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minimize but not reject the fact of slavery in the novel light of christ (e.g., col'

3:rr; r Cor.7:zr-zz; r2:13; Gal. 3:28)'- 
ro. See Gusravo Guti6riez, ,l inzougy of Liberation, Eng. trans. (Maryknoll,

N.Y.: Orbis Books, r973), ChaPter tt'
rr'onereasonof",t*ost.importanceshouldbenoted.Anyliberation

pro..*-..g., political liberation-would have concrete historical limitations of

i,, u..y .rr,".r.". That fact would have seriously diminished the universality of

Christis message about toral liberation, applicable to all human beings and all

pt rr., of hum"an existence. To be sure, it is impossible to talk about liberation

i,i hor, implementing some concrete forms of liberation if one wants to be

credible to others. Jesus submitted to this basic law. But the obligation of sum-

moning human be*ings ro a universal liberation while bearing real witness to

,o-. Jo....,e liberation is what explains the curious dialectic inJesus' life' He

first points up the concrete liberations he is effecting, only to try todraw people's

,r,..r',io., a*ay from them later in order to emphasize a broader and more

prof"""a *"r.ug". That, in my opinion, is the proper explanation.of the so-

called .,messianic secret" in Mark. The explanation of liberal exegesis is incor-

rect.
rz.ThemostProfoundandscholarlyeffortinthisdirectionis,inmyoPln-

ion, that of Severino croatto, Liberaci,n y libertad.. Pautas hermenbuticas (Buenos

Aires: Nuevo Mundo, r973).
r3. See, for example, Cerhard von Rad, Old' Testamznt Theology' Eng' trans'

(New York: Harper & Row, 1965), II' Part II'
r4. See ChaPter I, P. 26.

r5. See Chapter I, P. 32.
,6. On this process of deutero-learning on different scientific levels, see Greg-

ory Bareson, Sieps to an Ecology of Mini (New York: Ballantine Books, rq74),

especially Parts II, V, and VI.

CHAPTER FIVE

Ideologies _- Church _- Eschatology

As is often the case, the problems one thinks have been tamed at one
point suddenly rear their heads and turn against one at a later point.
Presumably the previous chapter has made clear a seemingly paradoxi-
cal situation: on the one hand it is impossible for human beings to get
beyond the level of ideologies, all ideologies being partial and provi-
sional; on the other hand faith, as a second-level learning process, clearly
transcends particular and specific ideologies.

In my opinion it is most important that this basic tension be main-
tained in all that follows here. With faith or without it, we are all faced
with new and unforeseen situations to which we must respond. Our
potential responses are limited by our situation and our historical poten-
tialities, and so they will always be partial in one way or another. In short,
they will be ideologies. By the same token, however, human beings are
r:apable of facing up to concrete historical situations without letting
themselves be borne along by a chaotic flood of relativistic impressions'
l,carning to learn in and through historical experience is characteristic
ol man. A series of privileged historical experiences, such as those which
g() to make up our Scriptures,l only accentuate this deutero-learning

l)r()cess in man. Man does possess an objective capacity to formulate and
r'onfiont ever new questions without being disoriented and dragged
rkrwn by the novelty of the situation or being driven to retreat to the
st.t:urity of past beliefs and the status quo.

On the secular level it is obvious that this deutero-learning process
lcrlrrires some sort of community. This is even more true of the faith.
'l'lre rrse of'a specific tradition of faith, which is bound up with the
irrlt:r'llrctation of'a privileged nucleus of historical experiences, requires
;r cornrrrunity. We call this community of faith "the Church." So the next
rlrt'sliott is: I low ca1>ablc is thc Chtrrt:h of permanently living out the
It'rrsiorr lrt'twt'r'rr tlrt'<lyrrarrri<'rrnity of'laith otr thc one hand and the
lrislorir trl lllrrrtrlity ol tlrc i<lcokrgit's to wlrit lr l)ritlr givcs t'isc otr (ltc r>thcr
lr;urrl'/ ( l:rrr tlrr' ( llrrrrr lr kcr'p tlris t't'vclirlot y l)l'(x ('ss goirrg witlrottl llttt st-

kftt
I 21,
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irtg into I)ic(cs, sirtt:c it will takt: (()untl('ss irlt'okrgit.s lo nurkt,tlrt'l:ritlr a

reality within history?
We can see readily enough that every ideology scctns to go through a

similar process in history. It begins as a protest against tlre linritations
and ineffectiveness of a prior ideology and it ends up as a crusty ref usal
to give way to some newer ideology that is on the rise. It is difficult for
ideologies to operate in history at all without giving rise to excessive
hopes. And precisely because they are excessive, those hopes eventually
harden into stubbornness and historical oppression.

Consider the Christian notion of eschatologl, for example, which
points to a transcendence of anything and everything in history. It
would seem that this notion, linked up with the function of the Church,
would be destined to keep de-ideologizing the human mind, to keep it
open and flexible, to liberate it from its ahistorical pretensions. Yet there
is reason to believe that this continuing function of de-ideologizing may
in fact oppress our ideological creativity. Why? Because it wields the
sword of criticism even before ideologies have time to be effective and to
arouse real enthusiasrrr.

That this is a serious problem for liberation theology is evident from
the fact that most of the attacks against it stem from a specific conception
of the Church and its function as well as from a specific conception of
eschatology, that is, of what God is fashioning above and beyond the
reaches of history. These are the issues that we shall consider in detail in
this chapter.

I, THE ANTI-IDEOLOGICAL STANCE IN TEE CATHOLIC CHURCH

It can be said that the Catholic Church in Latin America was the first
Catholic community to set out resolutely on the new pathway opened up
by Vatican II. The new pathway was based on the assumption that faith
has as its function the task of guiding the human mind towards more
fully human solutions in history; that the Church does not possess those
solutions in advance but does possess elements that have been revealed
by God; that these revealed elements do not preserve the Church from
ideologies; that instead the Church must take advantage of those ele-
ments to go out in search of (ideological) solutions to the problems posed
by the historical process; and that such solutions will always remain
provisional. The Medellin Conference was the first result of the new
pathway opened up by Vatican II, embodying the enthusiasm of the
early postconciliar days.

It might seem curious thar a church community which had little to do
with the preparations for Vatican II should be the first to draw radical
consequences from the proceedings of the ecumenical council. Indeed

il)l,r(ll,(r(:ll.:s (:lltrll(lll l,,s(;ll^ l()1,(x;l' t\7

(,n(.(lln rlt.tt.rI rrrolt.Ilrirrr ir littlt'tttlt'sirtslirltl "irrrglrrrrlt'trtt.''irr llrt'
rlor rrrrrt,rrts ol tlrt. Mt'rlt'llirr (lrttli't'ctttt:. 'l'tl plrr':tst' it irr tt:t'rlls <>l'

Rirlrrrt.t's tr.ttuttk irr ltlt t'itt'licr c'lrirptcr, lrt the Me<lcllilr (lonl'crence the
l.:rtirr Arnt'tit:art (lltttrch t<xrk the risk <ll'being proved wrong and re-

lirtt'<l by (:xl)crls. I"or it got down to sociological descriptions that spe-

t iirlists rrright well challenge as extreme, ill-founded, or even erroneous.
llow t:ottld any Church presume to lead all Christians on one pathway, a
pirthway not based entirely on faith, rvhen some Christians are specialists

irr the very matters under discussion and other Christians can readily
krok to them for support or for refutation of the proposed position?

It would be difficult to explain the "imprudence" of Medellin if one
rli<l not keep an important and perhaps decisive sociological datum in
rnind. As opposed to the more or less competitive situation of the
Ohurch on other continents, the Latin American Church is supremely
slrre of its membership. Despite dire problems and predictions, and in a
society that is urban for the most part, more than ninety percent of all
I.atin Americans still call thernselves "Catholics." This fact can prompt
irnprudent calculations based on euphoria.

Needless to say, the "imprudence" to which I am alluding here does
not consist in intermingling faith and ideologies. That the Church has

always done. Indeed it cannot do anything else, if our analysis so far is

(:()rrect. The difference lies in the position of the Medellin Conference
vis-i-vis the status quo. In the past the Church adopted ideologies that
were immersed in the status quo, and so they passed for just plain
(:ornmon sense instead of ideologies. At Medellin the bishops adopted
ideologies that went counter to the status quo. This enabled a large
number of Christians to perceive the intermingling of faith and ideology
lirr the first time; and since they did not agree with the mix, they de-
nounced it.

At the same time, however, it must be remembered that for some

time back pastoral forecasts and evaluations had been growing more

Jrrudent and even pessimistic in certain Latin American circles. It had
been growing clearer to many that the religious situation of the conti-
nent was changing at an accelerating pace, and sociologists brought
lorth convincing arguments to that effect. At least half of the Latin
American population was now living in a mdern urban civilization' and

that clearly undermined the main tool that had been used for centurie's
to transmit the faith: i.e., the pressure of closed, wholly Christian com-
munities. With the disappearance of such communities in an increas-

ingly urban society, the Church could no longer entrust to society the
task of transmitting Christianity from one generation to the next. One
r:ould hardly continue to talk about a "Christian milieu," since it certainly
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was not "Christian" any longer and probably was tto ltlttl4cI'a "lnilicu" irr

the strict sense.
If it is a matter of transmitting an authentic conception of lif'e from

one generation to the next, rather thanjust some vague sentiments, then
a miiieu must possess a certain homogeneity and a certain persuasive

power. It can only do this if it remains closed to outside influences. That
is no longer possible for any "milieu" in Latin America today. For they
are all subject to the impact of mass migrations, the mass communica-
tions media, and a pluralistic hodgepodge of ideologies and values. In
such a situation the Christianity handed down to people is totally differ-
enr from the Christianity handed down in a closed milieu. In the latter,
Christianity signifies a cohefent picture of the world, of ultimate values

and social roles, of personal conduct and the guiding rules' In open
milieus, on the other hand, Christianity comes down to a vague sense of
membership.

The census figures and other sociological data bear witness to the
change that has taken place in Latin America. Mass attendance and
r...piion of the sacraments no longer reflect a Christian orientation in
people's lives. Various motives, tied up with the human search for secu-

iity t" a greater or lesser extent, continue to bring people to Mass and
the sacraments. But their conception of life may have little or nothing to
do with the Mass. Instead it may be fashioned to a large extent by such

factors as television and social roles. Almost without anyone noticing it, a
rapid change has taken place in the various milieus of Latin America.
They have ceased to transmit Christianity from one generation to the
next.

What is more, one cannot possibly envision reconstructing the pres-

sure that was once exerted by a Christian milieu. For such pressure does

not depend on a more or less strict morality but on socio-economic
factors that are impervious to preaching. One cannot exPect parents and
educators to provide something which they obviously cannot provide. In
such a situation we can detect a note of phoniness and desperation when
we hear remarks such as those of the Filipino bishops: "The religious
fervor of the Filipino people is a rich treasure. Eaen though the undcrlyi,ng

motiaations are not always clear, (relig1ous) practice suggests that our peo-

ple are open to God."
Once we manage to work our way out of a traP like that' we must

recognize that the Church, even in Latin America, is faced with a tre-
*endous challenge. It must stop relying on the surrounding milieu and
start transmitting the gospel message to eo,ch indiaidual person. As the
Belgian sociologist, Kerkhof, puts it: we are faced with "voluntary con-

ll)l,t(,t,(x;ll:s (;lilrla(;ll t,:s(llt^'lt)1.()(;.l' ,.r11

slrtn('t's ol rt.ligiorr." Wt'<lrrr tro lottgt'r'<'ortvitttt'l)('t's()ns tlrrorrglr tlrcir
rrrilicrr, wc Inllsl rt'ar:lt tltr: lxrrs()rr Ilrcrrrsclvt:s.

Now thc rnain pastoral tliscovcry in trrtrnection with these changing
(:()nccrns an<l milieus is that the potential consumers of religion are
rntrch more interested in viable ideologies than in the faith. Indeed it
<:otrld almost be said that it is only when ideologies systematically fail that
people begin to show an interest in something that transcends ideologies
and might offer better guidance: i.e., something like faith. So long as the
i<leologies function well, the allure of faith on the individual is extremely
weak. So must we hope for anideological crisis, so that thefaith can take
on meaningfulness and we can carry out the task of evangelization in the
new terms posed by the new sociological situation?

This question brings us very close to the heart of the central problem
pondered by Bonhoeffer in prison. tndeed the terms in which we have
presented the problem here may be more accurate than those employed
by Bonhoeffer himself, and more faithful to his underlying thought. If,
as Bonhoeffer thought, we must refuse to take advantage of human
frailty, crises, illnesses, and death in order to make people religious, then
we must become capable of proclaiming the faith to people who are in
the very midst of the process of creation. But that does not mean we
delude people by disguising the language of faith under a secular idiom,
as many current interpretations of Bonhoeffer's thought would have it.

The solution proposed here is that we let the faith be fleshed out in
human, provisional ideologies. In this way it will not be a "cheap faith"
that has been devalued by the existing crisis. When all is said and done,
we encounter one fact in the Gospels to which current exegesis and
biblical theology have not paid sufficient attention. The fact is thatJesus
began to preach his message by uttering the magic word "kingdom." For
us that word can only have a "metaphorical" and hence purely "reli-
gious" import; and so we forget that it was an ideologically explosive
term in Jesus' day.

Jesus was well aware of that fact. He was conscious of the ambiguity
that the ideology of the kingdom would confer on his message, and he
may well have been aware of the danger such ambiguity held for him-
self. But he also realized that he could never demand faith from people
if he addressed them in neutral, antiseptic terms: that he could not
demand faith from people independently of the ideologies conveyed by
f aith-which is what we so often have tried to do.

If we want to gauge the difference betweenJesus'attitude and that of
the present-day Church, Chile will again serve as a fine example. When
the coalition of socialist groups known as the Popular Unity Front came
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l() lx)w('r', tlrrrt <lirl ttol tlt'rtt rrp tlrt'politictrl sr'<,rrr.irr (llrilt.. ()rr tlrc orrt.
lrarr<l tlrct'e r:otrkl llc rr<l lcgitirrr:rtc <lorrllt :rlxrrrt tlrcil ltt:t:cssiorr l() cxc(:u-
tive power, even th()ugh thcy ha<l rcccivecl only a littlc llr()rc Il)an ()nc-
third of the vote. Since the other two parties had not firrrned a unite(l
front against the Popular Unity Front, they were implicitly saying that
they did not consider it of primary importance to block the implementariorr
of the goals spelled out in Allende's platform. So it is definitely false t<r

say that the minority nature of Allende's government, as opposed to the
supposed majority of the other two parties, represented a political dis-
tortion. On the other hand, another fact must be kept in mind. While it
is certainly true that the Popular Unity Front had committed itself to
leading Chile towards socialism by legal means, the fact is that the struc-
tures of Chile continued to remain capitalist and that the executive
branch could not effect the envisioned changes by itself. It would have to
get absolute majorities in parliament. That could happen, at least in the
initial stages, if the Christian Democratic Party (which was composed of
Catholics for the most part) came to feel that it had more affinities with
the construction of a socialist society than with the extreme right. Hence
the political judgment made by Christians would prove to be decisive in
spelling out Chile's future.

This critical judgment could be gradually influenced by another fac-
tor. On various occasions, and especially in the early sixties, the bishops
of Chile had denounced the profound injustice of the established
capitalist system. Using official statistics, they pointed out a host of un-
pleasant facts: e.g., that ninety percent of the national income was
distributed among only ten percent of the population. Whereas the per
capita income of the vast majority came to about forty-five dollars ayear,
the privileged ten percent of the population had an annual per capita
income of $3,500.

Ten years later, then, the bishops of Chile were confronted with the
new political situation we have just described. The political judgment of
Christians would be a decisive and critical factor. What did the bishops
do? During the first year of Allende's presidency, when many of the
disturbing factors that would later show up had not yet appeared on the
scene, the bishops issued a draft document entitled Euangelio, poktica )
socialismos ("The Gospel Message, Politics, and Brands of Socialism").
Here I cannot give a fullJength summary of that document, which is a
history-making document in the relationship between faith and ideol-
ogies in the Latin American Church. But I do want to point up one
important and curious fact which seems to have eluded the attention of
the document's authors: on the one hand the document asserts that the
Church cannot opt or choose sides, on the other hand it says that in

llll,01,t)(;ll,s (:illlllrll t,s( jllA l0l.()(:\' | 5l

(llrih'srxi;rlisrrr is rrol :r lclrl ltllt'r'tr;rlivt'to tltc t'xistirrg clrpit:rlist syslt'ttt.2
'l'lrr. r,xlrllrrlrliorr lirt llris crrriotts cottluulicliott luts:t gtt:rtt tlt:itl trl <l<r

wit lr t lrc lt'l:rt ionslrip lrt'lwt't'tt liritlr ;rrr<l i<lcokrgics.
Wlry r:rrr't tlrt' (llrrrrr'lt cltor>sc si<lcs? Accortling to the Clhilean

lrislrops, it clurtrol rkr that bcr:atrsc in lrractice it would mean excluding
ll'orrr llrt.(llrrrx'lr that portion ol'Clhristians who had opted for the other
rirk'. Ilrrt irr tlrcir vicw the Church belongs to all the people of Chile. In
otlrcr wor'<ls, t() use our terminology, it means that the one faith must not
lx. prrt irr thc service of ideologies, which are many and varied by very
r lrlir r it ion.

'l'lris is a very important point because it contains some critical under-
lyirrg ussurnptions. Firstly, it is an admission that ideologies are in fact
uror'() al)l)ealing than the faith to the Christian people, even though they
slrorrl<l not be. Indeed they are so appealing that they would separate a

grro<l 1r<rrtion of the faithful from the prtrctice of the faith at least. Thus
orr tlrc one hand the bishops are stating what ought to be: the faith that
rrtritt:s trs is more important than the ideologies.that divide us. On the
ollrcr hand they are admitting that this is not the real-life feeling and
rlisposition of Christians. Secondly, it presupposes a theological concep-
tion of'the faith in which faith itself is the most important thing, quite
irsirle liom any and all ideological options one may make out of fidelity
to tlrat faith. But we are quite justified in asking: Why is it more impor-
tant? I do not think any answer to that question can be found in the
grridelines laid down by Vatican II, which suggest that the function of
lititlr is to lead the human mind to fully human solutions. The implica-
tions of those guidelines are that the importance of the faith lies pre-
t'ist:ly in its connection with the different artd even opposed solutions
tlrat are offered for our problems in history. So we have every right to
lulisume that the Chilean bishops, despite the guidelines of Vatican I[,
( ontinue to picture the faith as a direct means of eternal salvation
whcreas ideologies are seen as merely human options that can jeopar-
rlizc that other superior value.

But as I suggested earlier, the most noteworthy and important point
!i(:cms to be that the bishops, who claim they cannot choose sides, come
orrt and say that socialism cannot be an alternative to the existing
ca1>italist system, as things now stand in Chile. We are perfectlyjustified
irr asking: By what curious mental process did the bishops convince
tlrcmselves that they were not choosing sides when they made that
!ililtelnent?

Remember that the Chilean bishops start out maintaining that it is

n<rt possible for the Church to choose between ideologi.es. It does not
(x:cur to them to deny that thefaith is an option. What they say is that the
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optionoffaithshouldbedivestedofanyandeveryelementvhichisnot
tlie faith itself. In other words, no ideological option should condition

it. "p,i"" 
of faith in any way. But rightifter they have said that the

Cn"rif, cannot opt for one (ideological) group against another' they go

or, ,o ,uy' ..The Church opts for thJrisen Chriit." In the context it might

sound a little odd, but actually it makes perfect sense in terms of their

.o.r."ptio.t of faith. In their eyes, opting for the risen Christ comes down

i" *"f.i"g one possible option bei*een the nooks and crannies of any

and every ideologY'
Buthowisitthatthebishopsendupoptingforthecapitalistideology

u, oppor"d to the socialist ideology? -iht 
"tt*tt 

is obvious enough'. In

;;yil; that socialism is nor an i.ceptable alrernarive to the existing

."irl,iri" system, the bishops are not at all aware of the fact that they are

;;;ri"g b.,*"", ideologies. Strange as.it may seem !o us' they think

if,ut tfr"! are avoiding an ideological option in saying that'

The mental p.o.."r, at work tere is-clear enough' In-the eyes of the

bishops, the existing reality is not an ideology; it is simply reality' They

hare no doubt thaiit should be corrected b,rt, ut they see it, reality as

such does not splinter the faith. So long as no ideologies about thisreali'ty

arise, faith has nothing to fear froni the fatt that :xtremell. 
wealthy

t "*u" 
beings live alonlgside extremely poor human beings' The prob-

lem arises when anideolrtl, challen ges thisrealifr. The great sin of "Chris-

tians for Socialism," in oit.t *otd', is that there is no party of "Chris-

tiansforCapitalism."Ofcoursesuchpeopleexist'buttheydonothave
i".;"1" ,og.,ir., under a banner to exercise their influence and carry out

thiir pro"gram. But any attempt to 
P-ut 

through a radical change in the

existing structures -.rri pt.r.'titseif as-an id'eologl' It m-u1t k1o-ck on the

doo. oi the Christian heart and appeal to is relationship with the au-

thentic values of the faith.
We must understand the language of the Chilean bishops in order to

understand and appreciate theiimentality and their theology. In saying

that socialism is not a proper alternative to capitalism' 
'l"y 

are not

,^fi"g that socialist christians are hererics. They are perfectly capable of

,.-uirri.rg Christians in spite of their mistake, because it is a practical not

u-Jog,,u,I. misrake. But they should admit that the existing reality is

suffiJient for the faith. If they do not admit that, then they are relativiz-

ingthefaithbyimposingaconditiononit:i.e.,thattheexistingstruc.
t,r?., b. changed, that"people accept an ideology prop.osing such

change. The eplscopal doiumlnl summons Christians to maintain a cer-

tain trand .rf p.,rie.rt reserve' They must recognize the fact that the

rcally irnlxrr-turil arr<l <lc<:isive thi,g, {aith, is lxlssilllc i. a.y and cvery sct
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of circumstances. And since it is the decisive thing, it cannot be subordi-
nated to those circumstances and their attendant ideologies.

That this is the great sin of an ideology is evident from the way in
which the Chilean bishops analyze the socialist ideology. The various
steps in their analysis are quite clear. Firstl/, in any journey towards
socialism Christians will be a minority and the socialist ideology must be
given its proper label: i.e., Marxist. The second step is to take the feature
of Marxism which seems to be most directly connected with the Christian
faith-that is, atheism-and link it up with all the historical defects and
dehumanizing elements that are evident in those societies where Marx-
ism has triumphed so far. It does not seem to strike the bishops that they
have often denounced the same dehumanizing elements in capitalist
society without making any reference to its atheism or its religiosity. And
it is worth noting that the elements overlooked in their analysis are
precisely those elements which link up faith with ideologies.

For example, they overlook the obligation of the Christian faith to
put through a substantive change in the distribution of the national
income-something which they had often stressed in their earlier docu-
rnents. They also overlook the official doctrine of the Church which was
cxpounded byJohn XXIII, to the effect that Christian faith should not
view ideologies as dogmatic monoliths; that it should evaluate them in
terms of their historical embodiments and the clranges produced, by
rcal-life implementation. Thus they also overlook the fact that Marxism
is not an ideology that subordinates society to atheism but rather an
irleology that subordinates atheism to the construction of a more just
society. In that sense Marxism poses a real challenge to the Christian
laith, which claims to have the same commitment: i.e., to subordinate the
Sabbath to man, and the faith to the solution of historical problems.

II, THE ANTI-IDEOLOGICAL STANCE IN PROTESTANT CHURCHES

I,'rom what we have seen in the last section, it seems evident that a
vicious circle threatens the whole pastoral function of the Catholic
( iltrrrch .in Latin America. There is a growing recognition that opting for
tlrr. lirith must be a free, personal option. It cannot be brought about by
tlrr.srrrr<lunding milieu. But this realization leads to panic when it be-
r(,nl('s cviclent that people are really interested in the ideologies as-
rrxilrtr'<l with faith. What are we to do? The most typical answer is to
,rtt('nrl)t to sct asi<lc thc icleologies that divide people and to stress the
rnlx)r'liur( (' ol tlrc laitlr tlrat rrnilcs llrenr. llrrI t]rat comes down to giving
tlrc l:ritlr iln lurl()u()lrtorrs vlrltrr: ol'its owrr, wholly ap:rrt firrrn the idcol-
ogrcs it is rlrpirlrlt'ol gt'ttcurtitrg.'l'lrr.v;rlrrc ol srrclr lr llrillr lx'r'orrr(.s v(.t'y
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Christian's goals in his relationship to the world are noble and held with
a clean conscience, he should be allowed to choose the political means to
reach the goals that he feels are best without his very Christianity being
called into question. This applies equally to the capitalist and the
socialist, the pacifist and the violent revolutionary."a

The key problem for Wagner is clearly the rranscendence of the faith
vis-i-vis ideologies. He makes that point clear, not only in the abstract,
but also as a criticism of liberation theology. With the latrer, he notes,
"we come dangerously close to depriving Christianity of its transcen-
dence and making it just another social institution."5 Wagner does not
impute that intention to any of the theologians whose work he analyzes,
but he suggests that they will inevitably end up doing that, wherher they
want to or not, because it is the logical conclusion of the methodological
premises they hold.

In support of his own position, Wagner cites Gonzalo Castillo
C6rdenas talking about "the temptation to identify the Gospel and the
Church, implicitly or explicitly with a given revolutionary program
which she sees as indispensable for the establishment of the Kingdom of
God on the earth . . . I am under the impression that some of the breth-
ren in Cuba fell into that error and now have repented of it." Wagner
llten goes on to say: "Castillo's conclusion is one to which evangelicals
rrruld confidently subscribe. He says, 'The Church has no right to deny
Iter own nature, her divine message, b1 ifuntifying herself with any human
l)r()gram of social transformation.' "6

It may well be that none of the authors studied by Wagner propound
arry such id,entification, but the very ambiguity of the word itself can add
to the confusion here. 'rhe theological context of the authors examined
lry wagner indicates that none of them are thinking of identification in
lltc sense that they would establish a hard and fast tie-up between the
( llrristian message and a given program or system-come what way. If,
olr lhe other hand, identifiration means "critical support" in this context,
llrt'rr the whole matter is open to debate and discussion. But whatever
llrt'outcorne of that debate might be, it is clear that there is no sense to
llt<'irrgument that one is thereby losing the transcendence of Chris-
tiirrrity; lor the critical nature of the support derives precisely from that
I t;rttsct'rr<lcttce.

I l,wt:vcr, that is not the most interesting and noteworthy feature of
Witgrrt'r''s o'iti<1rrr:.f'lilrcr'ation theology, and in particular, of his concep-
li.rr.l tlrc rt:lulirrrshilr bcwecrr Iaith and icleology. The most noteworthy
;roirrt slrrrws rrp irr six crt:k'.siol,ogit'al lxrints wlrir:lr wagner detects in thc
llilrh'.'l'lrt'y lltirrg rts rlirtttly to llrc rttitttt:t'wc lu'(: trrrsi<lcrirrg herc: i.c.,
lltr tcl:rtiorrslrip lrt'twrttr irl<'ology luxl llrc lirrrcliorr ol'tlrt. (llrrrn lr.
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hard to recognize. How can one transmit the faith of the gospel lnessage

and point up-its value when it has lost the cutting edge thatJesus gave to

it? when it no longer pierces through the most intimate interpersonal

relationship s, d'iaiiing people with the closest ties and making them

enemies (Matt. ro:34-36)?
Our analysir "i tf-t. document produced by the Chile.a-n bishops

seems to indicate that it is not eury to pinpoint the ideological

mechanisms at work underneath the statements of the Latin American

hierarchy. They seem to be embarrassed by the new guidelines spelled

out by Vatican it and their own Medellin Conference. The case of Vati-

can II is complicated by the fact that its documents do hot present one

homogeneom li.t. of tlrought. One can look to it for support as well in

defenf,ing the older view oi faith as an autonomous value. Consider this

statementl .,Christ, to be sure, gave His Church no proper mission in the

political, economic, or social o.d... The purpose which He.set before

i,er is a religious one" (Gaud,ium et spes, n. 42).tn setting a "religious"

mission over" against political, economic, and social functions, the state-

ment would seem to be suggesting that we are dealing here not only with

different/znctions but also with different ualues. Thus it has not been

easy for the Catholic Church to move through tl"^ B?tttglciliar 
world'

for one can find at least two opposing views of faith within the very

documents of Vatican II. The whole question is somewhat obscure even

on the level of official documents.
For that reason, we might profit considerably from an examination

of some protestant viewpoints on this matter. The Protestant Churches

are caught up in the ,i-. pro..ss which now confronts the Catholic

Church]But they often feel less inhibited by authority in their attempt to

explicate their basic underlying arguments on this whole matter when

they take a stand against literition theology. And their remarks may

weli give us a clue t-o the real bedrock outlook underlying opposition

stateirents from the Catholic hierarchy, an outlook that often seems to

be disguised somewhat.
A i..e.rt book by C. Peter Wagner will serve as a fine starting point.s

It is simplistic and naive in certain resPects, but it has the great value o{'

presend;g certain Protestant objections to liberation theology in a very

straight{'#*ard and honest *uy. Wugrr.r views liberation theology in

Latii America as rhe "theology of the radical left." This is how he sees

the crucial problem: "The important issue is not really whether a chris-

tian can hold a Marxist-oriented political ideology ()r not. The isstrc is

whether Christianity obliges a man set f'ree in (ltrrist to holrl l<' ult\

lrclelermitt..T [:rrrtlr'i''s itaiits t,rrl i<ltxrlrgy :rt :rll. 'l'llt: (l6r'isti;rrr w.l'ltl
vit.w tr.tltsr'<'rrrls trll soti;rl, t'r'otlottti<,:rrrrl polili<lrl systt'rrrs. As lottg irs:t
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r. The function of the Church is the indiaidual reconciliation of all

human beings with God. Criticizing an issue of thelnternntional Reuiew of

Mission, Wagner says: "Expressioris such as 'relate to the Latin Ameri-

can context,;'sti-,riate interest in the study of Christian social responsi-

bility,, ,undergird involvement in mission by means of studies related to

the social, poiitical, economic, and cultural dimensions of the context"
6express the growing sense of ecumenical commitment which is insepar-

ably related io the t-ask of mission,' 'awaken the masses,' 'point out the

roots of the evils in the Latin American socio-economic-political situa-

tion,' ,struggle to remove the principal causes of massive injustice,' all are

gooi ,tur.il"nts, but the misiion oi the church-arftich is to persuadt men

and, women to be reconciled, ind.iuidually to God' and to become responsible

members of the church of christ-is not further mentioned."T

z. Among the different functions of the church, priority goes to the

salaati,on of iuk. promoting social justice is important but secondary.

The ..theology of the radicil left" has turned this proper order upside

down: "Theiiudge evangelical theology not in terms of how true it is to

the Bible o, nt* It will reiult irt the salaation of sutk, but what it will do to

promote social justice."s For Wagner, moreover, the secondary function

is not achieved apart from the primary function. Indeed it is a direct

result of the latter: conversion or tn. individual not only procures his

salvation but also brings about more justice without attacking any struc-

tures. criticizing the theology of Emilio castro, wagner says: "In some

of his writingr, 
"h. 

seems to irur" an aversion to a soul-saving ministry.

He criticizer-hi, opponents' hypothesis that 'if we change the heart of
man, rhe society *ili also change,' by asserting that'No such thing as the

heart of man exists.' "e

3. The work of Christ is reduced to his activity throu-gh the gospel

..r.r"rug. uithin the Chwch. In criticizing the thinking of Jos6 Miguez

Bonini, he first offers rhis summary of it: "The task of participating in

the work of redemption involves not only preaching the Gospel' but
.participating in the work of Jesus Christ who works in the world creat-

i'rrg p"u.. #d orde., justice and liberty, dignity^and community" "

Wig.r.r comments: "Tliis reference to the work of Christ in the world is

p.riup, one of Miguez's most serious departures from Biblical teaching.

One searches the Scriptures in vain to find a commandment that would

have christians move into the world with this kind of mission."ro

4. The unity of the Church and membership in it is more important

thari any socio_economic-political option. In commenting on the conclu-

sions of the First llvangeiical (lonsultation in (lhurch and S<lt:icty (lrcl<l

irr I lrrlnrl>ani, I)cnr irr i<y(ir ), Wagrtqr l)rcscllls il ('()tlr)lqr-llrgtttllt:llt tltltt
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seems to mirror that of Rahner and the Chilean bishops: "Even under
the generous assumption that the church as an institution would possess
the technical competence to judge the world's socio-economic situation
accurately, not even the most convinced optimist would suppose that the
church could bring its members to agree to one single political point of
view as a possible remedy."l1 He then goes on to say: "But as Per Lon-
ning asks, 'Can a Christian who chooses a particular historical option
claim that this is the option Christ makes?' Nothing could stand as a
clearer warning of the possibility that the passion for social action can
become such a strong drive that it inverts Biblical priorities. 'Fear and
trembling' should characterize Christians not in relationship to the risk
ofjumping into ambiguous worldly situations, but in relationship to the
possibility of failing to make the offer of sahation auaib,ble to mankind."lz

5. The "theology of the radical left" does not take into account the
dualism of the Bible and, in particular, the negatiae supernaturalforces that
rule this world. Criticizing Rubem Alves, he says: "Alves does not seem
much disturbed by the haunting contradiction in a philosophy of history
that indicates that for at least twenty centuries God has been hard at
work trying to'humanize mankind,' but apparently with little success.
Two world wars, Korea, Hungary, Viet Nam, Biafra, Czechoslo-
vakia-all are dirty smudges on the twentieth-century world's
canvas . . . Alves' exposition of the'forces that oppose the action of God'
rloes not come to grips with the Biblical concept of a temporal dualism in
which the supernatural forces of evil play a sinister and important part.
[{e rather searches for rruhnal causes of evil."13

6. Finally, according to Wagner, there is nounioersal promise or plnn of
,ra,laation. The only salvation around operates through evangelism and
individual conversion. In this connection Wagner criticizes the views of
Iirnilio Castro and Richard Shaull. Castro, he says, "approaches the heart
ol'the issue by asking: 'What is the final destiny of those who die without
lraving known the name of Christ?' but he never satisfactorily answers
llre question he raises. He does hint, however, that we need not be too
cottcerned, for'in the New Testament and in the Old Testament there
irt'c clear indications for us to affirm that the plan of God in Jesus Christ
irrtrrrporates all humanity."'te Of course Wagner does not agree with
( llrslro, but his position will be clearer if we first see his criticism of
Slrirrrll. Shatrll himself writes: "We can no longer'think exclusively in
Icrnrs ol' resctring lost pagans from the imminent flames of hell. The
trrissiorrirry torliry nr:ry n<>l havc t()() great an opportunity for direct
cvitttgt'listtt tlrorrgh lris w<lrk is rr<l lr:ss irnl)()rtalrt firr thc Jtr<lclamati<ln of
llrt'(krspt'1. Att<l ttxrst ol rrs <lo rrot li:r'l tlt;rl wr'<lo.irrsti<:r.to tlrt: llillli<:al

*'- .
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l'aitlr il wc linrit it lo grlovirlirrg pcolrlc witlr lut ('nltiur(t' tir kt't lo
Iteavcn."rr' Hcre is Wagtrct''s c()t))nr('nl: "Witlr tlris lt'it'r tiott ol tltt'
eschatological urgency ol the rrrissiorr o['tlre t lrtu't:Ir irr tlrc worlrl. Slrurrll
makes a decisive break liom evangelical the<lkrgy. I t is tlrritr: t'ctttarkitllk'
that he f-eels that by rejecting the urgency oJ saaing pcopLe f rorn heLl hc is

being faithful to the Bible. One wonders if BonhoefTer's exaggerate(l
emphasis on the OId Testament has not caused New Testament theology
to become so diluted among secular theologians that the terrifying
thought of a human being cast into the lake of fire no longer has as

much power to move the heart as does a ragged peasant who has become
disinherited by moving into a favela."rG

The simplistic nature of this criticism and its line of argument as well
as its forthright honesty may disconcert the reader. Wagner is uncom-
monly frank in spelling out the theological foundations underlying the
Church's function, and the reader might entertain the suspicion that I
am using him to paint a caricature. That is not so at all. Indeed my
purpose is precisely the opposite of caricature.

The real merit of the points spelled out by Wagner is that they
explicate the real underpinnings of the criticism that Catholic ecclesiasti-
cal authorities have made against liberation theology. The bishops of
Chile, for example, would have performed a real service to the Church if
they had explicated the same six points instead of trying to arrive at the
same conclusions while hiding their underlying theology. Many sincere
Christians in Latin America rack their brains trying to figure out how
the hierarchy can cite extensive passages from the documents of Vatican
II and Medellin and then arrive at exactly opposite conclusions. They
would benefit from knowing that the latter conclusions derive from a

different theology, a theology that is kept hidden because it does not
dovetail with the main thrust of those two recent events.

I{ence, as we noted above, one of the most difficult problems for
liberation theology after Vatican II and Medellin was the inhibition sur-
rounding the opposed theology. The real bases of decision-making re-
main hidden from view and hence impervious to discussion. The same
principles are invoked, but one side draws just the opposite conclusions.
Protestant thinking does not have to go by way of Vatican II and the
Medellin Conference, and that has some advantages. At least one can see

against what sort of ecclesiology one is fighting.

ilr. JUSTTFTCATTON BY FArTH yEnSUS TDEOLOGIES

As we just saw, liberation theology is confronted with a serious
methodological problem: its anticipated conclusions are in conflict with a
particular theology of the Church which continues to remain decisive for

llrl,l(ll,(r(;lt,ls (:ilURt:|| t,ls(:ltA,lr[,(,tly

ils lrrrtlr,r'itics lrrrrl ils sr lll( rllr'(.s. rl w,rrkl llr.rr:rivt: to irrurgirrc
li.tt llr.,l.gy .irrr lx' il( (('l)l(.(l irr irrry <,rrsisrt:rrr ,rr ,".iiirs
t'r'r'l<.siastit lrl sl rrrctru.t's now irr cxislcnr;t:.
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way by the

lrrsolirr as t:r'itit:isrrr ol thc cxisting ecclesiastical function is con_
r crnr:<1, it wotrkl sccrn rhat liberation theology has a greater affinity with
tlrc rrrrrc,t !)ur,1rcan."political theorogy," iiso k.roiun as the..theology
,l rcvrlrrtirn." Indeed one of the authors criticized by wagner, Rubem
Alvcs, nriglrt be regarded as closer to that current of thoirght rhan to
l,ati. American liberation theology. Molrmann has probabl! exerted a
g.cater influence on him than any Latin Americin theoiogian has.
Molt.mann himself is quick to criticize the triumphalist preteniiousness
.l'a church which assumes it will be able to pi"i.*.its universalist
lxrt.ential by maintaining impartiality: "only in and rhrough the dialectic
,l taking sides does the universalism of the crucified becJme a reality in
thi.s, world. The phony universalism of the church is something very
rlil'f'erent. It is a premarure and untimely anticipation of the xingZom if
Ood."t7

I.r, despite surface appearances, we shall see that this "political
theology" puts liberation theology in a difficult position vis-i-vis a facror
(fven more profound and definitive than the church itself. The factor in
<;uestion is mentioned in Moltmann's statement quoted above. It is the
kingdom of God, the ultimate reality. In short, i{ is eschatology.

All christian churches contain an eschatological elemeni, si.r.e orrr
laith "gives substance" to the rhings for which *." hop. (Heb. i r : r ). And
what we look forward to is the kingdom, or reign, or coa. wherein lie
the differences in the eschatology of the varioui christian churches? I
lhink we-can say that basically it lies in their differing conceptions of the
rc'lationship between events in history on the one haid a.rd ihe kingdom
of'God on the other hand.

Since the time of the Reformation at least, the characterizing feature
ol'the catholic church in this area is its emphasis on the merit if hwrnan
t:ndeavors for gaining entrarue to the .t.r.ril kingdom of God. And this
.otion of merit is of the utmost importance forliberation theology.

The fact is that in the catholic view the merit of a human actio; had
no direct relationship to its historical effectiveness. Neither successful
t:rrdeavors .ror ,rrrr.i.ssful endeavors are meritorious as such. The his-
torical end result of human actions, in other words, does not have any-
thing directly to do with totalling up a person's merit. what really counrs
is the effort expended and a God-diretted intention. To use u do.tor r.
orrr example here, the current conception of merit is not concerned at all
with whether the patient is cured or not. what gains merit for the doctor
is the effort he makes to cure the patient and the intention to do that for
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thc glory ol ()rxl t'illlt(:r'ttrirrr lirr tltt'sitkt: rtl lilrrrt'or tlrt'lili: ol tlrtr

patient. 
tl'h" lutt"t r,crcly serves as tltt: .t:t:asi.tt lirr rrlcrit'

It is quite apparent that this conception ol'mcrit assttnles tllat ther(l

are two very different, if not opposed, planes of value and el'licacy. F'qr

society, for the human and historical plane, the value of a doctor is in

direct proportion to the historical results he obtains. For God, for the

plane of eternal values, those historical results not only do not count but

are actually dangerous. They are dangerous insofar as they are historical

aalues, reai satislacdons that can comPete with the effort and intention
that count for eternitY.

In Catholic theology and spirituality these two planes have been

given characteristic .u..r.t. The supernatwal plane is the plane o.f eternal

ialres; tlne natural plane is the plane of temporal values. ln A Theology of

Liberation, Gustavo Guti6rrez rightly notes that such a theology could

only arise insofar as the "thmlogy of the two planes" lost its hold on

people's minds.' ito* did the theology of the two planes come to exert such a strong

hold over the catholic church? It did so because for a long time it
seemed to be the only logical and feasible way of expressing a dogmatic

datum that had been gradually minted during the earlier struggle

against stoicism. The dogmatic datum was that only grace, only God's

fiee gift, enabled man to do anything worthwhile in terms of such a

divine destiny as eternal life.
Underlying the translarion of this dogmatic datum into the theology

of the two planes were two assumptions: (r ) that a free gift can be recog-

nized by tire fact that some people possess it whereas others do not,

without any fault on their part; (z) that the absolutely gratuitous nature

of the gift, its super.ratrral nature, presupposes. the existence of purely
natura[shtes, persons, and values in real-life history'

Some yearsbefore Vatican II, these two presuppositions began to be

challenged. It began to appear that we did not need these presupposi-

tions to-rnaintain ihe theoiogical principle of the gratuitous nature of the

supernatural-if you will pirdon the redundancy. The fact.is that a gift
need not be recognized simply by the fact that some Possess it and others

do not. Everyone ca.t potteis something, yet that something may still be

a grft. you don't havC to go looking for some human being in history

wf,o hcks grace, at least foi the moment, in order to be able to affirm the

supernatuial or gratuitous nature of God's grlce. In short, the two pre-

,uili.rg suppositiJns only applied to the petty gifts that we human beings

give to each other.
Let me clarify this point with an example. Even before he is born, a

certain child might bq endowed with a fortune. That would mean, of

ll)l'r([,(r(;lt,ts (]illrl{(:ll l.,s(ill^'11)1,0(;Y t,l I

(ouls(', tlrirt lris lrirllr irrrrl srrlrst'r1rrt'rrt rlt'vt'krllrttt'ttl wottl<l lrt'sttt'lottrt<lt:<l
witlr l:rvislr prt'plrtirliotts irlt(l ('xlt'itor'<lirrary tat'c. I say "cxlra()I'<lirrary"
llr.r'irrrst' ollrt:r'r'lril<lr'('n l)r'cslunalrly wotrld n<lt ertjoy tlte salnc Iortune.
'l'o tlrc t:hil<l irr rlrrt:stirtrt, lt<lwcvcr, his way of lif-e would seem to be the
Irrost "natural" thing in thc world so long as he did not compare it to that
ol othcr children and come to realize how he had benefited from a gift.
llut rx)w let us {urther assume that the gift-giver is so generous that he
gives the same gift to every child of a given generation. That would
change the li{'e-styles of all of them, and the gift could not be recognized
by making comparisons. Yet the gift does not cease to be a gift, for the
t'hildren could have been born without it. To realize and appreciate this
rlccisive factor in life, the one child or all the children would have to

lxrnder that alternative possibility. But we cannot ask the child or all the
t:lrildren (in the second hypothesis) to imagine what a purely "natural"
cxistence would have been for theru, because they do not have around
them the elements they would need to fashion such a picture: eaerything
has been changed by the gift.

Something very similar, if not exactly the same, holds true for the
theology of grace. If it has been given to all human beings to live in
essentially gratuitous conditions, then they insofar as they are believers
rnust recognize that God was free to create them without that gift, to
create them in a state of pure nahre. But one cannot ask human beings to
imagine what that state would have been like because they have no such
example in their present-day existence or in that of their contempo-
raries. Thus the concept of pure nature is what is called a "limit con-
cept." It is necessary to understand and appreciate another concept (i.e.,
grace), but it cannot point out any concrete thing in history.

This point of view, worked out in particular by Karl Rahner, served
as the background for Vatican II's statement that all human beings are
called to one and the same supernatural vocation and, thanks to the
grace of God, possess the means needed to fulfill this vocation (Gaudium

et spes, n. zz\. This holds true both within and outside the Church. The
effects of grace within the Christian are the same as those produced by
grace in all human beings of good will (Gaudium et spes, n. zz).

Thus it was that the Catholic Church officially abandoned the theol-
ogy of the two planes and opened the way for a theology that was quite
different: i.e., liberation theology. Of course that does not mean that all
resistance to liberation theology based on the older notion of the two
planes was thereby terminated. As we have already noted, ecclesiastical
authorities have continued to describe the function of the Church as a

purely "religious" one, finding support in other conciliar statements
which clearly seem to set a "supernatural" realm over against the realm
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()l'"nulul'itl" lrrrrrurrr lristory. My lxrirrt lr<'tc is tlrrrt llrc slltlt'tttt'ttts ol
Vatican II arc clcar e notrgh t() cr)sur'o tlrlrt tlrr: lritsit llrtrrkrgit lrl lirrrrr<llr-

tions of liberation theology may n()t bc <lcclare<l ltcte rrxkrx.
One could say that the eschatological elenrent <lpp<lsctl lo lillct'atiorr

theology is stronger and more resistant in Protestant circles than in
Catholic circles. This is not to suggest that the eternal, metahistorit:al
factor is not of equal importance in both. It is, but the historical factor is

not of equal importance in both. The disappearance of the notion o['
merit from Protestant theology, dating from the time of the Reformation,
seems to have undermined the possibility of any theology of history.r8 In
Catholic theology the only thing that united the plane of human activity
in history with the plane of God's eternal kingdom was the notion of'
merit, that is, the "eternal" worth of human effort and right intention.
But even this tie was cut in the Protestant theology of salvation by faith
alone: i.e., salvation by virtue of Christ's merits alone.

By the time of the Reformation, the struggle with Stoicism which had
laid the foundation for the theology of the two planes was a thing of the
past. So was the struggle between pope and emperor, which had helped
to give new life to the theology of the two planes as a possible solution to
a reallife problem. By the time the Catholic Church was confronted
with Martin Luther, in other words, the theory of the two planes was no
longer a critical issue; it had become a point of orthodoxy in the Catholic
Church.

Luther's doctrine of the two kingdom.r, by contrast, became the
politico-theological foundation for the whole edifice of the Reformation,
asJames S. Preus has pointed up again recently. The Reformation could
not survive without the armed political support of princes. To make
themselves independent of theological criteria, it became necessary to
defend the difference between the plane of religious authority and the
plane of secular authority. According to Preus, that was the price that
had to be paid for other more liberating aspects of the Reformation. But
as time went on, as it became evident that the Reformation no longer
needed any political support, the price came to seem too high. That at

least is the view of Preus, to mention one name. He writes: "The political
character of Luther's theology has to be judged against that of the Bible,
which in its repeated calls for justice and righteousness and in its con-

cern for the poor and oppressed makes no distinctions between bodies
and souls, but proclaims a Gospel for the whole man. The Lutheran
doctrine of tire two realms evades that calling by narrowing that Gospel.
The .fastidious depoliticization of the doctrine of justification, aia the tuo-
kingdoms doctrine, has senLed the church's interests well-politicallry. But has it
served the world?"1e
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l{r'irrlrokl Nit'lrrrlrr olli'r's us an ('xllnrpk'ol tlris tlrcokrgi< rrl inllrrr:rrct:
rrtt lltt'politirlrl tt':rltn. llt'is tlrlkirrg irlxrrrt rcligiorrs oplxrsitiorr to Ilitler
ttr N:rzi ( it't trt:rtry:

l.rrllrcr':rrrisrn, wlri< lr irr rrry opiniorr lras the rnost pr<llirund religious insights
orr rrltirrurtc tlrrt'sliorts ol ltrrrrtzrtt cxistetrce, has remained defective on prob-
h'rrrs ol politital arrtl social nrorality, until the encounter with Hitler cured it
ol sorrrr'of thc rnost grievous errors: its doctrine of the "two realms"-the
"r't'alrrr ol hcaven" and the "realm of earth"; the one the realm of grace
"wlrcrc nothing is known except forgiveness and brotherly love" and the
otlrcr the realm of "law" where "nothing is known except the law, the sword,
t lrr' < ourts and chains." This might be a good description of the two dimen-
sions of life and morals, but the fatal flaw in the doctrine of the two realms
was that the one realm was that of private and the other of oflficial morality.
llrlitics, in short, was designed to maintain order in the sinful world. The
purely negative function of the state was aggravated by an absolute religious
sanction of its authority and the prohibition of all resistance.2o

It would be unfair, however, to pretend that the Lutheran doctrine of
tlrc two hingdoms was the outcome of a specific political situation or a
lrolitical tool for confronting said situation. The doctrine of the two
hingdoms is intimately bound up with other central themes in Lutheran
tlreology: e.g., with the doctrine ofjustification by faith alone and the
kcy notion that glory belongs to God alone (so/i Deo gloria). In short, it
has much to do with something that Karl Barth stressed once again
shortly before his death: i.e., the rejection of the Catholic attempt to
(:onnect God "and" man, faith "and" good works. Thus the Lutheran
re.jection of this "and" in the problem ofjustification turns faith into the
r:<>nfident but essentially passive acceptance of God's fixed plan for
Iruman destiny and the construction of his eschatological kingdom. In-
rleed some Europeans in the field of "political theology" use that precise
argument to counter any attempt to attribute to mankind an historical
causality in the construction of God's kingdom.

For example, Rudolf Weth writes: "God himself brings about the rev-
<rlutionary action that is decisive for the coming of his kingdom. His
action cannot be effected or replaced by on) human action." Weth bases
his view on a central text of Luther in which he comments on the passage
in Matthew's Gospel (Matt. zb34) where the universal judge summons
lhe elect to take the places that have been set aside for them from the
beginning of the *o.ld. Luther's commentary is all the more important
insofar as the Letter to the Romans, not the Gospels, was the initial basis
fbr his doctrine of justification by faith alone. Here Weth applies the
doctrine to other parts of the New Testament, and specifically to one
that talks about the definitive establishment of the kingdom of God.

I
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Luther's ()wn tcxt is this: "I low (r)ul(l tllcy IScgtrrrtlo: tlrc t lril<lt't:tr ol'

the kingdom] merit what already bekrngs to tltcrrl arr<l what was l)rc-
pared for them long before they were even crcated? It wotrld be tttortr

.orre.t to say that it is the kingdom of God which merits us as ils
inheritors . . . The kingdom of God has already been prepared. But thc
children of God must be prepared for the kingdom. So it is the kingd<xr
that merits the children of God, not the children of God who merit the
kingdom."21

Leaving aside the whole question of the correctness of Luther's ex-

egesis here, we can readily see that it thoroughly rules out any attempt to

find or establish a causal relationship between activity in history and the

construction of God's kingdom. It situates that kingdom in the remote
past and the remote future (the eschaton), thus detaching it wholly from
historical activity in the present.

Now German "political theology" is markedly dependent on the
Lutheran theology ofjustification.22 So it should not surPrise us that it
systematically tries to eliminate from theologico-political language any

term that might suggest a causal relationship between historical activity
and the construction of the eschatological kingdom. And this is true
even when it is talking about revolution. Except in rare exceptions, the
historical reality produced by human effort is described as "anticipation"
(Moltmann), "analogy" (Weth), "rough draft" (Metz), and so forth-

This stress on the eschatological element, to the detriment of the
historical element, has important consequences for liberation theology.
Two critical ones must be considered here.

r. This eschatological relativization of any and every existing histori-
cal reality, this desacralization of any and every political regime, initially
has a liberating impact. It disestablishes the world we know; it de-

absolutizes the hallowedness that any and every political regime claims in
order to perpetuate itself and deny its historical relativity. The key word
in this politlcal theology, hope, is intimately bound up with that kind of
liberation. The future is liberated from the weight of the past- Feith

enables people to imagine new possibilities and to escape the mesmeriz-

ing allure of the established order.
But when we go in for a more concrete examination of the specific

circumstances in which this liberative function is to be carried out, its
liberating character does not show up so clearly. We live in an intercon-
nected wbrld where different socio-economic systems and regimes hold
sway. In such a world it is unrealistic to think that relativization of the

established systems will produce some sort of cyclic efficacy.
Let us consider this point more closely. Relativization of any and

every political system, in the name of God, can serve initially to stimulate
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r rr;rtivity rrrrrl irrurgirrirtivt' tlrirrkirrg. Arrrl il crrtr lrlso <kr llrt' sirrrrc tlrirrg
;rllcr lr rrcwly crclrtr'<l lrroict t lurs llcgrrrr lo Irar'<lcrr irrlo :rrrollrcr l'ixc<l an<l

rrrrirrritginaliv('sysl('nr. Illlt w('live in a worl<l whcrc ncw and old systems
r or.xist lrrr<l <rrrrrrrrrrrrit:ltc witlr onc another. In such a situation there is a
lr.rrrk:n<'y lor cst:lratological relativization to be generalized. Even before
$onr(. ncw regirne is worked out, it is criticized in the name of some new
lrollt:. At the same time, the opposed regime is being criticized under the
siunt: head but fbr opposite reasons. And even the search itself is rel-
lrtivieed because there is no element in history that can be related caus-
irlly to the construction of God's eschatological kingdom.

My suspicion is that this sort of generalized disestablishment and
rclativization ends up being a politically neutral theology. The "revolu-
tion" it talks about seems to be more like a Kantian revolution than an
lristorical revolution. It merely revolutionizes the way we formulate our
problems. Real-life revolution must have enthusiasm behind it, but the
(:()ncrete circumstances in which this eschatology operates at present
$eem to throw a dash of cold water on any such enthusiasm-not only on
the phony ideological enthusiasm created by the status quo but also on
the imaginative enthusiasm for new projects spawned by criticism and
hope.

In this connection I think we would do well to examine certain pas-
sages written by Rubem Alves, who is a disciple of Moltmann. One
immediate consequence of the aforementioned principles is particularly
worthy of note: the most radical means of bringing about change are
rejected. The reason for this rejection is simple but basic: no one can
adopt such means without losing his "cool," without losing his modicum
of relativization which enables him to maintain control over events. Here
is wtrat Alves has to say about violence: "From the viewpoint of the man
who is free for the future, violence is a totally different reality. It is
whatever denies him a future, whatever aborts his project to create a new
tomorrow; it is the power that keeps him prisoner of the futureless
structures of a futureless world. Violence is the power of defuturization,
which strives to close man's consciousness to the future and the future to
man's consciousness."23

Hope is paradoxically translated into a radically pessimistic view of
the whole process of change, even when the latter is not violent, precisely
because any and every change prompted by man cannot help but lose
out to world-dominating sin. The kingdom of God can only be fashioned
by someone who is free from sin, and that comes down to God alone.
Opting for "messianic humanism," Alves writes: "That is why messianic
humanism refuses to draw its hope from the slave's faithfulness to the
protest that is intrinsic to his condition of slave. Its historical experience

l*
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sll()ws tlrat tlrost: wlro orrct'w('l('llr('rrt'g:rtivt'slltvt's, lrrr<l tlrt'tt'lirl('tlt('
bearers of' liecclorn, llctrrrrc, ()n('c tllcy ir<:lricvt: tlrt'ir llt't'tkrttr, tkrrrti-
nated by concern fbr the preservati()n ol thcir l)rescttt ittt<l itt't: tltctt
infected with the sin of their masters: they are tl()w thtlsc wltrl watlt l()
forestall the future. . . The structure of oppression, accordingly, is ablc
to create a man in its image and likeness, a man whose consciousness is as

unfree as that of his master. He is the slave who does not want to be licc.
His will to freedom becomes will to domestication. The history of free-
dom, therefore, cannot be based on the powers of man alone."2a Is Alves
suggesting that there is a better chance for success when man workstuith
God? The question is offbase, for the reason we cited earlier: a theology
derived from Luther finds it very difficult to conceive of any such col-
laboration.

If Alves' remarks presume to describe objective historical reality, as

they clearly do, then one must conclude that man always works alone.
And Alves goes on to forget man completely in the remarks that im-
mediately follow: "The slave may forget about his suffering, but God
does not. God is the suffering God, the God who does not ever allow the
pains of history to be overlooked and healed by the hypnotic power of
the politics of preservation. Because God . . . is the God in history, and
since his presence in history is always resisted by the powers of the old,
God is a suffering God."25

This standpoint also leads Alves to reject de facto cooPeration of any
sort with revolutionaries in history:

But messianic humanism also rejects the opposite sin of the revolutionaries.
Since the repression and the restoration of the erotic sense of life depends
on the powers of mnn ahne, he finds it necessary totally to discipline his

present in order to gather his energies for the task of liberation. In order to
destroy the repression imposed upon society he finds it necessary to impose
upon his present a similar structure of repression. The present loses itself. It
exists only for the sake of a future. . . Man is absolved from inhumanity and
brutality in the present, as the time of transition, the time that does not
count. And the future, once it is brought about by the revolutionaries, tends
to become closed, because it is believed that it is the presence of the eschaton.

This is why revolutions that were once the bearers of new hopes soon be-

came crystallized, rigid, and dogmatic, a veritable resurrection of the sins of
the conservative.26

That is why God must operate alone. In the strictest theological sense of
the word, he must "create" the liberation that man denies himself and
will never manage to procure: "The normal unfolding of the politics of
the old cannot give birth to the new. The new is here nothing more than
the old under a different form, a different mask. It regenerates itself,
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tlrct'r'lry 1x'r'pclrr;rtirrg tlrc okl workl ol' rrrrlrt.t.<krrrr rrrr<lt.r' u rlilli:rt:nt
gttisr'. llrrt lrt'r'ltttst'(irxl's gxrliti(s 1r(.,{irt(.s llrt.rurlrrrirl rrrrlill<ling ol thc
okl, r'oonr is rrrirrlc lirr tlrt'rrt'w. Arr<l ()n('(iln truly say tlrat it is createdex
rrrlrlo, sirrct. tlrt. rrr.w (:uul()l lx: cxltlairrc<l in tcrrns <>l'the logic oJ-natural
t ttrtxtlily."2T

I lcrt: tlrt: <listirrction between the supernatural and the natural as two
n('l)irr'atc plilrres which never touch each other unexpectedly crops up in
tlris t'a<lically eschatological vision of the kingdom to rule out any and all
r orrrrnitrnent o{' Protestant theology to liberation in history. When this
tlrt.ology remains consistent with itself and its fonts, the revolution it
spt:uks about is transformed into faith and hope in something metahis-
tot ir:al and a disgusted turning-away from real-life history.

z. -I'he second critical factor in the relationship between political
tlrcology and liberation theology is a language difficulty. The fact is that
Alvcs, with his ahistorical conclusions, does not represent the majority of
l'rotestant theologians of liberation.2s Many of them, such as Richard
Shaull, are far more pointed in proposing historical solutions for the
problem of liberation. Indeed Shaull's paper at the Geneva Conference
on Church and Society (in the summer of r966) scandalized many of the
l)articipants with its concrete revolutionary content. But even so, the
l,rrtheran tradition considered above continues to have an impact on the
language used, if not on the content and the options proposed. Thus, if
rny observation is correct, we get two different languages. When Shaull
is talking about the historical realm, the language is intensely committed
ilnd revolutionary. But when he tries to translate all that into theological
icrms, a certain reserve takes over and his language seems to be inhib-
itcd. Here I should like the reader to examine a few remarks of Shaull
lrom the standpoint of a Latin American Christian who wants concrete
guidance amid the thorny issues of the existing political situation and
who looks to his Christian faith for this guidance.

Here is Shaull's remark: "The kingdom of God always stands over
:rgainst every social and political order, thus exposing its dehumanizing
r:lements and judging it. At the same time, the Kingdom is a dyrwmic
reality; it is 'coming' through the work of him who is restoring the
ttations."2e The very first phrase could only prove disconcerting to the
l,atin American. Total relativization of historical realities, far from being
<lynamic, ends up as merely static contemplation. Shaull is too intelligent
and honest to overlook that fact, which is why he brings in the qualiffng
word "dynamic" in the next sentence. He tells us that the kingdom is
<:oming. Through whom or what? The Latin American waits anxiously
Io see rvhat Shaull will say. What group or thrust or ideology is ushering
the kingdom of God into historical reality? Alas, the turn of Shaull's
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remarks can ()nly pr()ducc <lespair irr tlrc Lulirr Attrt't'icltrr. No ltttttttttt
being, no human group, no hunran i<lcokrgy, tto lttttttatt 1tt'ot'css ol'
change is responsible----only God alonc. Just as the bishops ol'(llrilt: t:rr<l

up opting for the risen Christ alone, so Shaull ends up ()Pting lirr (io<l

alone. Both choose not to opt for anyone or anything in concrete hist<lry.

Must a theology give that sort of response to be Christian? Sut:h :r
response clearly would deal a fatal bloW to the credibility of Christiarr
theology and to liberation theology as such. Of course it is a fake death irr
a sense, because ohe and the same person, who is both a human being
and a Christian theologian, can be drastic and intensely committed in his
or her historical judgments when not talking in theological terms' But
when a shift is made to the latrer, the answers seem to lose all contact
with history and the decisions that must be made within it.

Let us consider another remark by Shaull, of particular interest be-

cause it specifically alludes to the theology of Moltmann: "As Professor
Moltmann (Theol,ogy of Hope) has worked this out, the Christian symbols
point to a God who goes ahead of us and who is bringing a new future
into being. His word"is essentially a word of promise, thaiawakeni i., ,rt
the hope for a new future. [t is a word that upsets old stabilities, arouses
dissatisfaction with the old order, and frees us to expect and serve the
things that are to come."3o

Once again we find the same two elements noted above. Firstly, the
fact that God "goes ahead of us" does not mean that we are co-workers
with him. Only God is the subject of "bringing a new future into being."
Nothing is said about mankind, though it is man and woman who are
anxiously trying to figure out what decision they should make.
Moreover, the phrase "bringing into being" is an evident allusion to
creation ex nihilo. No human collaboration is involved. Secondly, here
again it is evident that a critical attitude is the element in man and the
Christian which corresponds to God's creation in history. The word of
God "upsets old stabilities, arouses dissatisfaction with the old order."
Here we seem to sbe a partiality and a partisanship that should be trans-
lated into some sort of decision in history. But Shaull cannot be unaware
of the fact that it is very difficult to make a concrete choice in terms of old

and new. Quite aside from the fact that the new is not always preferable
to the old, there is the more important fact that the same things can be
new or old depending on historical circumstances.

Consider capitalism and socialism, for example. One cannot choose
between them in terms of old and new. Both systems have their own
history in different countries. Socialism can be "old," as is evident from
the remarks of a theological journal in Prague about Latin American
liberation theology. After acknowledging the merits of our theology, it
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Nrx's ()ll lo cottrlrlltitt tlrlrt lilx'rirtiorr tlrcokrgy lln rrol lxlirrlt.rl orrt ck:arly
llr;rt lilx'r':rtiorr is ;tlrr.trrly ir liul irr llrr. srx iulisl <.ourrf r.ics.lt

'l'lrt'lxrirrt, tlrr.rr, is llrirt tlrr: rrst'rl "ncw" an<l "olcl" in Shaull's theol-
ogy rkrt's rrot n'irlly t)r'cslnnc to 1>rovi<lc us with a criterion for making
irrrlgrnt:nts irrr<l l'in<lilrg <lircction in history. It merely represents man's
ll rrslirrg an<l rc:vt:rcnt reslx)nse to the creative activity of God alone. But
llrt.r'r' is a tlrircl I'eature in the above remark of Shaull that was not
rvirlt:rrl in tlre earlier citation. Here Shaull depicts a broader range of
Irrrrrran attitudes. Besides alluding to the critical attitude, Shaull presents
llrrr.r: lxrsitive attitudes. 'Ihe word of God awakcns hope for a new future,
;tn<l frecs us to expect and sertte the things that are to come. Hope,
Ircr'<lom, service: are we to regard these things as characteristic features
ol ir revolutionary option? The obvious answer would seem to be "no,"
rrrrlcss we are dealing with a very queer sort of revolution.

lloping and the freedom to hope can indeed be the first or initial
st('l)s towards revolution, its starting point. But a real revolution will
srrbsequently call for attitudes of a very different sort. Shaull himself is
gx'r'l'ectly aware of that fact, and he can scandalize an audience with his
rlt'st:riptions of a revolution that is real in every sense of the word. His
tlrir<l element, serice, could very well be synonymous with real-life rev-
,lrrtion if it were given its full scope and import. But that assumption is
rrrlcd out by the final turn of his thought. We are ro serve "rhe things
llrat are to come." once again a potentially explosive option loses all its
lristorical force when the verb is complemented with an object. The
lrishops of Chile opt... for the "risen Christ." Shaull says thar we
:fllrc .. . "the things that are to come." Somewhere the historical thrust
irn<l content of decision-making gets lost.

IV. GRACD IN A THEOLOGY OF I.IBERATION

It should be clear at the end of this chapter that the intimate and
rrtravoidable relationship between faith and ideologies poses serious
prrrblems: (r) to the theology and structuresof theChurch; and (z) to a
specific conception of eschatology which has been very operative within
tlrc Catholic Church and still remains powerfully active and central in
tlrc Protestant Churches. I shall have more to say about the function of
tlrc Church and its relationship with ideologies in subsequenr chapters.
So here I should like to say a few more words about eschatology to finish
rrp with that topic.

Liberation theology is a profoundly ecumenical theology. It seems
tlrat the Christian's concern to collaborate in the process of liberating
trtankind unites him more effectively and surely with other Christians
than does any attempt to resolve age-old theoretical problems. Libera-
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ti<ln p<lscs pr()l)lcn)s ol strt:lr rrrill{nitu(l('tlrirt (llrristiiuts ol wltitlcvt't rlc
nomination f'eel ckrser to tlxrsc wlro lravc rrra<kr tltt: satttt: olrliotr irr lris
tory than they do to other members o['their ()wll (lcn()nlination. 'l'lris

ecumenism extends beyond the boundaries of Christianity, in lirct, rrrrit
ing all men of good will in decisive options and separating thcnr lrrrrrr
those of "ill will" wherever they are found.

But when liberation theology examines its own methodology, it rrrrrs
into a second level of ecumenism where a new light begins to dawn <lvt'r

all the old and critical controversies. Let us adopt Paul Lehmann's irs-

sumption that God's policy is to make human existence human artrl
maintain it as such.32 This assumption may help us to appreciate bett('r
what happened in the past, particularly at the time of the Reformation.
Our previous remarks in this chapter will serve as the backdrop for thr'
point we are trying to stress here.

In contrast to the Lutheran view of justification by faith alont',
Catholic theology stresses justification by good works in accordance witlr
the moral law. At first glance it would seem to be hardly Christian at all,
or very Old Testament in cast at best. There is only one thing that woul<l
seem to justify it, but that one thing is very important. However shakily,
it does try to preserve the principle that human liberty is liberty;/br
something definitive and indeed eschatological: the building up of tht'
kingdom of God. It differs from Luther's notion of the servant will (serao

arbitria) in that important respect.
On the other hand, the Lutheran principle of salvation by faitlr

rather than by good works does seem to be central to the New Testament
message of people like Paul, for example. But following Fromm's dis-
tinction between freedom frort and freedom to (or for), one would be
inclined to say that Luther was faithful only to the former aspect ol
Paul's thinking, that Paul also discussed freedom lo. In short, Luther
clearly and correctly pointed out that faith should free the Christian
from the law and preoccupations with it. That was his creative intuition,
welling up from his own consuming inner problem.

On the one hand, then, we find Catholic legalism; on the other we
find Lutheran passivity. The element that might have helped to recon-
cile the two-freedom ro construct the kingdom-was lost in the shuffle.
The two sides hardened poles apart instead of melding into a fruitful
and liberative synthesis.

Faith liberates man from a preoccupation with the law so that he can
launch out into creative love rather than remain paralyzed by the prob-
lem of personal security and individual salvation. The only criterion for
the latter things can be the static criterion of the law. But in entrusting
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lttlt (l('$l irry lo (lxl, wt'sltottkl trrl itn:tgittc llrrrt (lr<l sirnply wants us t()
lrttvc Jrirrr irkrnt' lx'r'lrrrs(' llny coolrt'tittivc t:l lirrt on ()ur part would some-
Itow rlirrrirrislr lris gkrly. ( )rr tlrt: (:ontrary, the ()hristian God is a God who
krvrs rur<l wlro, us srrt'lr, ncccls to bc l<lved. He needs our creativity for his
work. irrrrl so hc asks us t() entrust our destiny to him in faith. So the
(lutlrolic rl<x:trine was clearly inadequate insofar as it made the law the
ohin t ol'otrr liberty, and the Lutheran doctrine was inadequate insofar
Hr it trrrncd Iaith into a deprecation of human liberty.

Arr. wc being t<lo presumptuous when we say that liberation theology
ltru$t l)c grounded on a profound reconciliation of these two Christian
vicwlxrirrts and their work of mutual correction? I do not think so. And
llrc concrete experience of dialoguing about liberation, seeking proper
rlet'isions, and making appropriate commitments would seem to justify
ttry opinion.

NOr^ES

r. As I noted in note zz of Chapter I, it is far from evident to many North
Arrrt:ricans that our hermeneutic must go back specifically to the "Christian"
r()rrr'('cs, to our biblical writings. I think this calls into question the very possibility
ol lirith, starting from Bultmann's assumption that any and every divine inter-
verrtion in the realm of phenomena must be regarded as mythical. On that
it$surnption any "revelation" in the strict sense would be mythical by that very
lrut. 'fhus, even though Bultmann feels that his assumption is compatible with
tlrr: (lhristian faith, strict logic should compel him to offer a new definition of
l'irith or of Christianity. For in his view the divine revealer is absent from the
"(llrristian" message, and one is at least forced to say that any other message in
lristory, even one opposed to the "Christian" message, has as much right to be
lrclieved. The problem does not face Latin American theology in this form, and
so its solution is not critical here. But I think that the dualism suggested by
lltrltmann between transcendence and a phenomenal world is one of those false
rlrralisms typical of the nineteenth century and all subsequent evolutionary
llrotrght: either spirit or matter, immanence or transcendence, instinct or reason,
irrrrl so forth. Teilharci de Chardin tried to show how such dualisms could be
(lvcrcome while preserving their tnrth. I think his approach holds equally true
lirr a revelation in history. See, in particular, the text cited in note so of Chapter
lt.

z. The first affirmation is expressed in such passages as these:

"The Church opts for the risen Jesus Christ" (p. 67).

Lilil,:RA l t()N ()t, ',t ilt,t()t,()(:l
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"'lirday in (l[rilc wc arc litt:t:<l witlr tlrt'opposirrg;rllr.lrlrlivt.s ol <apitlrlisrrr:rrr<l
socialism. It is important to rcrne rnbcr tlrat tlrt:y ar(' rr()l tlr(: orrly lxrssihlt'oncs- -sint r.

there is nothing to prevent us tiom trying a thircl approaclr-arrrl tlrat llrcrc arc rrrarry
forms and degrees of both capitalism and socialisrn" (p. 6ti).

"Thus we can arrive at different political options while remaining unitcrl in our basir,
absolute option for the risen Jesus Christ" (p. 69).

"Irwe take the word'opt'in the strict sense, that is, in the sense ofchoosing one groul)
and excluding the other, then it is clear that the problem is being posed on the basis ol
a simplistic and dualistic view of the world that attempts to draw a neat dividing linc
between groups of'good guys' and groups of'bad guys' and to force us to speak our i7r

faaor of one side and against the other side... The Church does not choose betueen
different human groups. In and withJesus christ, the church makes a decision frrr
all those whom Jesus himself opted for:..for all the people of Chite" (p. 6S).

Their second affirmation is supported by all sors of reasons grounded on histor-
ical experiences. I cannot sum them up here. But here is how the affirmation
itself is stated:

"Hence . . . the concrete embodiments of Marxist socialism so far cannot be accepted
as anauth.entic alternatiae to capitalism" (p. 8z).
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