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Seeking to Understand Oppression

Following foundational issues, the toplc to which the
next largest group of papers given at the annual meetings
of the Soclety has been devoted has been arbitrary group-
related injustice. While the term “"oppression” would not
have been used in the early years of the Society's history,
atrention to the conditions it describes was never entirely
missing. Under this heading are included papers dealing
with the Black agenda, the women's moveuenl, and the plight
of several other disadvantaged, disenfranchised, or dis-
possesed peoples with which iiberation thinking has been
concerned. gome distinet changes in the way issues are
canvassed are evident in the story to be told in this
chapter, but the coatinuity of the problem is clear.

From Race Relations to the Black Agenda

At the founding meeting in 1959, a panel of seven,
about half of it consisting of members of the Society and
half of it guests, discussed "The Moderate's Strategy in
Race Relations.” The anachronistic quality of that title is
gomething of a clue to the considerable change that has
occeurred in the last quarter century in the way sach mat-
ters are discussed. The fact that all the members of the
panel-~Robert R. Brown, E. Clinton Gardner, Brooks Hays,
Daniel 0. Hill, W. Astor Kirk, Guy H. Ranson, and Will D.
Campbell~-were male, and all but one was white, did not
seem as shocking to the Soclety in those days as it would
today. Our coonsciousness about instances of oppression has
been modified in important ways during the life of the
Soclety even though the tragic realities have probably not
abated very much.

Nothing in the records reveals what was said at the
1959 panel, though Will D. Campbell may have left a clue to
the kind of thinking prevalent at the time in an article he
published shortly after participating, under the title "The
Role of Religious Organizations in the Desegregation Con-

troversy" (Union Seminary Quarterly Review, [January 1961]:
187-196).
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It was to be four years before the Society addressed
this issue again, and the files are equally barren about
what was actually said when the discussion resumed. in
1963 Henry Clark presented a paper, “New Configurations in
Minority Group Social Action.” Clark had been thinking
much about this subject and would soon write two articles
about it, undoubtedly reflecting to some extent the think-
ing he presented at the Society's meetings. ("Reflections
on the Negro Revolt,” Union Seminary ouarterly Review 19
(January, 1964): 107-22; and, "rhinking About the Unthink-
able in Race Relations,” Social Action 30 (May 1964):
17-22). A year later Donovan E. Smucker gave a paper en=
titled "The Negro Revolt in Chicago: A Study of Confrou-—
tation in the Power gtructure.” 1In 1965 Joseph Washington
and Benjamin Payton jointly led a gession on "New Frontiers
in Race Relations." Payton's thinking at the time may be
reflected in articles entitled “Civil Rights and the Future
of American Cities,” Social Action (December 1966): 5-11;
and “New Treads in Civil Rights,” “hristianity and Crisis,
25 (Decembher 13, 1965): 268-71.

The files get betler starting with the 1968 meeting and
the analysis of the problem becomes more pointed in Joseph
washington's “Ethical Effectiveness in Achieving Civil
Rights."” Washington contended that the white majority had
long possessed the power to see that the Black minority be
accorded its full civil rights and that the white majority
had falled to effect any systemic change. Only when the
bus boycott of 1955 forced the issue was progress begun.
Washington detailed the reasons {or rationalizations) why
the white majority does not voluntarily move toward ethical
effectiveness in civil rights. He cited the fact that in-
tellectual whites disagree on both the nature of the prob-
tem and on the objectives to be achieved. He showed the
insufficiency of several proposed solutions generally
offered by white thinkers. He callaed for the mobilization
of white consclousness in a massive ef fort to repudiate the
myths and break the structures that support a segregated
gsoclal system. He pointed out that if there is no break-
through on this, although some legal victories for desegre-
gation may be technically won, the conditions in which
“great expectations continually meet great disappointments”
will continue with disastrous consequences.

When Preston Williams received the program for the 1969
meeting he circulated a memo to members of the Society
charging, 1in essence, that the very blockages which
Washington had identified in the 1ife of the country-as—a—
whole were operative within the 1ife of the ASCE itself.
Williams charged that the Soclety had failed to take ac-—
count of the Black revolution and had not paid enough
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attention to the significance of the Black Church in Ameri—
can life. Williams's memo vnoa:nma consequences in the
programn planaing for 1970 and for the attention subseqently
paid to Black concerns in the ongoing programs of the
socliety. While the 1969 meeting had already been arranged
and hence could not be very well changed, the Board of
pirectots, acting 1n response to Williams's eriticisms,
{anitiated wmoves to meet at a Black seminary in 1970, to
give major program atteation to ethical issues in the
racial crisis, to incorporate members of the Black com~
munity 1o planning the program, and to initiate gspecilal
efforts to increase the number of Black members of the
gociety., It is this response that may account Ffor the fact
that the aumber of papers discussed. in this chapter——the
great majority of which are concerned with the Black agenda
-—~constitutes mvvnox»amnmww a fifth of the total substance
of the gociety's program in the first twenty—~five years of
jts hisLory.

The 1969 program provided for the Sunday morning ple-
nary session to be devoted to an address on “The Ethics
of Power aand the Black Revolution® by Nathan Wright, N ; 2o
Executive Director of the Department of Urban Work,
Episcopal Diocese of Newark., Drawing upon both Aristotle
and Stokely carmichael, wright showed how central human
falfillment 1s to ethical well—being. He outlined how
American institutions (which he charactevized as relief-
oriented rather than m:.wm:.wsmzniodwm:nm.—v seek to pacify
the dissident spirit rather than to change the morves of
gociety so as Lo enable growth., Even the kindly disposed
and socially minded get caught in this syndrome, which
basically prevenls human beings, mﬂnnwn:_.mn: those who are
powerless, from becoming what they could be. Wright io-
dicted the educational system for failing to empower mi-
norities and suggested that the educational systen falls at
this point because the society does mot Feel 1t needs the
participation of the dispossessed.

Exploring Blackness as gelf-awareness, Wwright showed
how he came to appreclate {ts importance while studying the
Church Fathers In order to write a book on worship, and
declaved, "One historic role of the oppressed has been to
recivilize and re-humanize the society which has occasioned
their ovvnmmmwoz... Wright jdentified himself as a conserv-
ative Republican, reported that Richard Nixon responded
favorably to Cthese ideas, aund stressed how this agenda
could be ecarried out in regenerative ways, combining ele-—
ments of both the saintly and the prophetic roles. This
address gave a moderate foretaste of the themes that would
be central to the program the following year.

No program of the Society has ever been more completely
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devoted to & gingle theme than that at the 1970 meeting,
which was held at the Hanmnamsoswsmn»ozmw Theological
Center in Atlanta. Except for the vnma»awsﬂmp address,
which has been noted in connection with foundational
igsues, and one of two papers On the Problem of vViolence
that was weighted heavily to War/Peace isssues, all of the
papers at the 1970 meeting were focused on what came to be
called the Black agenda. A workshop on training agents for
gsoclial change was concerned with teaching techniques and
will be reported under that category, though it also was
obviously pertinent to the Black 1ssue. 1t is fair to
suggest, therefore, that the call to concentrate a meeting
entirely on the matters raised by williams in his memo was
complied with in spirita.

The papers and their authors {n 1970 were, 1o order of
thelir place on the program.

“Malcolm X and Christianity,” by Lawrence Lucas
"Martin Luther King: A Christian rthical >mmmmmsm=n.=
by James T. Laney
“A Theology of Black Power,” by James Cone
"gtyles of Black Ethics,”* Dby Preston Williams
"Eeonomic Power and the Black Community"*
by Benjamin Payton and J. Philip Wogaman
"yiolence and Non-Violence"* by James Lawsomn

(of these papers those marked with an aasterisk are in
the archives. The material in two of them has been incor~
porated into publications. James Cone's paper was the
basis of the First chapter of his book, & Black Theolody
of Liberation [Lippincott, 1970]; Preston Williams' paper
is reflected to a gsignificant exteat in "Ethics and Ethos
in the Black mxvmam:nm... Christianity and Crisis 33 [May
31, 1971]: 104~-109. The papers by J. philip Wogaman and
James Lawson were among those distributed to the members) .
The Sunday morning plenary gession was addressed by C.
Eric Lincoln, whose topic was not announced. However,
coples of his “How, Now, America?” from christianity and
crisis 28 (april L, 1968): 956-9, were made available to
members in mimeograph form. A vnmmmsnmiop by Al Denman,
entitled, "Compensatory Justice,” was not 2 paper at all,
but a slide cnmmmsnmn»o: ghowing that the claims of Blacks
and opative Americans for reparations for past discximina~
tory acts las substantial support In American tort law.
Another interesting part of the program was & meeting
arranged by professot Jonathan Jackson with members of the
student body of clark College who told 4t "Like TE 1s.’
Two panels were also jancluded in the 1970 meeting. Ouc
on “"Black Caucuses” was brought together Negall R. Rile:



88 Academic Bonding and Social Concern

of the United Methodist Church, Gayraud Wilmore of the
United Presbyterian Church, and Brother Joseph Davis of the
Black Catholic Caucus. In the other panel, Max mnmmxrcamm
and Charles Powers each discussed "The Black Manifesto.

gtackhouse had made his position known in "Reparations: A
Call to Repentance,” which appeared just before the meeting
in The Lutheran Quarterly 21 { November 1969): 358~80. :

It is hard to capture with these bibliograhical details
the exciting and sometimes tense atmosphere of this meet-
ing. Its impact was heightened by its location, the mnew-
negs for many of the ideas that were asserted, the cumula~
tive affect of having a gingle theme to the agenda, and the
events in the life of the country that had preceeded it for
geveral years. As we have seen in Chapter Three, this
meeting prompted the Fformation of the Task Force on White
Racism, which had as irts purpose the deliberate exploration
of these issues on a continuing basis. In the remaining
thirteen years of the Society's first quarter century there
have only been two years without a treatment of Black
related issues, and in most years there have been two oY
more presentations on this subject.

The papers that have explorad these matters in sub-
sequent years have had a variety of orientations. Some have
further explored the element of power in the relationships
of minorities to the majority and the problems of whites in
responding to a situation for which they bear a significant
burden of guilt. Just one year after the Atlanta meeting,
Herbert 0. Edwards presented “Christian Ethics and Racism:
Examination of the Thought of Reinhold MNiebuhr, John C.
Bennett, and Paul Ramsey.” In 1972, Robert Terry, under
the intriguing title, "Active New whiteness: Lighting a
Damp Log," suggested that the shapers and Formers of racial
practices in American life were, for the most part, self
professed 1liberals on the racial question. “Racism,"”
Terry pointed out, "...1is not just one problem among many
in America, bhut a presupposition of the cultural, institu-
tional, and power realities in which much American policy
is made and remade.” Terry showed the bankruptcy of white
liberalism in dealing with racism--in an analysis quite
parallel to that made by Joseph Washington in the paper he
presented at the 1968 meeting. This same meeting heard
Charles S. Brown present a paper on “Strategies of Power
in Racial Encounters.”

In 1974, Theodore R. Weber delivered a paper entitled
“Racism: Collective Guilt and TIndividual Responsibility,”
an adapted version of which was published under the title,
“Guilt: Yours, Ours, and Thelrs,” in Worldview 18 (February
1975): 15-22. Weber utilized H. R. Niebuhr's distinctions
between external and internal history to deal with the
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strange fact that while many persons are not deliberately
and culpably involved in racism in the usual moral sense,
they do feel a sense of guilt for its perpetration and per-—
petuation. Any effort to create a new history, suggested
Weber, needs to analyze and deal with this experience of
guilt and its consequences for people's behavior,

The 1976 presidential address by Preston Williams,
which was not (as most such addresses) published in The
Selected Papers, dealt with the problems of racism, as did
a paper by J. Deotis Roberts on "Civil Rights: The Un-
finished Agenda.”

Tn 1981 Alan T. Davis examined "Anglo-Saxonism: The
Ethics of a Race Myth." An article with a similar title
has been published as "“The Aryan IMyCh: Its Religious
Significance,” in Studies in Religion/Sciences Religieuses
10 (1981): 346-351., Davis showed how the racism of the
nineteenth century was promulgated largely with purported
scientific backing, and warned that it may return in such a
guise 1f we are not on guard. TIn 1983 Preston Williams
looked at "Impartiality and Racism.”

Three papers, the Ffirst in 1974, the second in 1976,
and the third in 1980, have described concrete action
programs designed to deal with racism. In the first of
these, Joseph Hough and Daniel Rhoades spoke about "Project
Understanding: Aa Evaluation of a Program to Combat Racism,
1969," In the second, Jane Cary Peck told about "Success-—
ful Social Change in School Desegregation: A Model and
Case Study." Her report is printed in The Selected Papers
for 1976. Tn the third, Alan B. Anderson and George
Pickering described "The Issue of the Color Line: A View
from Chicago,"~—a report on Martin Luther King, Jr.'s move
to Chicago to build a northern base and confront housing
segregation. They spoke about the roles of James Bevel and
William H. Moyer in the movement there. The account of the
agreement worked out hetween King and Mayor Richard Daley
is given and the reasons explained as to why it failed to
produce the desired goal of open housing. In the authors'
judgment the consequent sense of frustration was a key ele-
ment in nudging the civil rights movement toward the em—
brace of Black power.

The 1ife and work of Martin Luther King, Jr. has been
the subject of three other papers. In 1970, Ervin Smith
spoke about "The Ethics and Promise of Martin Luther King,
Jr." The same year, Charles Teel gave "King's Disobedient
Clergy: A Theological-Ethical Profile,” and in 1982 John H.
Cartwright, speaking in honor of King and in a plea to make
his birthday a national holiday, suggested that King has
too long been treated (somewhat patronizingly) more as a
Baptist preacher than as a constructive theologian. While
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cartwright suggested that truly serious work on King's
thinking remains to be done, his systematic ethic would
come to be interpreted as an ethic of humanitas. Cart-
wright maintained that King's approach was premised upon a
pelief in the solidarity of the human race that made the
preservation of “the other” the first mworal law. This view
of humanitas implies Christian vocation and commi tment, and
contends that the wmeans for achieving moral ends must be
essentially benevolent. In brief, King held that created
relatedness 1is the basis for community and that justice and
love must be interrelated. Enoch oglesby and Peter Paris
responded to this presentation at the opening plenary
session.

In addition to the papers about racism, Black identity,
and related issues, the programs have also included some
gsessions devoted to the Black religlous experience in both
its American and its African settings. 1In 1973 James Cone
examined "Ethical Motifs in Black Religion in America,” and
in 1980 Peter Paris gave 2 paper on "The Social Teachings
of the Black Churches.” The paper by pParis is included in
The Selected Papers. paris also published an article "The
Soclal Teaching of the Black Churches: A Prolegomena,” in
Phe AME Zion Quarterly Review 92 (January 1981): 2-12.

J. Deotis Roberts delivered a paper 1a 1971 entitled
"African Religion and African Social Consciousness,” a ver-
gion of which is published under an almost identical title
in The Journal of Religious Thought 29 (1972): 43-56., 1In
1973 John Mbiti was a guest of the Society and spoke about
“Bthical Motifs in Black Religion in Africa.” of similar
interest is the article by Mbiti, E. Schweizer, et. al, on
"Faith, Hope, and Love {n the African Independent Church
Movement: An Ecumenical Discussion,” Study Encounter 10
(sE/63 '74): 1-19. 1Im 1979 Norman E. Thomas spoke on the
subject “Church Leaders in the 7imbabwean Liberation
struggle.” Related material can be found in an article
“The Ethics of Bishop Abel Muzorewa,” in Religion in Life
49 (Summer 1980): 178-194. The same year Heidi Hadsell
gave a paper "prophetic Leadership: the Moral Rhetoric of
Nyerere,” In 1982 Richard Tholin did an analysis of "U.S.
Churches and Liberation in Africa: Angola 1961-1981," and a
year later Robert W. Bertram consldered “'Confession’
Against Apartheid: Where Faith is Ethos.” Bertram's paper
described the predicament of those Christians in South
Africa for whom opposition to the racial system has become
a matter of Ffundamental belief.

It is clear that the Society has built up some momentum
in the consideration of Black related issues——a momentum
for which there is a continuing need.

e gt e e

The Treatment Of women's Concerns

The Socilety was much slower to give attention to Wom—
en's concerns in its programs than it was to give atteuntion
to the Black agenda. Indeed it was not until 1972 that a
paper appeared on the program which dealt directly with
women's liberation. In that year Penelope Washburn gave
"an FEthical Overview of Women's Liberation.” Beverly
Harrison followed in 1974 with "Some Ethical Issues in the
Women's Movement“--a paper which 1is in the archives.
Harrison focused attention on the importance of the femi-
nist movement for the modern socio-ethical gituation. She
jindicated how the thrust of any new movement is often di-
rected at gaining a position within the arena of moral
discourse. The primacy given this thrust may simply over-—
ride any attempt on its part to legitimate arguments
according to establighed ways of thinking and acting. To
expect new movements to legitimate their arguments in that
way 1s to make them submit to the very framework of dis—
course that precludes them and their couceras. Accord—
ingly, for the women's movement, as for gimilar liberation
movements, the point of reference must be Ffuturistic (or,
"u-topic" iam the literal meaning of that term), Harrison
also pointed to the contradictions involved in any view of
compassion or personal gensitivity that is not rooted in
full and complete solidarity and mutuality between all
groups. From 1930 to 1960, argued Harrison, even though
women in general may have gained some personal freedom, as
a group they actually lost ground in the public arena.
gome women did struggle mightily against social side—
effects of the Industrial Revolution, working with energy,
devotion, and imagination 1in areas of public education,
health care, and social gervice, but were excluded even
more than they had been in the nineteenth century from par—
ticipation and influence in the public sphere. The re-—
sulting dichotomy between private and public value systems
adversely affects both men and women and should be of con-—
cern to both. Rarrison suggested that the feminist con~
sciousness can be a resource for the social deliverance of
this soclety--but not by {tself the vehicle of that deliv-
erance. The women's movement is a resource for challenging
the subtle and better auanced forms of oppression that
threaten human fullness in covertly orchestrated and gently
mechanized ways rather than (as in nihilistic tyranny) 1in
blatant and violent ways. Concluding, Harrison observed
that much depends on whether a new reading of freedom
enables those who have been oppressed (even in subtle ways)
to demystify their condition, and whether the radical
nature of freedom can rvecapture the lost connectedness of
interpersonal relationships that are destroyed SO readily
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in an objectivized world of technologism and manipulative
politicism.

It was four years before the programs again devoted
attention to women's concerns. At that time Jane Cary Peck
convened a panel on “"Rights, Justice, and Power in Feminist
Perspectives.” Another gap then occurred, also four years
long, before the 1982 presidential address of Daniel C.
Maguire and a paper by James S. Allen both addressed these
issues at the same meeting. Maguire's address, which was
printed in The annual (but first appeared in Christianity
and Crisis 42 (March 15, 1982): 59-67) described three
kinds of sexism: 1) the blatant bias that openly asserts
male superiority; 2) an insidious assumption that the femi-
nine 1is an important corrective of masculine arrogance--
but hardly a viable mode for the conduct of affairs in a
“real"” world; and, 3) a benign acceptance of Ffeminism as a
valid agenda for women, Noting that wale dominance has
brought the warring instinct into prominence in our cul-
ture, Maguire suggested five tendencies that preserve the
"macho-male blight": 1) a proneness to violent modes of
power; 2) a hierarchial proclivity that is antithetical to
community; 3) a tendency to abstraction that makes 1t pos-
sible to hate enemies and Lo neglect present human needs
while pursuing futuristic goals; and, 4) a consequentialism
which easlly becomes “"bottom line" thinking; and 5) a
hatred which expresses itself in the systemic exclusion of
women from many desirable roles.

Observing the extent to which Christian ethics has for
the most part been male-dominated and the tendencies to
abstract intellectualizing that have consequently becone
central to the discipline, Maguire suggested that something
very profound--which he called feminization--is ocurring in
our culture. This is infiltrating the affective, sublimi-
nal, and genetic regions of understanding with elements of
healing appreciation. This will serve theology well, since
in the past the mystical element has been a part of theol-
ogy at its profoundest. Faith is a child of affection-—as
Thomas Aquinas knew so well. The use of male language for
God, for which Maguire Ffound no warrant other than a false
ontology and a false cosmology based on masculinity, be-
comes the final symbol of the problem. Tt makes power more
crucial than love in thinking about the attributes of ulti-
macy. "When a healed masculine and feminine blend into a
more genuine humanity,” concluded Maguire, “we [and our
discipline] will be better.”

In his paper, James Allen indicated the basic hostil-
ity among many church groups, especially the Orthodox,
Roman Catholic, and the Mormon Churches, and among the new
religious right, to the challenges which the women's
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movement 1s making. He urged mainline Protestants to think
clearly to a position of support for the objectives of the
women's movement in relation to the functions of the fam-
ily, the role of the reproductive process, and the nature
of work.

In 1983, Lisa Sowle Cahill looked at the terms "'Male'
and 'Female' in Normative Ethics.” In a long paper, she
examined both the Genesis creation stories and the results
of empirical investigation to see that "sexual differention
as male and female is good, 1s part of humanity as created
(human 'nature'), and is not incompatible with the inclu-—
sion of both male and female 1in what is weant by 'image of
God.'" The paper by Professor Schissler Fiorenza, which
was discussed in the last chapter, was also a contribution
to the same agenda.

Despite the high quality of these individual contrib-
utions, it does not seem that the women's issue has as yet
been canvassed in the programs of the Society as fully as
it needs to be. The extent to which thinking about these
issues can lead to a broad new way of thinking about ethics
was well demonstrated by the 1983 presidential address of
Beverly Harrison. Harrison identified the fundamental
theological hermeneutic underlying = various liberation
theologles and showed how they gained methodological dis-—
tinctiveness by recognizing that our knowledge of God is
grounded in the concrete struggle of persons to realize
right relationships with each other in communitarian social
conditions. While she acknowledged other widely held cric-
icisms of liberation theology and its approach to ethics,
she focused on the defense of its substantive theological
claim that a praxis of right-making relationships 1is a
pre~condition for ethical discernment in theology. She
identified the conception of persons and politiecs Implicit
in the liberation paradigm, contrasting it with elements in
the reigning liberal outlook. 1In conclusion she invoked a
feminist analysis of physical ewmbodiment as the specific
linkage between our longing for justice and the conditions
for realizing mutuality, or love.

These several efforts to bring women's concerus to the
attention of the Society warrant the expectation and hope
that the Ffuture will find a great deal more attention being
glven to these concerns.,

The Self-Identity and Liberation of Other Groups

This subsection may be something of a potpourri, for
the themes of oppression, liberation, and group identity as
a foundation for ethical reflection move into many by-ways.
One way they seem not to have moved in the programs of the
Society, however, 1is into attention to gay rights. Except
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for one paper, more germane CLO sexual morality than to gay
1iberation, that issue has mnot been the focus of concern
an aper glven at the Soclety.

o m.nwﬁmov jdentity was glven attention in a 1972 panel
consisting of Geno Baroni, Joseph N. Davis, Om.?&.ww Fackre,
and Michael Novak on the subject "Ethnic Values and Social
Change. Gabriel Fackre's 1deas ot this occasion were
later fncorporated into an article, “Archle Bunker: Visions
and Realities,” published in The Christian Century 89 (July
19, 1972): 772-4. In that article Fackre showed that
Archie 1s human too, and is gtriving for a chance to shape
his own future as much as those menbers of minorities that
are vocal about oppression. Archie's striving often takes
the form of a rising anger agalnst technological dehumani-
zation and wmay in time make common cause with others
gtriving to be free——those very others with whom Archie
now seems tO want nothing to do. Michael Novak's ideas
were later {ncorporated into au article, “How American >nm
You 1f Your grandparents Came from Slovakia in 18887,
which was published in Soundings LXVL (spring 1983): 1-20.
Novak, citing Geno Baroni's work, ghowed that bhoth Black
and white minorities have been defrauded by society and
hence each has more to gain from cooperation with the other
than from hostility and antagonism.

In 1977 Terence Anderson delivered a paper, "1ssues of
Justice in Native American Land claims,” which seems to be
the only attention paid ian the programs to the problems of
this groupe.

Concern about human rights is integrally related to
the focus of this chapter, but it is so often treated in
the context of international affairs that we will place the
main discussion of it {n the next chapter. But we will
note that Sister Isabel Letelier's address to the Suunday
morning plenary session at the 1981 meeting on the subject
vEthics and Politics of Liberation: An Agenda for the
Eighties” focused in that direction. Her paper, which was
delivered just two days before the inauguration of Ronald
Reagan, foretold with great accuracy the changes that wete
to come in U.S. volicy toward Latin and Central America.
1t indicated how United States support for military regimes
of an intensely repressive quality (simply because they
oppose the cancer of Communism™) creates liberation move~
ments throughout the region that are opposed to all vi-
olence, systemic as well as overt, that of the United
States as well as that of Russia. She pled with members of
the Society to understand the struggle of these groups.

1t is surprisiong how few papers have considered liber-
ation theology in the gouth American context, Ta 1979,
Carol Robb looked at the »gthical Procedures of Gutilerrez
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and Alves,"” and her paper was published in The Selected
Papers. She entered the debate between those who see
Christian social ethics as a truly interdisciplinary under-—
taking and those who see it as involving a wmore explicitly
philosophical exploration of moral discourse., Turning to
the work of two South American liberation theologians, she
noted that, while both acknowledge the importance of their
historical staading ground for doing ethics, they differ in
methodology and conclusions. According to Robb, Alves con—
tends that human fulfillment as the goal of orthopraxis
must at this point remain undefined, while Gutlerrez
believes that “the criteria for liberation can only be de-
fined 1in the coantext of a world-wide class analysis.”
Gutierrez is willing to postulate a greater place for
middle axioms than Alves. A paper like that of Robb in-
dicates how much we need more golid analysis of liberation
theology with the tools that are possessed by the Society's
membership.

The discussion of liberation has, as we have seen,
brought up 1issues that are germane Co international
affairs, foreign policy, and questions of war and peace.
papers dealing with those categories constitute the mnext

largest genre of material from the programs and will be
discussed in the next chapter.



