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he structure of the Roman Catholic T Church is undergoing a fundamental 
metamorphosis. As in every living organism, such 
growth is, of course, accompanied by internal diffi- 
culty. Peculiar to the Roman Church, however, is 
that its current experience was dccasioned by an 
Ecumenical Council called to reenforce its intemal 
integrity and prepare it for union with the other 
Christian churches, 

In the decade since Vatican Council I1 (1962-65) 
the monolithic image of the Catholic Church has suf- 
fered severe damage. In trying to update the 
Church’s awareness of its obligations to the contem- 
porary world the Council reveaIed painful diver- 
gences in doctrinal and disciplinary understanding 
within the institution that considers itself the parent 
body of Christianity. The most notable difficulty now 
surfacing is the challenge to the position of the pa- 
pacy, the dominating factor in the Church‘s institu- 
tional framework for close to two thousand years. 

Rejection of papal decisions is not a new phenome- 
non in the Church‘s troubled history. Roma Zocuta 
cst, causa finita-Rome has spoken, the case is finish, 
ed-has been honored more in the breach than in 
fact. Nevertheless, since at least the late second cen- 
tury, the Bishop of Rome has been recognized as 
possessing a potentior principalitas-a “more impor- 
tan t prominence”-although its significance has ‘been 
differently interpreted through the ages. 

In the juridic conce t of the Church‘s structure 
since. at least the midd P e of the fifth century (Pope 
Leo U )  papal primacy has verged upon meaning 
papal supremacy. This was true of the great medieval 
pontiffs from Gregory .VI1 in the eleventh to Pius V 
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in the sixteenth century, and that was the under- 
standing defined by Vatican Council I, which in 1870 
declared the supremacy and the infallibility of the 
Pope. 

With Vatican I1 the Roman Church was thrown 
screaming into the second half of the twentieth cen- 
tury. Pope John’s intention was to return the Church 
“to the simple form it possessed when it left the 
hands of Christ, its founder.” With astute ingenuity, 
that pontiff referred to this aim as an aggiomamento 
-an innocuous-sounding “updating.” Involved in the 
Pope’s thinking, however, was a jettisoning of much 
of the sacral paraphernalia burdening the institution 
since the late Middle Ages. John had no intention 
of doing away with the authoritarian structure of 
the Church, But he hoped to change the concept 
and character of that authority. 

The history of the papacy is a tangled skein that 
includes the gradual centralization of Roman juris- 
diction in the West, the creation of a papal self-con- 
sciousness that took responsibility for civilizing the 
barbarian nations from the North and East, and the 
emergence of a curia or administrative office that 
concemed itself with the political as well as the 
spiritual well-being of the Mediterranean and out- 
side world. In all this the papacy was deeply in-’ 
volved in the struggles accompanying the breakdown 
of the Holy Roman Empire and the rise of the na- 
tional states. 

As the conscience of Europe, the papacy attempted 
to preserve the universal character of the Christian 
involvement in worldly affairs, only itself to become 
a pait of the political structure. The failure of the 
papacy to rid itself of temporal power foliowing the 
harrowing experiences of the French Revolution 
blunted its vision of the fundamental mutations in 
human awareness that were set in motion by the 
noetic discoveries of the nineteenth and twentieth 
centuries. Thus it fell behind the world in all fields 
of human endeavor. John’s revolution was a hundred 
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fifty yeas late in coming. The chaotic experiences 
of this current decade are a small penalty paid for 
that monumental shortsightedness. 

Through the ages popes have been the architects 
of great social and political change, as well as the 
engineers of myopic efforts to halt intermittent 
of human progress. In the ninth century Nichoas I 
declared the use of torture unconscionably un-Chris- 
tian, in the thirteenth Gregofy IX justified the Span- 
ish Inquisition. The papacy championed the rise of 
the medieval universities and supported the early 
stages of the Renaissance; but popes also sanctioned 
the burning of religious reformers as heretics and 
strenuously opposed the pursuit of human liberties 
inaugurated by the Enlightenment. At the close of 
thc nineteenth century Leo XI11 inaugurated a ral- 
licmcrit favoring democratic government and gave 
.new impetus to the Church’s social and political 
thought; but in the first decade of the twentieth 
century Pius X condemned as grave error the attempt 
to accommodate the Church‘s spiritual message to 
the consciousness of contemporary man. 

TlVtS 

atican Council I1 turned the Church up- v side down. In place of redefining its 
essence in the juridical terms given droit du citk by 
the Council of Trent, its Dogmatic Constitution on 
the Church returned to New Testament concepts, in- 
sisting that the Church was basically a mystery. In- 
stead of emphasizing its visible presence in the world 
throush the imposing panoply of pope and prelates, 
Vatican I1 simply stated that the Church is the “peo- 
ple of God’ attempting to spread the good news to 
all humankind. While reaffirming the hierarchical 
structure of its government, the Constitution said 
the essential thing is the witness of the faithful to the 
sanctifying presence of the Holy Spirit within the. 
Catholic Church as such. It did not deny authenticity 
to the religious experience of other Christian 
churches, nor of the non-Christian majority of the 
world. This revdutionary reorientation of Catholic 
theology has shocked no small proportion of the 
Church’s faithful, including many bishops and clergy. 

In bringing Vatican I1 to a successful close in 
December, 1965, Pope Paul VI promulgated sixteen 
documents capable of giving the Church the new 
structures it needed to confront today’s world. He 
went further. Accepting the Council’s development 
of the dochine of episcopal responsibility “with and 
under” the pope, Paul inaugurated the Roman Synod 
of Bishops. Resurrecting an ancient form of ecclesial 
rule still preserved in the Oriental Christian churches, 
Paul assembled in the Vatican the elected representa- 
tives and national and regional hierarchies to sit 
down with major superiors of religiob orders and 
with the cardinal prefects of the curia to discuss the 
fundamental issues of Christian concern. 

In four month-long sessions-in 1967, 1969, 1971, 
and 1974-the cardinals and prelates responsible for 

governing dioceses around the world sought to as- 
sure their colleagues and the Roman curia (1) that 
heresy was not ram ant in the Church; (2 )  that the 

reevaluation; (3) that the Church’s commitment to 
the social and economic well-being of the world 
needed new stimulation; and (4 )  that in its mission- 
ary efforts the Church was not utilizing to the full its 
own spiritual dynamism or the. world’s expertise in 
communications. 

Running counter to t h i s  synodal experiment is a 
policy established by Paul immediately upon the 
Council’s close. Instead of instructing the diocesan 
cardinals and bishops to proceed at once with imple- 
menting the conciliar decisions, he urged caution. He 
wanted to exercise total control from the top. The 
curia instrumed the clergy and faithful to await en- 
abling legislation before exercising the liberties af- 
firmed by the Council. The result was chaos. Im- 
patient Christians who had followed the conciliar 
discussions and read the documents took the lead in 
liturgical experiment, doctrinal development, and 
ecumenical projects to the annoyance, and then the 
dismay, of pope and bishops. Thus the crisis now 
experienced everywhere in the Church over doctrinal 
and disciplinary matters was at least occasioned by 
the Holy See. 

On the other hand, from the Council’s close Paul 
showed an ordered determination to reform the curia 
in line with the suggestions made by the Council. 
In early December, 1985, he abolished the Sacred 
Congregation of the Holy Office and the Inquisition, 
replacing it with the Congregation for the Doctrine 
of the Faith. In the new title was an apparent recog- 
nition of the startling distinction Pope John had made 
on opening the Council: ”The truths of the faith are 
one thing; how they are expressed is another.” Dis- 
tinguishing between articles of faith and their formu- 
lation was considered heresy by most Roman theolo- 
gians. In separating ‘‘doctrine” and “faith” Paul 
seemed to accept John’s teaching. 

In giving the ancien Holy Office a new designation, 
the Pontiff did not follow through with a change in 
personnel. Thus, though curtailed, the older inquisi- 
tional practices of this ecclesial bureau claiming 
omniscience in doctrinal and moral matters contin- 
ued. In 1967, however, Paul promulgated a document 
aimed at a total reorganization of the papal structure. 
And, early in 1968, with the aid of Archbishop Gio- 
vanni Renelli, his substitute secretary of state and 
man of confidence under the French cardinal Jean 
Villot, Paul began to replace the old guard of cardi- 
nals with new men mainly from the outside world. 

This attempt to internationalize the curia has, in 
large part, backfired. M6st of the non-Italian cardi- 
nals were soon attempting to out-Roman the Romans. 
Again the Pontiff‘s devotion to romanitd, an orderly 
development instead of a clean break with the past, 
has not served him well. In ecclesiastical &airs, 

use and abuse of c e erica1 power needed a. thorough 
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Christ’s dictum that “unless the seed die in the 
ground, no new life will spring forth’ would seem 
to be an absolute. Church institutions can only be 
reformed by being abolished, in order to be “rebom 
of water and the Holy Spirit.”. 

At the same time, Paul seemed to take the lead 
in implementing the Council’s second fundamental 
reorientation of the Church. With his 1967 encyclical 
Populorum Progressio-On the Development of Peo- 
ples-he provided a guide to Christian involvement 
in secular society along the lines prescribed by the 
Pastoral Constitution on the Church in the hlodem 
World. Recognizing the violence-in-being imposed 
by states and oligarchies that exploit the poor, he 
spoke of the need for a new ordination of society. 
He accepted John’s distinction behveen a political 
philosophy and its implementation in the social and 
economic order. Thus he condemned atheistic com- 
munism, but left the way open for a socialization of 
the means of production. Thus also he inaugurated 
a policy of dktente with the iron curtain countries, 
including Soviet Russia, whose president and foreign 
minister he received in audience. 

s a result of all this,’tEe many Christians A and others involved in the great debate 
over demographic problems and population control 
iissumed that when the Pope turned his attention to 
the intricacies of Catholic teaching on birth control, 
hc \vould indicate the possibility of change in the 
traditional prohibition of artificial contraceptives. In 
a newspaper intervieiv in 1965 Paul had said frankly 
that he was perplexed, that he did not know the 
answer. But in July, 1968, setting aside the advice 
of his intemational commission of theologians and 
experts, Paul followed the dictate of curial advisors 
and reiterated the ban. 

That decision still reverberates through the Church 
and the world. The Pope’s statement that “every 
conjugal act mhst be open to the transmission of 
life” was disputed by responsible theologians, and 
its application was greatly nuanced by a dozen or 
more national hierarchies, including the French, Ca- 
nadian, German, Dutch, Belgian, Italian, Mexican; 
nnd Indonesian. They told their people that the 
Pope’s doctrine represented a hiih ideal but that 
inability to follow it strictly (because of health, psy- 
chological, economic, or family conditions, as out- 
lined by the Pastoral Constitution of. Vatican 11) 
should not be considered occasion for sin, In the 
debate that followed, millions of Catholics were 
forced to reevaluate their personal responsibility in 
forming their own consciences. 

Pope Paul’s decision not to let the matter of con- 
traception be debated at Vatican 11, and his failure 
to take advice from the bishops in Synod, combined 
with his more recent insistence on the irreformability 
of his teaching, has disconcerted innumerable Catho- 
lics and others greatly concemed,about the world’s 

immediate welfare. It all fits in a pattern of regres- 
sion in the present pont“ thinking, noticeable since 
the close of the Council. 

Paul is genuinely concerned about papal authority, 
of which he has an almost mystical concept. He is 
also caught in the cross fire between the conservative 
curial cardinals and theologians who insist that he 
stand firm in all matters involving tradition and the 
advice he receives from progressive prelates who cite 
the Council’s teaching that the Church must adapt 
itself to the “signs of the times.” 

Janice Suplcton 

Despite the burning interest in the’problems high- ’ 
lighted by the U.N. Conference on World Popula- 
tion in Bucharest in August, and by the World Food 
Conference in Rome in November, last ‘October’s 
Synod of Roman Catholic Bishops did not address it- 
self to the complicated issues raised by the mounting 
imbalance between population increase and food 
production. Instead, the Synod’s u)6 prelates discuss- 
ed evangelization in the sense of bringing the Chris- 
tian gospel to all humankind. The Synod did begin 
its discussions with a panoramic survey of the Church 
on the five continents, citing gains and losses,’ and 
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facing up to the connection between the gospel and 
questions of social, economic, and political well- 
being. 

Except for two or three prelates-Bisho 
of the pa a1 commission on family life an f Cardinal Gagnon 
Malula o r Zaire, both of whom condemned popula- 
tion control-the synodal speakers adhered strictly to 
the topics confronting them. Nevertheless, a consid- 
erable debate ensued, mainly between curial intran- 
sigents stressing papal authority and prelates of the 
Third World. The debate involved the Latin Ameri- 
can bishops’ plea for a theology of liberation from 
political and economic exploitation and the African 
and Asian bishops’ insistence upon indigenization, 
that is, the adaptation of the Christian message to 
native cultures. Putting the question of liberation in 
its proper perspective, Archbishop Helder-ara 
of Brazil said that, while the Church‘s primary con; 
cem is liberating man from sin, the sins with which 
it  should be most concerned today are,those in the 
economic and political order. “It is we Christians 
who have proven that Karl Marx was right!” 

ope Paul had attended the Conference of P Latin American Bishops at Medellh, 
Colombia, in 1968 and supported their condemnation 
of social and political injustice of every kind. Asked 
if the overthrow of unjust governments was included 
in this doctrine, he replied merely: ’Violence is not 
in keeping with the Gospel.” Nevertheless, some time 
later he did not refuse to talk to three representa- 
tives of the rebel forces in Madagascar; and’he quick- 
ly indicated his support for the turnabout in Portu- 
guese policies with the Spinola revolution. He re- 
moved a cardinal from his aichdiocese for denving 
that torture was being practiced in Brazil, giving him 
a curial office by way of cover-u . And inhis opening 

the coadjutor bishop of Hanoi, North Vietnam. 
At Kampala, Uganda, in 1969 Paul had called for 

the Africanization of the Church on that vast con- 
tinent. In “70, on his trip to the South Pacific, he 
stopped off in Samoa to’celebrate mass with the 
native population, and last year he raised one of its 
native bishops to the cardinalate. Thus there was a 
great shock when, in press reports of’ his discourse 
closing the Synod, Paul was quoted as having reject- 
ed the bishops’ suggestions on both liberation and 
indigenization. 

Paul had attended almost all the Synod’s general 
sessions, following the discussions with avid interest 
and making himself available to all the prelates dur- 
ing intermissions. He opened the assembly by en- 
couraging the participants to give a positive and 
courageous account of their thinking. While rumors 
circulated that the official releases of the prelates’ 
interventions were Yaundered,” this was not the case. 
Five rapjorteurs who attended the meetings gave an 
immediate account to the press in their respective 

talk at the Synod he went out o I p  his way to welcoqe 

languages, and it was possible to check these against 
the summaries in Osseroatore Romano that same 
afternoon. One speech was suppressed-that of Car- 
dinal Wyszynski on persecution of the Church in 
Poland. But the witnesses against apartheid, govem- 
mental torture, and persecution in other Communist 
areas were all given publicity. Mention. was also 
made of the call for a rethinking of the roblem of 

women to the priesthood in view of the grave short- 
age of priests, particularly in missonary areas. 

In his closing discourse Pope Paul obviously in- 
tended to give a positive estimate of the Synod’s ac- 
complishment. At the same time, he felt it necessary 
to insist upon ‘the papal supremacy that gives him. 
the right to exercise pastoral jurisdiction over all the 
Church’s members. And of course he had to balance 
this concern w’ith respect for the call for decentral- 
ized authority and greater autonomy on the national 
and diocesan level. Paul cautioned that, while the 
Church’s involvement in the secular order should be 
intense, it should not forget that its primary objective 
is man’s spiritual welfare. In this way the Pontif3 
seemed to echo criticisms of the theology of adapta- 
tion put forth by  the curial canonists. Also in this 
connection the Pope indulged a certain confusion. 
He declared that the faith is either Catholic or it is 
not; thus, he said, Peter and Paul had not given the 
message an alien vesture by adapting it to the Jewish, 
Roman, or Greek mentality. Theologies based on cul- 
tures or continents, he said, could be dangerous. . 

The fact, of course, is that Peter and Paul did 
adapt the message that had been preached by Jesus 
in Aramaic and within a Hebrew context. The primi- 
tive Church quickly blossomed with three diverse 
theologies based on the cultural and continental dif- 
ferences behveen Rome, Alexandria, and Antioch. To 
this day there is a marked contrast behveen the 
Scholastic theology of the West and the mystical 
theology of the Eastern churches within the Catholic 
communion itself. 

Despite this historical inaccuracy, there was noth- 
ing confused about the Pontiff‘s incredible daily 
schedule. Nor were rumors that he was sder ing 
from a fatal illness, was depressed, or was consideb 
ing retirement believable. Thus there can be no ques- 
tion that the attitude he has adopted toward the 
world’s population problem, the growing shortages 
of food and human resources, and starvation in much 
of the underdeveloped world is the Pope’s own poli- 
cy. It is on these questions in particular that Pope 
Paul faces the reality of human destiny. 

clerical celibacy and of the possibility o P ordaining 

t the Population Conference in Bucharest A the Vatican delegation played poQtics.. 
Under the skilled control of Father Henri de Ried- 
matten, o.P., the former papal observer at UNESCO 
in Geneva, fhe Vatican team voted mainly with the 
pronatalist groups and frequently found itself in line 



THE POPE & OUR COMMON FUTURE / 27 

with the Communist bloc. Nitpicking the wording of 
the Conference’s Plan for Action, the Vatican chal- 
lenged every possible suggestion that governments 
should be empowered to deprive parents of the right 
to beget children freely. In the h a 1  voting, however, 
the Vatican was caught out. The chairman called for 
a consensus, polling each delegation three times. The 
Vatican representative abstained, only to discover 
that silence meant consent. Despite vigorous protest, 
the papal delegation was listed as part of the unani- - 
mous acceptance of the conference’s final report. 

At the Food Conference in November the rug was 
pulled out from under the papal delegation by the . 
Holy Father himself. Addressing the Conference in 
a special audience, Paul revealed a detailed knowl- 
edge of the various aspects of world hunger. He rec- 
ognized the limits of the “green revolution,” notably 
its dependence on fertilizer and inflationary prices, 
and drew attention to the great injustices involved 
in the maldistribution of world resources. He had 
concrete suggestions for the development of global 
agriculture and affirmed the need for international 
control of tood reserves. He showed a gravely sym- 
pathetic understanding of malnutrition’s damage to 
both bodies and minds, and expressed horror at the 
prospect of millions now facing starvation. After all 
this, however, he still could not see the need for 
population control: 

Will men blind themselves obstinately to their 
proper destiny, and search for alibis, for example, 
an unreasonable and unilateral action against 
dkmographic growth instead of going to the essen- 
tial? 

It is not permissible that those who have con- 
trol of the goods and resources of humanity should 
seek to resolve the problem of hunger by inter- 
dicting the poor to be born, or by letting children 
die of hunger whose parents do not belong to 
theoretical plans founded on pure hypotheses con- 
cerning the future of mankind. . , . In times past 
men went to war to take their neighbor’s posses- 
sions. . . , But is this not a new type of warfare, 
to impose a demographic politique on nations that 
they may not claim their just portion of the goods 
of the earth? 
At first blush the papal sally seems aimed directly 

at the United States. Thus it would be in line with 
the accusations of Communist and Third Wbrld 
countries that American policy is a selfish attempt 
to continue using a vastly disproportionate amount 
of human resources while offering to eliminate world 
poverty by supplying contraceptive techniques. Most 
competent demographers acknowledge that the con- 
trol of births is not the immediate answer to world 
hunger. Only social and economic developments can 
make responsible family planning a possibility. I t  
should be noted that the “cruel choice” of letting 
millions die as an immediate solution to the food 

problem was not even broached at the World Food 
Conference. . 

That the Pope saw fit to bring these tivo dangers 
to the attention of the Conference would have seem- 
ed proper, except that he has been accused of having 
a moral obsession about birth control that has, in the 
opinion of the accusers, contributed to the current 
crisis. At the U.N. Assembly in New York in 1964 he 
referred to an “irrational attempt to revent new 

1971 he offended many mkmbers of the Food and 
Agriculture Organization in an address at its head- 
quarters in which he again cautioned against popu- 
lation control policies. His current statement has 
convinced his critics that he is following an irrational 
path, flying in the face of statistics that resppnsibly 
project an enormous population problem. 

ehind Pope Paul’s conviction on these B questions is his belief, bordering.on the 
mystical, that the spiritual leader of at least one-sixth 
of the world’i population must witness to the ab- 
solute sanctity of human life. He sees the current 
breakdown of the older Christian morality in the 
pornographic and sex revolution, the abortion move- 
ment, and the legitimation of homosexuality. He is 
convinced that what he terms a “contraceptive men- 
tality” is aimed at the denigration.of human life- 
the return of Manichaeism. For this reason he feels 
bound to hold the line so insistently on birth control. 

There is an element of the tragic in all this. Vatican 
I1 indicated clearly that the Church favored respon- 
sible control of births by parents whose motivation 
was based not only on their own personal situation 
but on the “conditions of world society, and of the 
Church.” In citing the need for vastly increased agri- 
cultural production and the just distribution of life 
resources, the Pope is correct, but his solution is 
utopian. After nineteen centuries of involvement in 
world politics the Church knows with St. Augustine 
that justice in the international sphere is beyond our 
reach. The reason, in theological terms, is “original 
sin.” No man is more conscious of the fact of human 
perversity than the Holy Father. 

When, 4umanae Vitae appeared, an intrepid bish- 
op and theologian u n w i t h g l i  gained world renown 
-anTpapal displeasure-by complaining that the de- 
cision on artificial birth control had,not been submit- 
ted for debate either at the Council or in Synod. The 
widespread suspicion-is that the Pope’s curial coun- 
selors fear that such a debate would show that the 
mind of the Church differs from the traditional view- 
point. Polled individually in their dioceses, the ma- 
jority of bishops wouzd signify acquiescence in the 
papal decision. But assembled in council or synod, 
and faced with the relevant theological and socio- 
logical facts, the answer might be quite different. 
This was certainty what happened at the Council 
on equally important issues. 

mouths from assisting at the Lord’s ta g le.” And in 
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Papal advisors have convinced both the Holy 
Father and the world’s hierarchies that such a debate 
would split the Church wide o en. Many bishops, 

artificial contraception would throw into question all 
the Church‘s traditions and might well destroy papal 
authority. They are impervious to the fact that the 
Church has done an about-face on other equally 
important matters, notably in the Council’s pro- 
nouncements on marriage, ecumenical relations, and 
religious freedom. The loss to the Church of millions 
of people who feel that the papa1,decision on birth 
control has placed them in an impossible dilemma 
seems to mean little to the Roman authorities. They 
attribute the exodus of priests, nuns, and brothers to 
a lack of faith, and accuse mamed couples who feel 
forced to leave of a lack of generosity or of trust in 
God. 

The October Synod of Bishops was cavalierly dis- 
missed by the press as being of little sigrdcance. In 
fact, that assembly tumed Boman procedure upside 
down. The bishops decided to discuss the actual, 
concrete situation of the Church in the world before 
plunging into @e theological considerations rele- 
vant to missionary activity. They likewise rejected 
as empty generalities a typically Roman resume of 
their activities. 

Thc difficulty with.the Synod is that it is essen- 
tially ,a advisory body. It is consultative and does 
not have a deliberatiye veto that could bind pope 
and prelates. But it’is still a new organ seeking that 
machinery that will enable its members to take 
responsibility “with and under the pope” for the 

clergy, and faithful feel that a c K ange of position on 

-Church‘s destiny. Vatican I1 suggested a 
ap roach to ecclesial rule, in keeping wiiaE;: Jok’s concept of the Church’s authority-a stimu- 
lating, exhortatory approach to God’s will rather 
than an exigent, penalty-imposing enforcement of 
Church law. Pope Paul seems tom between the two. 

P a d  recognizes Christ’s caution to the apostles that 
the Son of Man had come “to serve, not to be 
served,” and he is fully aware of Christ’s judgment 
of worldly rulers who lord it over their subjects. At 
the same time, the Pope understands the realities of 
political structure and the perverse tendencies of 
human beings. The Synod is his creation; it is seek- 
ing an ecclesial compromise whereby Church rule 
will reflect Christ’s benevolence while not betraying 
the absolutes.of God’s law as enunciated by Christ 
himself. 

At the Food Conference one result of Paul’s effort 
to exercise his responsibility as he sees it was to 
play into the hands of both the Chinese and Rus- 
sians, both of whom used the Conference to make 
it appear that the capitalist countries are the villains 
in the current crisis. Paul’s introduction of the birth 
control issue did much to further downgrade the 
Vatican credibility in dealing with the horrendous 
problems of food and population. Thus the Pope’s 

.position in his “care for all the churches” and his 
concern for human destiny seems to have suf€ered 
another serious setback. It is possible, of course, that 
the Pope could be right on this issue. If so, he 
seems to have chosen ways and ‘means that ma 

appreciate his wisdom. 
it all but impossible for the rest of the world 


