
them to proclaiming an apolitical gospel impervi- 
ous to elementary human rights and dignity. The 
purview of ministry is being extended, the line 
across which the government must not step is 
being drawn farther out, the circle of freedom is 
enlarged. The circle includes not only members 
in the Church’s “charge” but, as in the Philip- 
pines, a persecuted Muslim minority and, as in 
some African countries, small tribal groups th,at 
regimes seem quite prepared to see disappear. 

The day may be approaching when the Church 
will no longer trade its integrity for the mess of 
potage oflered by regimes that suffer its exis- 
tence so long as it “sticks to religion.”’Even in 
instances such as Vietnam and the Philippines, 
where regimes have carefully and generously 
cultivated the Church’s support, oppressors dis- 
cover that Christianity is an uncertain ally, Signs 
of the new spirit are barely perceptible in the 
Soviet Union and its empire, where the regime 
carefully cultivates at least the Church’s acqui- 
escence. Yet there was Solzhenitsyn’s “Lenten 
Letter” of 1972, and the good father removed 
from his Moscow parish last year for preaching 
in a troubling way about human dignity; and the 
Russian Orthodox participant in an ecumenical 
meeting in Geneva who whispers that there is 
more going on than we may know about. “We 
are not all as ‘safe’ as they think.” And there 
is hope. 

The Church is not most dangerous to tyrannies 
when it affects the rhetoric and tactics of secular 
revolutionism, but when it rediscovers its own 
tradition with its imperatives to oppose the false 
gods that would constrict human development. 
Contrary to the conventional secular wisdom, the 
Church’s social creativity does not depend upon 
its cutting loose from the tradition but upon its 
confident assertion of a tradition that is, at its 
Jewish-Christian heart, radical in implication 
and promise. 

American Christians need to know about, to 
celebrate, and to support these emerging signs 
of Christian confidence around the world. Thus 
the transnational character and mission of the 
Christian community is strengthened. Needless 
to say, the chief support American Christians can 
offer is our own bolder confession in the face of 
the peculiarly American false gods that bedevil 
both our domestic life and the exercise of Ameri- 
can power in the world. 

With such an eminently punable name, it was 
inevitable that upon his elevation to the Manila 
See someone would proclaim: “Sin has been 
glorified.” His witness and that of others, how- 
ever, suggest that it is Righteousness that is 
promised a better day. 

RJ N 

In “Relief vs. Liberation: Another Misplaced De- 
bate” (Worldview, October) Senior Editor Rich- 
ard John Neutiaus took up some problems now. 
being debated in chorch-related and other global 
relief agencies. Some say the choice is between 
“the politics of charity,” on the one hand, and 
“the politics of liberation,” on the other. What is 
the meeting point between the immediate allevi- 
ation of human misery and the correction of so- 
cial systems that perpetuate such misery? Are 
these tasks complementary or mutually exclu- 
sive-or are .we asking the wrong questions? 
Responses follow. 

Not Whether, But How 

“Relief vs. Liberation: Another Misplaced De- 
bate” is essentially on target. The real question 
concerning the relation between relief and libera- 
tion is not one of whether but of how. 

Church World Service has conceded the rela- 
tion for years-at least as far back as the consul- 
tation on Inter-Church Aid (Swanwick) and on 
Church and Society (Geneva) in July, 1966. For 
example: CWS maintains no long-term feeding 
programs today, aiming its long-term efforts to- 
ward self-development instead. Or again: CWS 
has deliberately scaled down its utilization of U.S. 
foreign aid commodities and funds from a high 
of 77 per cent of its overseas program resources 
in 1955 to a mere 15’per cent’ today. Indeed, it 
was James MacCracken, long before the recent 
controversies, who repeatedly reminded the CWS 
governing body that “to give a cup of cold water 
to a suffering child is to perform a political act.” 
That there is an essential relation between justice 
and service is well known. But how the Church 
is to express that relationship, institutionally and 
programmatically-that is what the debate is 
about. 

Is it in fact possible for one agency of the 
Church, such as CWS, to carry out both agendas? 
If the agendas are to be administratively separate. 
is the service agenda to be ancillary to the jus- 
tice agenda? or vice versa? These questions are 
more than merely bureaucratic; they are essen- 
tially theological, and have much to do with one’s 
perception of reality. As one who lives in the 
midst of this maelstrom, permit me to venture a 
single proposition on this matter, together with 
two brief corollaries. 

The proposition: The tension between relief 
and liberation should not, and in truth cannot, be 
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wholly resolved. Theologically, it is the tension 
between love and justice, both of which root in 
(and are only resolved in) the nature of God. 
Programmatically, it is the tension between dis- 
crete functions which have a polarity one with the 
other but which are expressed in differing styles, 
on differing support bases, and (in some meas- 
ure) from differing motivations. To absorb the 
one function within the other, or otherwise to 
subordinate the essential integrity of one to that 
of the other, does violence to the wholeness of 
the Body. Institutionally, the goal must be to 
structure the tension so as to assure that it is a 
creative, nondestructive tension. The minimum 
that is needed is a structure that keeps each 
sensitive to, and affirmative of, the other’s aposto- 
late; the program of neither can be permitted to 
subvert the purposes of the other. 

A corollary of this separateness/relatedness is 
that the educational responsibilities of Church 
World Service must be seen to be quite limited, 
though nonetheless real. Clearly, the very ‘way in 
which one solicits relief offerings is itself a mode 
of teaching-indirect but potent. The message 
conveyed cannot be permitted to reinforce either 
social irresponsibility or dehumanizing pity. But 
neither can the message which CWS conveys be 
expected to educate the constituency for radical 
systemic change. CWS is an agency of the 
‘Church, it is not the whole Church. 

A second corollary of this separateness/re- 
latedness is that the integrity of funds contributed 
for specific and for general purposes must be 
fully respected. By and large, funds for humani- 
tarian assistance are contributed in response to 
special appeals for that purpose, apart from 
regular church budgets-most often through the 
“One Great Hour of Sharing.” By and large, funds 
for justice concerns are allocated from general 
contributions in accord with the priorities and 
accountabilities of church agencies and councils. 
These differing modes of funding do tend, from 
time to time, to produce certain tensions-espe- 
cially when the amounts generated differ mark- 
edly-but such tensions must be seen as inherent 
in the larger tension of justice and service within 
the wholeness of the Church’s ministry. It ought 
not to be, and probably cannot be, wholly re- 
solved. Certainly i t  cannot be resolved by bend- 
ing the integrity of designated funds, por by per- 
mitting designated gifts to be used as an excuse 
for ignoring the connection that in fact exists 
between humanitarian assistance and human lib- 
eration. 

The issue. before the Church is quite real- 
good people have been and continue to be 
ground up in its maw. The issue is not primarily 
whether there is a connection between justice 

and service-that has been settled quite some 
time ago. Clearly the Church’s diakonia em- 
braces both justice and aid. The unsettled and 
unsettling question is about how that “and” 
operates. 

David W.’ A. Taylor 
Staff Associate for Ecumenical Relations, Pres- 
byterian Church in the US. ,  and Chairman of the 
Governing Board of Church World Service. 

Playing Cloak-and-Dagger With Hunger 

I do not know what Mr. Stockwell has on his 
agenda, but if he plans to liberate CWS charity 
from State Department politics, he must be 
praised. However, i f  he wants to tie CWS into 
political liberation, he is, I think, badly advised. 
I f  he wants CWS to be politically smart as it 
practices relief, he is probably wise. It may be 
that he wants to steer CWS on a course some- 
where in between: i f  so, that course has not been 
publicly charted, and we will have to wait and see. 

Were I a policy-maker for CWS, I would want 
to clarify several questions before steering CWS 
into the political reform business. 
1. What is CWS’s relation to the Church? 

CWS is not a church, nor is it even an arm of 
the Church. It is a semi-independent agency sup- 
ported financially by many churches. The only 
control real churches have in CWS is through the 
pocketbook. The only mandate the churches give 
to CWS is their financial endorsement of the 
goals CWS presents to them. CWS has already 
represented itself as a relief agency; when 
churches support CWS they assume that it is 
geared to feed hungry people. If CWS changes 
its policy, it has an obligation of trust to consider. 
This is not just a question of jeopardizing funds; 
it is a matter of good faith. 

Further, when the Church, as it sometimes 
must, becomes politically involved, it ought to be 
the real church. If CWS gets politically involved 
on the strength of the Church’s political duties, 
it ought then really to take the church with it. 
But whether it can do this is a moot point. In the 
first place, the churches will likely be reluctant 
to go along. Second, if CWS plays cloak-and- 
dagger with bread, it will have to do it covertly 
out of Riverside Drive; the churches will provide 
the bread while administrators make the political 
decisions that determine who gets the bread. 
I would think that if the Church is in politics, the 
Church itself ought to be in control. 
2. Is CWS competent in “liberation”? 

As a pastor asking people to support a relief 
agency become a churchly CIA, I would want to 
be reassured about CWS’s competence to pick 
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and choose its liberations. I trust a Dom Helder 
Camara, churchman on the spot, suffering wifh 
the poor whose condition he tries to relieve both 
by short-range cups of water and long-range 
systemic reforms. But there is something not 
reassuring about politically awakened church- 
men, nestled in New York, deciding whether 
hungry children far away get fed on the basis of 
CWS’s remote politicaf analysis. 1 know that 
CWS can bring relief; I don’t know that it is 
competent to judge which liberations in Latin 
America will really liberate. 
3. Is it true that feeding hungry people is likely 
to strengthen systems of oppression? 

Will withholding food from hungry people move 
them to revolution? I had thought that not hunger, 
but food, was a catalyst for change. When hungry 
people discover, by eating, that hunger is not 
their ordained destiny, they experience the first 
impulse to change the conditions that impoverish 
them-so I thought. If true, it may be that relief 
without strings is in fact not a benevolent means 
of perpetuating hunger but the first impulse for 
overcoming it. In that case, CWS would be best 
serving the long-range cause by sticking to the 
short-range cause. The possibility is worth some 
thought, at least. 
4. Does CWS have more than it can handle in 
the task of direct relief? 

What I know of world poverty suggests that 
there are an astronomical number of children 
whose hunger is very remotely, i f  at all, connected 
with political conditions. The need is more than 
enough to tax the resources of a hundred CWS 
agencies. CWS has the skills to feed stomachs, 
and it cannot now manage to feed even the hun- 
griest of them. Compassion and wisdom recom- 
mend that CWS should do what it knows how to 
do well, and what desperately needs doing. If 
the new administration of CWS can increase by a 
mere 10 per cent its effective relief work, i t  will 
do well, without complicating and possibly en- 
dangering its task. 

The CWS issue is not the issue of church and 
politics, and Mr. Neuhaus makes this clear. Nor 
is the question of whether immediate relief is 
enough. Compassion is seldom enough: but 
sometimes compassion is the right thing for a 
specific agency to practice. Mr. Neuhaus also 
makes that point. The issue is whether CWS can 
best serve needful people by sticking to the re- 
lief job it was established to do. To answer this, 
wisdom not dogma, prudence not ideology, is 
the best resource. 

Lewis B. Smedes 
Professor of Theology and Ethics, School of The- 
ology, Fullsr Theological Seminary, Pasadena, 
California. 

If a Choice Is Necessary 

The “relief vs. liberation” debate may be, as Neu- 
haus alleges, misplaced, but it is also interesting 
and may help clarify an area where we are often 
stalled by rhetoric. Neuhaus advances us toward 
that clarification but leaves me with some puz- 
zlement. But first the points of agreement. 

One of Neuhaus’s crucial points is his appeal 
for support for the victims of oppression. The 
Church’s task has many facets because the op- 
pression of people has many facets. The reduc- 
tionism of those who view the support of revolu- 
tionary movements as the paradigm of the 
Church’s task is, in an important respect, not un- 
like the reductionism of those who think solely 
in terms of placing Gideon Bibles in motels. 
Neither group is taking seriously the full range 
of the needs of the people they intend to serve. 
Fortunately, the Church does not have to choose 
between handing out Bibles, guns, or butter. One 
implication of Neuhaus’s argument is, of course, 
that, even’if we did not have to choose, it is not 
clear that our choice should automatically be for’ 
supporting revolutionary causes. The work of 
“relief” has one advantage over that of “libera- 
tion”: we are presently clearer about what we 
mean by the former than we are about the latter. 
Furthermore, even though the successes of re- 
lief programs are temporary and indecisive, the 
conditions for success are at least discernible 
and predictable. This is not necessarily true of 
currently proposed “liberation” programs. 

Now my puzzlement. Neuhaus obviously be- 
lieves, and l agree, that someone should be stim- 
ulating po;itical change in Third World countries, 
over and above the work of relieving specific 
needs. It may be that these two tasks, equally 
legitimate, cannot be emphasized at the same 
time within a given agency of the Church. That is, 
it may be that the “relief vs. liberation” debate is 
a misplaced one in the context of ecclesiological 
or missiological discussion, but not a misplaced 
one in terms of the direction of an agency such 
as Church World Service. 

Perhaps Christian service agencies do have to 
choose between relief and liberation, simply be- 
cause a single agency cannot, within the political 
context of a given country, be identified with both 
and still function effectively. Maybe, for the sake 
of the coming of the Kingdom, relief agencies 
will have to take an adversary stance toward 
brothers and sisters who are supporting, on the 
same soil, the cause of structural liberation, and 
vice versa. On this hypothesis, the fact that CWS 
or some other agency switches sides in the de- 
bate is not intrinsically regrettable. What would 
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be regrettable is the possibility that no one else 
would take up the work that CWS was previous- 
ly doing. 

It is interesting to note that the relief business 
is growing among more conservative Protestant 
groups. As a result of shifting political attitudes 
among evangelicals, agencies such as the Men- 
nonite Central Committee, the Christian Re- 
formed World Relief Committee, and the National 
Association of Evangelicals’ World Relief Com- 
mission have thriving programs. Since the con- 
stituencies of these groups cannot be expected 
to support liberation movements, they may be a 
providential means for filling the gaps left behind 
by liberal Protestants. I 

In short, there is no a priori objection to some 
agencies specializing in relief work while others 
specialize in promoting radical political change. 
If it is psychologically or programmatically neces- 
sary for each to see the other as a competitor, 
so be it. Those who have been taken up by the 
themes dominating the recent ecumenical move- 
ment may be shocked by this thesis. But it is not 
shocking to those of us who have, all along, taken 
seriously the notion that there is no inconsis- 
tency in intenseIy debating issues which, in the 
mind of God, might constitute a misplaced de- 
bate. 

Richard J. Mouw 
Professor of Philosophy, Calvin College. 

Relief and Prevention‘ 
Neuhaus’s proposal far distinguishing between 
the pure “works of love” and the more politically 
oriented aspect3 of the Church’s mission could - 
result, at an extreme, in “not letting the left hand 
know what the right hand is doing.” That too has 
good biblical warrant, but I’m not sure it was in- 
tended to be translated into an organizational 
mbdus operandi. My concern would be that  the  
works of mercy should be carried out with a full 
understanding of their poIitical implications. The 
leadership of these two kinds of ministry (the 
works  of mercy and t h e  struggle for justice) 
should not be divided between the politically 
naive and .the politic,ally sophisticated, respec- 
tively. 

I assume that most of the disasters to which 
relief agencies respond have human, historical 
causes as well as natural ones. A disastrous flood 
must have been prevented, or its effects miti- 
gated, by a timely program of flood control. Star- 
vation in a particular area of the country might 
have been avoided by a better distribution sys- 
tem. better agricultural education, or an adjust- 
ment in international trade patterns. Therefore, 

even while offering immediate relief, Christians 
should be asking, “How can we help prevent this 
from happening again?” This may mean support- 
ing movements for radical social change. 

Relief. executives and on-the-spot workers 
should be among those most sensitive to these 
considerations, even if they themselves do not 
become the direct instrumentalities of the needed 
actions. Political sensitivity is needed too, to pre- 
vent the relief agency from being, or appearing 
to be, coopted by the US. Government i f  the 
latter is supplying the goods and if it in any way 
attempts to dictate where they may or may not 

-be distributed. 
Without passing judgment on the CWS case or 

the way it was handled, I think an organization 
like the National Council of Churches is in prin- 
ciple right in working toward a shared under- 
standing on these matters among its several de- 
partments and agencies dealing with overseas 
ministries. Functional specialization, yes (Neu- 
liaus’s .proposal reminds one of Bernard Loner- 
gan’s scheme of “functional specialties in theol- 
ogy”), but only within an overarching understand- 
ing of the wholeness of the Church’s mission. 

Franklin Sherman 
Professor of Cfgisfian Ethics, Lutheran School of 
Theohgy at Chicago. 

An Ofd’.Parabfe for New Challenges 

The‘first issue has to do with the terms of the 
debate, the second with American corporate in- 
volvement in the Third World, and the third with 
what i t  all means for US. Christians. 

1. Two new discoveries are implicit in the de- 
bate. First, a new analysis. Many thoughtful peo- 
pfe have came to see that the Third World is not 
poor and therefore oppressed by poverty. Rather 
i t  is rich in both natural resources and cultural 
values; it is oppressed by what €he 1971 Roman 
Synod called “unjust systems and structures.” 
Second, the Church’s new identity. The Christian 
Church is discovering it has an active role to play 
in human liberation ‘for every oppressive situa- 
tion. The Roman Synod cited God’s revelations 
of himself precisely as liberator of the oppressed 
and defender of the poor: “It i s  only in the ob- 
servance of the duties of justice that God is truly 
recognized as the liberator of the oppressed.” 

In light of this, the purposes of the debate are 
not well served when one pole-liberation-is 
equated with revolution and the idioms of vio- 
lence. Tho theology of liberation is not a hand- 
book for guerrilla warfare. At its best, i t  is a 
necessary complement to the Church’s new iden- 
tity quest. 
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2. Third World nations are replete with the 
reality of social injustice. Their need for capital 
and technical know-how poses a profound chal- 
lenge to Christians of the North, who possess 
both in relative abundance. Ten years ago the 
Second Vatican Council, in The Church in the 
Modern World, noted that political indepen- 
dence could be severely compromised by eco- 
nomic imbalances which perpetuate Third World 
exploitation and dependency. The Council stated: 
“The developing nations will,be unable to pro- 
cure the necessary assistance unless the prac- 
tice,s of the modern business world undergo a 
profound change.” Ten years later it is not clear 
that the North possesses sufficient political will, 
technical insight, and spiritual capacity to make 
the changes needed to affect significant financial 
transfers in favor of the Third World. 

I f  the transfers are to depend heavily upon the 
private investment of rnultinational corporations, 
tensions implicit in the development/libcration 
process are exacerbated. Assuring the degree of 
economic and political stability necessary to at- 
tract private foreign investors frequently im- 
pinges upon the human and civil rights of the 
local citizens. 

The dilemma mounts, especially for American 
Christians, since we espouse belief in democratic 
freedoms while our government supports oppres- 
sive governments (South Korea, Chile, Brazil, the 
Republic of South Africa, and the Philippines) 
where corporate investments are encouraged. 
. The Roman Synod reflected a note of pessi- 
mism about the political economy of the West 
becoming an agent for social justice becausc 
“The influence of the new industrial and techno- 
logical order favors the concentration of wealth, 
power and decision-making in the hands of a 
small public or private controlling group.” This 
sentiment is shared by many in the Third World. 

3. The implications of the relief/development/ 
liberation debate are profound. The pursuit of 
justice is especially pertinent to American Chris- 
tians because of U.S. complicity in what the 
Roman Synod called “a network of domination, 
oppression and abuses which stifle freedom and 
keep the greater part of humanity from sharing 
in the building up and enjoyment of a more just 
and fraternal world.” 

It is not enough for us to be encouraged by the 
appearance of Church leadership in the Third 
World striving to overcome oppression. Father 
Pedro Arrupe, head of the worldwide order of 
Jesuits, was no doubt right: “The oppressed 
must be the principal agents of change.” He 
went on, however, to touch on the task of those 
who are not oppressed: “The role of the privi- 
leged is to assist them, to reinforce with pressure 

from above (and from outside?( the pressure 
exerted from below ir? the structures that need to 
be changed.” Unless these dominating structures 
are resisted, the prospects for relief or liberation 
are dim. 

Two strands run through the tale of the Sa- 
maritan. The Church should perform the Samari- 
tan’s compassionate acts, but it must also share 
the indignation of the one who told the parable. 
By his selection of characters Jesus placed re- 
lief measures in the context of social structures. 
He displayed keen critical awareness about the 
dehumanizing impact of moribund structures, cit- 
ing the callous indifference of the cultic ministry 
toward human suffering; and he displayed cour- 
age in publicly challellging ingrained prejudices, 
even suggesting that religious-social “inferiors” 
are capable of good works. Two strands-mercy 
and justice-make up thc classic Christian para- 
ble. Understanding the second strand-discover- 
ing its implications and dcfining appropriate 
strategies-challenges the Church in our time. 

Bishop James S. Rausch 
General Secretary, U.S. Catholic Conference. 

A New Testament Word 
I am pleased to comment on “Relief vs. Libera- 
tion: Another Misplaced Debate.” Thc appraisal 
is superb! Amen. 

Many parts of the New Testament are pertinent 
to the discussion, most explicitly I Corinthians 

The issue is not that of one Christian ministry 
versus another. It is how to find the flexibility to 
offer maximum growth under common Christian 
commitment to the different exciting ministries 
to which we are called. 

James MacCracken 
Former Exccutive Director of Church World Ser- 
vice. 

1214-31. 

Not Dividing Love and Justice 
I welcome the opportunity to comment on Mr. 
Neuhaus’s statement “Relief vs. Liberation: An- 
other Misplaced Debate.“ Much in the statement 
is well put, but I fear some comments may mis- 
place the debate even further. 

One agrees that Church World Service has 
provided effective service in alleviating human 
misery, that there is no virtue in “credulously 
embracing every ‘liberation movement,’ ” that 
present-day America offers little popular support 
for Third World con,cerns, that Church World 
Service is not the whole Church, that the struggle 
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for justice in a given country is best carried on 
by those most directly involved in that place, and 
that there is no reason to engage in “depreci- 
ating the humanitarian.” So far so good. 

Now for the problems with the Neuhaus anal- 
ysis. 

1. The title, “Relief vs. Liberation,” misplaces 
the debate from the outset. Neuhaus himself says 
that the tension between the two is “too simply 
put.” Christians, in my judgment, must always 
seek both relief for the suffering and liberation 
for the oppressed. It is not a case of one “vs.” 
the other. Both have their place and need our 
involvement and support. 

2. Church World Service is described as a 
“:elief agency.” Admittedly many see it as such, 
but CWS has long seen itself differently. On 
July 15, in its first meeting since the [James] 
MacCracken departure, CWS issued a statement 
that included the phrase: “It [CWS] has been 
working on root causes of poverty for years and 
will continue to do so in an intensified way.” That 
is far more than relief. In June, 1973, CWS lead- 
ers issued a Working Paper which, though not 
official policy, indicated some desirable direc- 
tions for the future. Two sentences are important 
in the .present context: “We affirm that we ,find 
in many aspects of our service programs mean- 
ingful illustrations of CWS commitment to sys- 
temic change” and “The priorities of CWS 
should be so altered as to reflect this commit- 
ment to liberation and justice as a high demand.” 
I am grateful CWS sees itself in these terms, be- 
cause in the effort to do so l believe it is faithful 
to the wholeness of the Gospel of Jesus Christ, 
including relief and much more. 

3. Love and justice are contrasted too easily. 
Love is associated with compassion, relief, and 
humanitarian acts of kindness. Justice is asso- 
ciated with liberation, political activity, and revo- 
lution. Many people make such divisive contrasts, 
but the Christian hust cry out against this un- 
biblical view. Love‘and justice go together. In 
the social realm justice is love in action. True 
humanitarianism should be just, ju’stice may well 
express itself in compassionate acts, liberation 
in its finest forms is compassionate, some kinds 
of revolutions may well be expressions of love. 

I am most grateful for the Neuhaus statement 
because (a) it points up the constant need for a 
growing unity in the witness of the Christian 
Church; (b) it raises important issues that need 
wide discussion. on the American scene: and 
(c) it lifts the debate above personalities. 

Eugene L. Stockwelf 
Associate General Secretary for Overseas Minis- 
tries, National Council of the Churches of Christ 
in the U.S.A. 

. 

Beyond Relief and Liberation 

There are “witnessing” actions. And there are 
“effective” actions. At least that is the full range 
of Christian action. Emil Brunner said so. Per- 
haps most of the time our deeds are mixed. 
Words that are for speaking get things done; 
bodily performances which are for doing also 
get things said. Both may be Christian witness. 
Both may be effective. Still, at the extremes, there 
are effective actions that in no way say forth the 

’love of Christ, and there are useless acts of pure 
compassion that witness to his coming. 

My guess is that we modern Christians who 
want to be nothing i f  not “relevant” and “effec- 
tive” are in for hard times. God means to prove 
to us that the Revelation of St. John is in our 
New Testaments. Starvation will stalk the earth 
like a Horseman, irremediable starvation, beyond 
the effective reach of either relief or revolution. 
A drink of cold water given to a thirsty man who 
will soon thirst again, and thirst unto death, can 
hardly be counted an effective action. To a starv- 
ing child food may be more than a band-aid, as 
Neuhaus says, but all over the world that will 
prove no more effective. How shall we make in 
the encroaching desert of sub-Saharan Africa a 
pathway for the coming of our Lord if the mean- 
ing of that is limited to effective relief or true 
liberation (“systemic” institutional changes)? 
Try as we might, we cannot avoid facing the 
choice, sometimes, of actions that have no other 
outcome than witnessing to Christ and to our 
human solidarity in a broken, fallen world. 

Anyone who limits Christian options to reason- 
ably effective relief and reasonably effective lib- 
eration-as important as those are-or who bar- 
ters the one task against the other while advo- 
cating both may be making plans for the Church 
to live in a world that is not ours. Either sort of 
idealism leads away from the meaning of witness- 
i ng act ions. These wellspring s-useless gestures, 
one might say-are needed i f  there is to be either 
relief or new social structures to be tested by 
later results. But Christian action is right in its 
inception; i t  does not become right because it 
happens to produce sustained relief or better 
systems. Mother Teresa is not very effective 
against the ocean of misery in Calcutta: she only 
conveys love and terminal care to a few of the 
dying derelicts. 

While Neuhaus weaves his dovelike, serpen- 
tine way along the narrow ridge between relief 
and liberation as exclusive moral claims, he 
seems to me to be ultimately as instrumental as 
Church World Service or the World Council of 
Churches. Relief and revolution are both goal- 
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setting actions. He wants to “move through com- 
passion to justice, through relief to liberation.” 
Good! But there is also a movement through 
failed relief and failed justice “goal-setting” to 
simple compassion, a movement beyond both 
liberation and effective relief. 

Of course Neuhaus is commendably more 
eager to retain the allegiance of the millions of 
churchgoers than the WCC seems to be, or than 
Eugene Stockwell in the recent CWS fracas. But 
here too he is somewhat condescending and in- 
strumental. He believes that if we “begin more 
effectively to build a constituency of concern 
and compassion in the churches, more and more 
Christians will begin to understand the issues of 
justice and political change.” 

Far from wanting to deny that connection, I 
affirm it and our obligation to pursue it. Still, it 
is a surface connection. Why should people be 
led from compassionate relief to liberation move- 
ments in which they see no hope? Perhaps they 
need rather to be deprived of their belief that 
refief must be effective to be a work of Christian 
love. When one thinks on it, what does Neuhaus 
mean by “to relieve misery, which is a good end 
in itself”? An end or goal is hardly in itself the 
primary meaning of simple compassion. What if 
the misery is only postponed? Were we then 
wrong to give the cup of cold water in Christ’s 
name? True, relief-givers or liberation-makers do 
not ordinarily do “longitudinal studies’’ to de- 
termine the effectiveness of their actions. They 
rather pass on to the next cause. 

You don’t need to be Jewish to enjoy Jewish 
bread. Neither do we need to be Mennonites to 
know that they have something to tell us about 
the meaning of Christian compassion. For per- 
severance in his service to the world a Mennon- 
ite does not depend on a confidence that he can 
relieve world suffering or defeat the Horseman 
of Starvation. Neither does he count on establish- 
ing world peace or replacing unjust systems. He 
does not need to believe that we Christians are 
given the task of forefending Apocalypse. He 
on!y knows that Christ has called us to love and to 
works of compassion. We who feel obliged to 
look more to future consequences than our 
Mennonite brother ought to acknowledge that 
“effective” action, whether for relief or for social 
change, is not of decisive Christian importance. 
The question is whether, in and.through either, 
we now witness to the love of Christ. Whether 
by whatever we do we say forth his name and 
confess his lordship in this world shaped by our 
finitude and by our Babylonian hearts. 

Harrington Spear Paine Professor of Christian 
Ethics. Princeton University. 

Paul Ramsey 

QUOTE/UNQUOTE 

“Great Theologians of the Western World” 
Asked about the propriety of Nelson Rockefeller 
having cancelled loans of over half a million dol- 
lars to William Ronan, Governor Wilson said his 
predecessor should be praised, not criticized. 
“It is what we talk about when we talk about 
love,“ Mr. Wilson said. ”If we read the Testa- 
ments, New or. Old, we will see the great credit 
which is given to people who forgive debts. ‘For- 
give us our debts, as we forgive our debtors.’” 

Questioned further as to whether Mr. Rocke- 
feller’s gift might have violated state law, Mr. 
Wilson replied, “One of the greatest forces in the 
world is the generative force of love, and a gift 
is charity in the sense of love.” 

-Edward Sore1 in The Village 
Voice, October 24 

Trial by Equals 
You, my Lord, decided that you had the right to 
try us, because your Parliament gave you that 
right. That ruling has not and could not have 
changed our feelings. We are Namibians and not 
South Africans. We do not now, and will not in 
the future, recognize your right to govern us: to 
make laws for us in which we had no say; to 
treat our country as if  it were your property and 
us as if you were our masters. 

We have always regarded South Africa as an 
intruder in our country. 

A court can only do justice in political cases 
i f  it understands the position of those that it has 
in front of it. The State has not only wanted to 
convict us, but also to justify the policy of the 
South African Government. We will not even try 
to present the other side of the picture, because 
we know that a Court that has not suffered in the 
same way as we have cannot understand us. 
This is perhaps why it is said that one should 
be tried by one’s equals. We have felt from the, 
very time of our arrest that we were not being 
tried by our equals but by our masters, and that 
those who have brought us to trial very often do 
not even do us the courtesy of calling us by our 
surnames. . . . 

I do not claim that it is easy for men of different 
races to live at peace with one another. I myself 
had no experience of this in my youth, and at 
first i t  surprised me that men of different races 
could !ive together in peace. But now I know it 
to be true and to be something for which we 
must strive. . . . 

. . 
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