say on the subject. Others suggest that our task 
is to cheer on distant revolutionary movements, or 
inaybe run guns to them, or maybe go there to get 
:I piece of the revolutionary action. This reflects a 
condescending attitude toward Christian revolution- 
aries in Latin America or elsewhere; as though they 
are not as interested in the theory of justice as we 
are, or as though they are not capable of under- 
standing the complexities of the discussion. For 
North Americans and Europeans to exclude them- 
selves from the discussion would further deny the 
universality of human discourse and the global inter- 
dependence of the Christian community. 

In disagreement with Ramsey, I have difficulties 
with his distinction between prima facie wrong and 
moral evil. It is a neat academic distinction without 
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much bearing upon cmpirical behavior. Even were 
I not a Lutheran, I suspect I would agree with Mar- 
tin Luther that “the whole of Christian life is a life 
of repcntance.” Which is another way of saying that 
we livc by grace alone. Thc inextricablc interpene- 
trability of good and evil, I have often thought, 
scems to bear in upon me more than upon Paul 
Ramsey. I do not want to confuse Ramsey with John 
Rawls and some other cthicists, but I do note a 
common penchant toward what might be termed 
moral rationalism. I hold no bricf for irrationality, 
but I am more impressed by the nonrational and 
even irrational forces within creation at its prescnt 
preliminary stage of movement toward the Kingdom 
of God. Some religious thinkers are more persuadcd 
than I that tlicrc is a sccurc order of creation which 
needs only to bc discovcrcd, and from that discovcry 
one can go on to articulate its moral order in clear 
rules and principlcs. The point cannot lie argued 
hcre, but I suspcct the diffcrencc betwccn Ramsey 
and me has to do with different understandings of 
history and what theologians call eschatology, which 
is all about thc dcstiny and present nature of the 
historical proccss. 

I will go even farther tlian Ramscy on the point 
of giving the hncfi t  of thc doubt to the existing 
regime. Hc says that between thc rcgime and the 
revolutionary movemcn t the claims to legitimacy 
must “prima facia have equal footing.” I suggest the 
bias should (prima facie) bc in favor of the regime. 
Ordinarily, the .proposal to let a govcrnment stay in 
power is not as morally dubious as the proposal to 
overthrow it by violencc. Thc burdcn of the argu- 
ment lies with the revolutionaries, and in Moocment 
and Rccolution I tried to spcll out the ways in which 
their argument might be made successfully. I clearly 
was not discussing thc “ordinary” situation. 

Ramsey misunderstands me, or I failed to make 
myself clear, when he suggests I would countenancc 
any means dictated by “revolutionary necessity.” 
Thosc pages of the book were citini Lenin and other 
revolritionary authorities in on effort to bring some 
sobering thoughts to bear on what was, especially a 
few ycars ago in this country, a frivolous cclebration 
of the revolutionary prospcct. I had hopcd that my 
own commitment as a Christian and Western human- 
ist was apparent enough. In any casc, Ramscy is 
right in  saying that I merely underscored the need 
of working through what constitutc “just menns” in 
the revolutionary struggle. I don’t claim to have done 
the working through in A I  oosment and Revolution, 
just as I didn’t attcmpt to do a lot of other things. 
Finally, Ramscy is qui tc  wrong (and I wits ~t4rd I 
made myself clear on this point) in implying that 
I endorse any revolution that is feasible. Feasibility, 
or “thc chance of success,” is one important critcrion 
in determining the justicc of a rcvolution. A feasiMc 
revolution can be unjust, but a just revolution can- 
not be infeasible. 

Again, this is no rebuttnl, just some notcs on a 
possible response. It at least serves to assure thc 
reader that Paul Ramsey’s critique was not slipped 
in b y  anothcr editor without my knowledge. Most 
important, I hopc Ihmscyk comments will help en- 
Iilrgc the family of pcople engaged in thinking, not 
quarreling, about the justicc of revolution in our 
limc. 


