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Christianity and Medical Frontiers

Utopian Outlooks

All utopian outlooks have a curjous similarity. Wheth-
er they approach the human predicament in terms of
scientism, communism or Consciousness 111, thev tend
to assume that the given order of things —if indeed they
recognize an “established” order — places no restrictive
limits on human proposals to radically alter and master
man and society. They assign no governing role to God
in the external sphere of nature and Instorv thev sup-
pose that man’s future is open to whollv new possll)x]
ities; and they consider man himself free to chart the
future of the human species. Human nature is regarded
as evolving and as open to a superman or superrace
(which Nietzsche mapped one way and the Nazis an-
other). Man is considered the Kingdom-maker and his
condition is thought to be unflawed by original sin.

When scientism shares this utopian mood, as for
example in the writings of the Cambridge anthropolo-
gist Edmund Leach, the empirical spirit approaches
nature and man on premises not wnlike those with
which revolutionary theologians approach historv. No
divinelv-given plan or purpose, no ecreated order or
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structure, nced get in the way; the road to a prom-
ising future is tlnt of dramatic’ surgery or revolutionary
c]mnge \ore moderate and medmtmg alternatives are
regarded as concessive and reactionarv. As in history
S0 also in the laboratory, eschatologlcal transformation
becomes a near-term aml)mon and everv next major
breakthrough hopefullv  holds millennial” possibilities.

The Biblical View

I mention this utopldn mentality at the outset simply
to bring the biblical view into earlv focus. The Bible
too holds out the prospect of a future of man open to
radicallv new possibilities. But it does so in the govern-
mo conte\t not of human nwemut\' and power but
ather in terms of divine redemptlon from sin and the
moral revival of man. God’s new man, his new human-
itv, is conformed to the moral image of Jesus Christ,
and will be “cloned” at last in a resurrection body be-
vond sin and death. In the biblical view God’s revealed
will and operative providence in the ereation define
the limits of human freedom; without God, man the
creature would not and cannot be trulv free, canuot be
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good, and in fact would not even be.

In the obstacles that nature erects to unlimited scien-
tific manipulation God is in fact saying something both
about nature and about himself, even as he does in the
restrictions that human history imposes upon utopian
revolutionarics and thecir millennial programs. The
scientist is constantly brought to terms with the given
in nature. This is not the case only when evolutionists
discover that primates they consider to be as closely
related as the gorilla and man differ so much genetic-
ally that they cannot crossbreed. It is the case also at
other frontiers, frontiers that the brilliant medical tech-
nology of our times is now bringing prominently into
view,

Conquest of Suffering and Death

A key test of the scientific spirit is what modern man
proposes to do with suffering and death. Contemporary
medical technology seems increasingly devoted to its
human conquest. In the Judeo-Christian view suffering
and death, whatever may and ought to be done to
relieve and postpone them, are part of the givenness of
present human existence, inevitabilities complicated by
sin, yet retaining for the person of faith both moral
and spiritual lessons that contribute to the enrichment
of life. Death is not for the Christian either a finality
to be accepted with acquiesence or a foe that can be
humanly destroyed; the only real dignity with which
it can now be faced stems from God's gift of grace.
Death has become an enemy whose sting is sin; only
where grace wrests the moral victory from the foe does
death become the transition to a greater good.!

Modern technology seems increasingly disposed to
all-out war against suffering and dying as if these uni-
versal experiences were a needless human concession
to a malign or indifferent cosmic order. It projects its
assault upon them as if no limits exist to man’s con-
quest of these hostile powers. Even the surgeon or
family physician is now tempted to consider himself a
failure if his patient dies. The secular modern is not
ready to accept death either intellectually, volitionally
or emotionally, except as a few stony intellectuals con-
sider man to be a meaningless fragment of animated
dust with no more future than the beasts of the field.
The modern perspective in turn leaves secular man both
unprepared to die and unprepared to live as he ought,
that is, fully aware of the implications of finite and
sinful existence and in view of the ministry of divine
grace and the moral lessons that life holds for the
spiritual man.

Only in the biblical view can suffering be purposive;
in a non-Christian view it is only an enemy. In the bib-
lical view the Suffering Servant is indispensable to
human redemption, and the suffering of the righteous
man is sanctified by his suffering, death and resurrec-
tion. To commit one’s self to the biblical understanding
of life and death and of the world to come carries for
the secular spirit too high a price in the way of spir-
itual decision. Hence he expects the medical practition-
er to bestow not only the gift of health and a welcome
deliverance from affliction but something hopefully
more than what the Christian recognizes as at best
only a temporary delay of death. In this transferal of
hope, death ceases also to be a delay of what the New
Testament declares to be not only “better” but “far
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better” for the believer, that is, “to be with Christ”
(Phil. 1:23).

The loss of spiritual frontiers in the modern probing
of medical frontiers therefore risks the tantalizing but
misleading implication that science holds potential for
shaping a new creation. Finite man through a mis-
directed hope meanwhile loses his share in the new
creation that God offers, and expects from his present
state — for all that science can do to improve it — more
than the limits of his being allow.

By no means, however, are these reflections to be
taken as a questioning of the profound usefulness of
scientific learning. Few people today would want to
turn back the clock on the scientific revolution; even
its counter-cultural critics today hitchhike on a tech-
nological civilization while airing their grievances.
Technology in some respects is as ancient as civiliza-
tion; without access to water, disposal of sewage, and
ready transportation, human communities soon wither.
The widespread relief of human suffering, the fostering
of health and preservation of life, has yielded world-
wide benefits.

Yet the tentative nature of all scientific hypotheses is
becoming evident in ever costlier ways. The more
sophisticated our solutions, the more devastating is their
destructive potential. Not only the field of medicine,
but all scientific endeavor, engages in a balancing of
risks. The scientific method is unable to identify final-
ities and absolutes; its role is rather a gradual elimina-
tion of long-revered myths and the reduction of in-
ferior alternatives. When he openly acknowledges these
limitations the scientist is to be commended; if the
theologian must say “now we know in part,” much more
must the empirically-dependent technician acknowledge
the restrictions his methodology imposes.

Isolation of Knowledge from Ethical Use

The isolation of scientific knowledge, medical knowl-
edge included, from the question of its ethical use is a
crucial concern for contemporary civilization. The util-
ity of science is primarily connected with human com-
fort and convenience, and these often become synonyms
in contemporary culture for human betterment. The ear-
lier vision of science as an instrument serviceable to the
glory of God, by its extension of his moral purposes in
the world and by the social implementation of the
good, has faded away in recent generations. As secu-
larism encroaches upon modern life, fewer and fewer
influential spokesmen press the question: “What ought
scientific knowledge to be used for?” Even the convic-
tion that the medical profession has its goal solely in
the preservation of human life is challenged. Abortion,
euthanasia, and recombinant genetic research also in
frontier modes that anticipate a deliberately altered
human species, frame the role of medical science in a
notably different way. The mere mention of such mod-
ern developments as nuclear warfare and ecological pol-
lution reflect the correlation of scientific learning with
technical advances that threaten human survival itself,
As ethical connotation terms are secularized, more-
over, concepts like “quality of life” are formulated in an
amoral way: 44% of Americans think life’s quality has
worsened in the past decade, according to a Harris poll.
What do they mean by quality of life? They point spe-
cially to air and water pollution, energy costs, inferior
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product serviceability and safety, in short, to predom-
inantly physical concerns and consequences, although
a number do hold that a deterioration of education has
contributed also to the depreciation of life quality. Of
no less importance is the fact that the detachment of
scientific utility from the question of moral norms strips
the scientist himself of any firm basis for relating his
scientific contribution to the good. Indeed, it leaves him
without any firm basis for defending the value of sci-
ence itself.

Because the scientist uses a restricted professional
methodology, one that is ideally appropriate to identi-
fying certain empirically observed sequences, has he
no responsibility for distinguishing between moral and
immoral uses of scientific knowledge? Anyone familiar
with American Association for the Advancement of
Science conventions in recent years, and with publica-
tions like Science magazine, cannot but be aware that
many scientists now raise ethical issues with a zeal
seemingly intended to compensate for long decades of
neglect. This accelerating moral concern is to be fully
commended, even if its tardy pursuit tends to grapple
with many issues at the level only of mid-course cor-
rection.

Adam’s eating of the Edenic tree of knowledge
without moral sanction and ethical commitment cost
him spiritual life. The temptation is now commonplace
to devour the fruit of the tree of knowledge in order
to become like gods. But knowledge pursued in moral
alienation and indifferently to the good while it
reaches for omniscience invites demonic manipulation
and deployment of what we know. Our generation has
passed beyond the end of the age of technological in-
nocence, and antichrist seems ever eager to monopo-
lize the results of scientific learning.

Because the scientist is a man like other men, he
like others is answerable to the express will of God
for his creation. That answerability extends to the pur-
poses for which the scientist seeks knowledge, and the
use for which he commends and approves it.

I am not here arguing that it is better not to have
knowledge than to run the risk of its misuse. God him-
self does not conceal the revelation of himself because
humans may distort and revolt against spiritual knowl-
edge. By declaring all men to be sinners, the religion
of the Bible emphasizes not only that humans are ig-
norant of much that they can know about God, but that
humans in fact also possess revealed knowledge about
God which rebellious man deploys. If man is divinely
made for the knowledge of God, he need not balk at
knowledge of God’s universe. Ignorance may also be a
sin, especially if one might have had knowledge that
could have been used serviceably to the good. If, how-
ever, that knowledge is sought in rivalry with knowl-
edge of God, or indifferently to God’s claim upon man
and the cosmos, we have a very different situation. Nor
is our primary problem that of sharing scientific knowl-
edge with developing countries that might misuse it; if
the developed countries will moralize the use of knowl-
edge, the developing countries will not be a major
problem.

Knowledge and Its Use

Against those who insist that “knowledge is good
(period)” the question needs to be pressed whether
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The more sophisticated our solutions,
the more devastating is their destructive
potential.

we can excusably draw an absolute line between
knowledge and appropriation in this way. We are here
faced again with the crisis of Eden: we want to touch
the tree of knowledge quite indifferently to God’s con-
sent and purpose. To perpetuate a divorce of scientific
learning from the knowledge of the good is a costly
development, the more so as scientific learning multi-
plies and concern about the good deteriorates. It may
precipitate the destruction of the very civilization and
culture that some spokesmen for science had only a few
generations ago hoped to lift to the brink of utopia.

In this judgment I wish to avoid blaming science for
decisions that are taken individually by human beings
and in which nonscientists no less than scientists are
involved. Yet the fact is that scientific learning all too
readily accommodates a game of roulette in which moral
questions are postponed until it is too late to moralize
the choices. Can one wholly escape culpability if he
operates an escort service that enables one, in observ-
ing new frontiers, to walk so invitingly near the brink
of perilous enjoyment that hazardous participation be-
comes well-nigh irresistible?

The breakup of the American home doubtless has
many contributory causes, and there is no reason to
think that even apart from certain recent scientific de-
velopments the society of the West might not have
notably declined through alternative ways of expres-
sing its spiritual vagabondage. But before the produc-
tion of the birth control pill premarital intercourse by
almost a third of all teenage girls between 15 and 19
years of age in the United States was unthinkable. The
fact that as many teenage mothers now undergo abor-
tions in the more risky second term of pregnancy, rather
than in the first term, indicates that other than pru-
dential considerations control their appropriation of
modern technical information, and that scientific tech-
niques are welcomed because they accommodate sexual
permissiveness hopefully with impunity. We have felt
only the first shock wave of social upheaval in a society
that postpones moral judgment to a sunset interaction
and gives to the questions “Is it physically safe?” or “Is
it useful?” a priority over the question “Is it good?”
When Jesus said “Ye shall know the truth and the truth
shall make you free” (John 8:32) he did not mean “free
of an unwanted fetus” or free of ethical answerability.

Nor am I saying that the Christian theologian has
undiluted advance wisdom about everv decision to be
made in the application of scientific possibilities. The
Bible does not give us quick answers to all questions.
But it does provide clear divine information about
some matters. It insistently raises the question of why
we propose to do what we do. Over all that humans
think and do it inscribes the words what for? It no-
where encourages us to postpone the moralizing of our
interests while we touch the tree of knowledge inquis-
itively. The Bible does not speak directly concerning
some proposals, yet it is not therefore without relevant-
ly applicable principles. It strips away any justifica-
tion for human decision solely on the basis of prag-
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matic considerations. The Bible rejects human fear and
pride as adequate motivations and declares the fear of
God to be the beginning of wisdom in every human
enterprise.

Atomic Power

The moral question confronts us with special urgency
in respect to recombinant genetic research even as it
has already confronted us in respect to atomic power.
It is beyond the capacity of human wisdom to calcu-
late and balance potential benefits and liabilities in
these developments. The Bible underwrites no rationale
for producing the atomic bomb because Nazi scientists
might otherwise achieve it first, or for pursuing recom-
binant genetic research because Soviet scientists might
beat us to a breakthrough.

Not simply by concentrating on physical conse-
quences while minimizing questions of ethical appro-
priation, but also by reading its experimental verdicts
in a maximally optimistic way scientism betrays its fas-
cination with gnosis. The crisis in atomic energy today
mirrors the terrible dilemma of a generation that de-
taches moral imperatives from its investigative genius.

Atomic fission was heralded as carrying the prospect
of an end to war and the promise of a new age of in-
expensive energy. The outcome has been very different.
And many now ask whether scientists who hailed their
creation of the bomb as signaling the dawn of a lumi-
nous atomic age should not have known and said also
that there is no known way to handle atomic waste.
Touching this branch of the tree of knowledge has
thrust us into an age in which atomic waste can be
reprocessed into destructive nuclear bombs; and it has
not significantly carried us forward toward a solution
of the global energy crisis. If two things are to be
added about the French government’s recent announce-
ment of the discovery of a new way to enrich uranium
for power plants that eliminates the risk that the ma-
terial could be used for nuclear weapons, the second
is that, even if the process proves practical, it will also
prove to have unforeseen side-effects.

Recombinant DNA Research

Can we presume that technological genius operating
neutrally in a context of moral ambiguity and spiritual
revolt decisively advances civilization? The problem

A Call to Faithfulness

This declaration is sponsored by John F. Alex-
ander, Richard Barnet, Gordon Cosby, Richard
Mouw, Wes Michaelson, Henri J]. M. Nouwen,
John Perkins, Clark Pinnock, Graham Pulkingham,
Glen Stassen, William Stringfellow, Jim Wallis,
and John Howard Yoder.

The time has come for Christians in the United States
to stand upon our biblical convictions and act together
in a clear and visible witness against the nuclear arms
race. The spiralling momentum of nuclear weapons pro-
duction has possessed our nation and placed the entire
world in unprecedented danger.

The church bears the biblical responsibility for stew-
ardship of the whole creation. However, Christians in
America for the most part have stood by and watched
as our nation has assembled the largest and most dead-
ly military arsenal ever to imperil the earth.

Instead of fulfilling the prophetic hope of Isaiah to
“plant justice in the earth,” we in the church have re-
mained largely passive for more than 30 years of nu-
clear arms buildup. Today our country devotes immense
and increasing portions of its material, intellectual, and
financial resources to war, thus threatening the world
with catastrophic violence while guaranteeing continued
neglect of the world’s poor.

The victims of this callous arrangement cry out, and
above their voices can be heard another voice: “As you
have done to the least of these, so you have done unto
me.

We have let the biggest myth go unchallenged: that
all this military might is for a righteous purpose, for
peace and self-defense. As military planners, political
leaders, and industrial interests have relentlessly pushed
us beyond the threshhold of overkill, the truth has be-
come clears These weapons are for winning, for main-
taining superiority, for keeping control, for dictating our
terms, for protecting our wealth and power in a global
order that is fundamentally unjust.

Under the guise of national security, our true security
and the security of the world is being severely jeop-
ardized.

Jesus tells us that it is the peacemakers who are
blessed. Yet the peacemakers among us have been few.
Most Christians have ignored the strong biblical warn-

ings against placing our trust in weapons of war.

We are soberly reminded of God’s command, “You
shall have no other gods before me.” But we have fallen
away from God by joining our fellow citizens in suc-
cumbing to the idolatry of military might and power.
To plan for a nuclear war assumes that tens of millions
will die, justifiably in the name of national security.
This exalts the nation above all else, including the sur-
vival of humanity.

Our professed allegiance to Christ and his kingdom
rings hollow when we accept military policies of indis-
criminate mass destruction, placing us in direct opposi-
tion to Christ’s unequivocal instruction to love our ene-
mies, do good to those who hate us, bless those who
curse us, and pray for those who persecute us.

Repentance means to stop, to turn around, and go
in a different direction. This is what we must do. As
Christians, we know too much and have seen too much;
we can no longer quietly accept our perilous situation.
We feel compelled by the words of Ezekiel:

If you see the sword coming and blow the trumpet

and warn the people, then if those hearing the

trumpet do not take warning, their blood will be
on their own hands. . . . If the sentry sees the dan-
ger coming and does not blow the trumpet and the

people die, I will hold the sentry responsible. I

have made you sentry for my people; whenever you

hear a word from my mouth, you shall give them

warning from me. (Ez. 33:3-7)

Nuclear war is becoming an increasingly likely event.
Many leading scientists and arms control experts now
call nuclear war “probable” and “inevitable” before the
end of this century.

Our nation bases its security on demonic systems cap-
able of turning the globe into an inferno. The simplest
meaning of the nuclear arms race is that, in the name of
national security, the world’s most powerful nations are
preparing to commit mass murder. To build weapons of
such destruction and to be ready to use them are the
marks of a people losing their minds and their souls.

The United States possesses more than 11,000 nu-
clear warheads, each one of which can burn the heart
out of a city. This stockpile—the equivalent of 615,385
Hiroshima bombs—could destroy the entire population of
the world 12 times over. Yet the United States continues
to produce nuclear weapons at the rate of three each
day.

The competitive momentum of the arms race has
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now begins to face us urgently in the sphere of genetic
experimentation, where all the motivations that under-
lay atomic experimentation are once again asserted.
Some social critics affirm that recombinant genetic en-
gineering could create more affliction than it relieves,
that it may fashion a monster that will destroy us all;
others claim it could cure cancer and other crippling
diseases and lift the human species to new potentialities.

Recombinant genetic research cannot as such be con-
sidered an intrusion into nature, since the principles
of mutation and species variation are already operative
throughout the plant and animal kingdom. Yet the
range of genetic exchange among living forms in most
instances are very narrow. While the genetic code is
universal, nature significantly restricts the exchange of
genetic information between widely divergent species
so that, heretofore at least, it has not been possible to
Cross major species barrier.

With the advent in the 1970s of recombinant molecu-
lar technology, however, geneticists engaged in the
further manipulation of life. The test tube recombina-
tion of DNA molecules from organisms that do not
usually exchange genetic information creates a new

situation, one that is stirring wide debate over the

Atomic fission was heralded as carrying
the prospect of an end to war and the
promise of a new age of inexpensive
energy. The outcome has been very
different.

ethics of genetic engineering, over the safety of such
experimentation, and over the regulation and legisla-
tion appropriate to such research.

Yet the recombinations presently described have also
already in principle occurred in nature, in the phenom-
enon of so-called “jumping genes” or transpositions of

fragments of DNA from one organism to another. In

1974 the microbe that produces meningitis in infants
acquired from an unknown source a plasmid carrying
the gene that resists the antibiotic ampicillin, In 1976
it was noted that the organism responsible for gonor-
rhea acquired a plasmid also encoding for resistance to
ampicillin. More recently plasmids have been recog-
nized in streptococci, the organism productive of “strep
sore throat,” and this could hold profound medical

caused the Soviet Union, formerly far inferior to the U.S.
in strategic nuclear weaponry, to build a corresponding-
ly devastating arsenal. Despite the rhetoric of detente
and the SALT talks, the nuclear arms race continues to
accelerate. Since the SALT talks began, the United
States has roughly doubled its stockpile of nuclear
weapons.

The balance of terror between the United States and
the Soviet Union—upon which the fate of the world pre-
cariously rests—is assumed to be natural, sane, normal.

The United States has set the pace in the arms race,
and the recent direction of U.S. strategic nuclear policy
has become especially grave. The United States is set
to deploy a whole new generation of nuclear weapons
systems on land, sea, and air—the MX missile system, the
Trident submarines, and the cruise missile—in addition
to having the capability to produce neutron bombs,

Strategies are being devised in which the United
States would be the first to use nuclear weapons. Qur
nation has steadfastly refused to pledge that it would
not be the first to use them. .

The pace of the arms race has been accelerated to the
point that 35 to 40 nations could possess nuclear weap-
ons within a decade. The “peaceful” use of the atom for
nuclear energy already has abetted the proliferation of
the bomb. The risk of further proliferation increases as
nuclear energy development is expanded and exported.

We call upon the church to make a decisive response
to the nuclear arms race through prayer, preaching, and
public witness. The church’s prayers for peace must be
offered ceaselessly, with a deepening fervor and in-
tensity matching the escalating race to nuclear anni-
hilation.

The church’s preaching of the gospel in our day must
make it clear that to turn to Christ is to turn from ac-
ceptance of nuclear weapons, so that converts become
known as peacemakers. The church’s public witness
must be marked by costly action, following the leader-
ship of the one who was willing to bear the burden of
making peace in a hostile world. Nurtured by Christ’s
love, his church must bear all things, believe all things,
hope all things, and endure all things.

Our primary allegiance to Jesus Christ and his kingdom
commits us to the total abolition of nuclear weapons.
There can be no qualifying or conditioning word. We,
the signers of this declaration, commit ourselves to non-
cooperation with our country’s preparations for nuclear
war. On all levels—research, development, testing, pro-

duction, development, and actual use of nuclear weapons
—we commit ourselves lo resist in the name of Jesus
Christ.

We also call upon the church in this nation to set
forth to the United States government its responsibility
to take meaningful unilateral and multilateral initiatives
toward the goal of complete nuclear disarmament. Other
nations’ desires for disarmament, peace, and survival
could then be genuinely tested in the pressure to re-
ciprocate.

Specifically, those steps should include the following:

(1) The suspension of all nuclear weapons tests and
the flight testing of new vehicles for their delivery.

(2) The suspension of present plans to acquire new
strategic weapons systems, including the MX missile
system, the cruise missile, and the Trident submarine,
as well as any future production of the neutron bomb.

(3) A decisive change in U.S. military doctrine, de-
claring that this nation will never be the first to use
nuclear weapons, and that it recognizes that they are
legitimate neither as political instruments nor as mili-
tary weapons.

These initiatives are only minimal first steps toward
the goal of eliminating nuclear weapons from the face
of the earth. The urgency of such actions should be clear
to all who share the biblical hope to beat swords into
plowshares.

We admonish our brothers and sisters in Christ to take
a bold posture of resistance to the nuclear arms race.

In the face of so grave a crisis, Christians must avoid
the easy temptation to despair. Instead, we must draw
on hope born of our trust in God’s love and grace, in our
lives and in the world.

May our hope in Christ’s kingdom undergird our wit-
ness, nurture our worship, and compel our action.

Readers who wish to identify themselves as sup-
porters of this Declaration should write to Nuclear
Declaration, Sojourners, 1029 Vermont Ave, NW,
Washington, D.C. 20005.

Readers who wish to respond to this Declaration
through the pages of this Journal are invited to
submit 250-word comments for publication by
November 15, 1978 to the Editor.
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Revealed religion offers technological
civilization its only persuasive means
for overcoming the isolation of knowl-
edge from ethical applications.

significance, perhaps reverting us to the pre-antibiotic
era.

The dilemma now confronting us concerning the ex-
change of genetic information transcending normal
species barriers is that of adequacy of containment and
appropriateness of research. It should be noted that
medical science has faced biohazards whenever it has
investigated and treated infectious diseases; precisely
in the face of such risks, the polio vaccine and other
scientific advances were achieved. It may well be that
criticisms of genetic engineering and scenarios of dis-
aster are greatly exaggerated. Yet prudence calls for
caution in the area of the unknown, and a few obser-
vations on what presently seems to some of us to be
the wisest course may at least provoke counter-sugges-
tion in the area where theologians and scientist alike
must settle for some political compromise.

Most of us are almost as reluctant to see legislative
controls on freedom of scientific research as we are on
freedom of religion. The record of political omniscience
is hardly more impressive than pretensions of scientific
omniscience. Where research has a therapeutic objec-
tive, legislative controls should be avoided. Govern-
mental licensing of researchers would multiply bureau-
cracy and introduce possibilities of political influence
and intervention that a free society should resist.
Guidelines issued by the National Institute of Health
to safeguard public life and health already include
both physical and biological containments that reduce
biohazards from recombinant genetics to a minimum,
and should be extended to include all recombinant
molecular research regardless of the source of funding
for such projects. Such guidelines, moreover, should be
periodically revised as new information becomes avail-

able.

Scientists should be pressed to distinguish experi-
mentation that probes new forms of life from experi-
mentation that is ventured for therapeutic ends.
Informed public debate should be invited on legal con-
trols touching the former type of experimentation, so
risks will be minimized by more stringent measures
than the mere issuance of governmental guidelines. Any
legislation should however be reviewed from time to
time so it will be neither unnecessarily restrictive nor
excessively tolerant. )

We should doubtless clearly distinguish experiments
that amplify or increase genes in the same organism, or
in closely related organisms that naturally exchange
genetic information, from experiments that propose an
exchange of genetic information between unrelated
bacteria and between more complex organisms with an
organized nucleus. The latter kinds of experiment in-
volve hazards beyond the risks attending current gen-
etic procedures and should therefore be answerable to
legislative regulation. Such regulation should guaran-
tee at very least the existence of competent local re-
view agencies. Whatever restrictions are placed on
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innovative research need not at all completely thwart
such research, provided only that the sponsoring insti-
tutions are certified and held publicly responsible, and
the nature and limits of liability are established.

Spiritual Reality

Legislative restriction or not, the scientist is answer-
able to God no less than to society, and here the bib-
lical theologian pleads for conscious attention to that
larger realm of spiritual realities that escapes sense
perception and turns on God-in-his-revelation. Yet it is
not to the scientist alone, but to contemporary man now
widely given over to radically secular perspectives, that
this call must be directed. The people doubtless have a
right through the legislative process to set limits on the
proposals of scientists no less than on those of the rest
of us in respect to what they perceive to be life-and-
death issues. Yet even scientists who earnestly raise
the question of moral norms now find themselves deal-
ing with large remnants of society not deeply inter-
ested in these issues, so widely does the dissociation of
technical information from questions of morality per-
vade our culture. All the more imperative, theretore,
is the forging of an intellectual front in which concerns
of theology, ethics, science, and human history are
once again focused in a comprehensively unified way.

Revealed religion does not directly answer questions
that modern science addresses to the universe, but it
nonetheless bears on the whole of that inquiry. More-
over, it answers some questions with finality (and that
is more than empirical science can do), and it has fully
as much to say to our technological age — and of no less
importance — than does contemporary science.

Revealed religion can identify the good in terms of
God’s expressly disclosed will and moral commandments
which scientific man neglects at great peril to himself
and to all mankind. Revealed religion identifies the
chief end of life (“to glorify God and to enjoy him
forever”); a disregard of this imperative impoverishes
human existence, and invites the decline of civilization
even amid illustrious scientific genius.

Revealed religion proffers ethical renewal that reno-
vates the fallen will of man to do the right, instead of
condemning 20th century mankind to its deadly nu-
clear arms race in unending pursuit of superior retalia-
tory or destructive capability. It invites our scientific
age East and West to share the regenerative and restor-
ative grace of God that can subdue both the secular
communist and secular capitalist spirit to participation
in the eternal world.

Revealed religion offers ethical guidance precisely at
those frontiers where medical technology has been ex-
ploited in the service of moral permissiveness to the
great detriment of social stability. Some moral prescrip-
tions are no more welcome than some medical prescrip-
tions. But they are not on that account misguided. The
Bible declares that intercourse before and outside of
marriage is wrong in God’s sight, even if all the world
should practice it and do so with gleeful delight. Adult-
ery within marriage is wrong even when it becomes the
social norm, and even if that should become the case
in the most powerful nation in the world. To defend the
weak and helpless is right, and to take fetal life is
wrong (moral exceptions being to spare the mother’s
life, offspring to victims of rape, and instances of ex-
ceptional deformity.) Abortion is not a biblically sanc-
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tioned means of birth control, even if destruction of the
life of unwanted girl infants in ancient Rome or destruc-
tion of the life of unwanted fetuses in modern America
should become the social custom.

Revealed religion offers technological civilization
its only persuasive means for overcoming the isolation
of knowledge from ethical applications. Where evan-
gelical religion is forfeited moral relativism soon takes
its place. The Bible holds before us Jesus Christ the
ideal man, neighbor love and social justice as moral
imperatives, and the extension of God’s ethical pur-
poses throughout the cosmos as God’s divinely-intended
vocation for man. It promotes the moral use of knowl-

edge in the service of man under God, rather than
merelv in the service of nature under man, or in the
service of some political or scientific elite. The pursuit
of knowledge in this context can do us no harm but can
do us only a world of good. For all the technological
brilliance and scientific innovativeness of onr times,
present-dayv civilization is doomed without a decisive
alteration of the prevalent secular philosophy of life
and of the norms of human behavior.
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Malnutrition and People

The Experience of Malnutrition

“No one in the hospital appeared to be unduly concerned
when four-vear-old Sonia Enamorado died of starvation.
No mother waited teartully by the cot. The doctor
was busy attending to the rasping wailing from the other
wasted bodies in the tiny ward. Only one nurse seemed
interested: she laid a small muslin square over Sonia’s
once pretty face, to keep the flies back for her last few
moments”.1

“I remcmber Jobeda who was sitting in the shade of a
tattered lean-to in a refugee camp in Dacca. A small
withered form lving close Dbeside her whimpered and
stirred. Instinctively, she rveached down to brush away
the flies. Her hand carefullv wiped the fevered face of
her child. At six vears of age, acute malnutrition had
crippled his legs, left him dumb, and robbed him of his
hearing. All that was left was the shallow, labored
breathing of life itself—that, too, would soon be gone”.2

“The other day a Zambian dropped dead not a hundred
vards from my front door. The pathologist said he'd died
of hunger. In his shrunken stomach were a few leaves
and what appeared to be a ball of grass. And nothing
else”.3

I have just quoted the plights of three individuals,
three of the manv victims of malnutrition. All three
instances occurred within the past few vears, the first
in Honduras, the second Bangladesh and the third
in Zambia. The three people involved were ordinarv
human beings, two were voung children and one was
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a voung adult. Apart from their malnhutrition and cer-
tain cultural differences, thev would have been just
like vou and me. And vet thev were so very different
from vou and me—thev were malnourished, and even
had thev been alive todav their lives would have been
hard, limited and tramcdllv deprived.

How easv it is though to lose these three individuals
in the midst of an array of accurate, objective and yet
lifeless statistics. There are books galore on malnutri-
tion, on its economic spectrum, its morbidity and its
consequences in educational terms. How easy it is to
write about the Third or even the Fourth World, the
disadvantaged and the underdeveloped (or more ac-
ceptablv the developing) nations. However much we
need these studies, thev are emasculated to the extent
that we lose sight of the hhuman face ol malnutrition.

Malnutrition is personal; it affects individuals. The
individuals arc vou and I; vou who are reading the
paper and I as the one \\ho is writing it. They are also
those who arc hungry, those who are lml]nourlshed and
those who are on the verge of starvation, They are
those children who are no longer curious; they are those
30-vear-old women who look at least 50; thev are our
children who are healthy and fun-loving and’ they are
we who have everv opportunity in this life. We are all
individuals and we are all affected by malnutrition,
either as the well-nourished who prosper at the ex-
pensc of the malnourished or as the malnourished
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whose only hope depends upon the concerted efforts of
the nutritionally privileged.

Whatever approach we adopt towards this issue
therefore, we cannot afford to overlook the personal
aspects of the malnutrition in today’s world. Moberg?
has expressed this point very succinctly: “all social
problems are intensely personal to the individuals who
are their victims.” Neither can we afford to underesti-
mate either the global or the historical dimensions of
malnutrition.

Global Malnutrition

Famine is no new problem to the peoples of the
world. One has only to read the Bible and other chron-
icles to realize how frequent and devastating were
famines throughout the Middle East and Europe in
ancient times.> Likewise, medieval Europe was repeat-
edly gripped by famines while even this century has
seen people driven to cannibalism in the face of re-
lentless hunger.

Famine is practically integral to the life of humanity,
so much so that Jesus Christ in describing the signs
which would usher in his return at the end of time fore-
saw famine as one of these.® In spite of such gloomy
(and perhaps realistic) forecasts, the late 1940’s were
characterized by an upsurge of optimism—the battle
against hunger was almost concluded. Bumper harvests
in the United States and the development of “miracle
seeds” would vanquish this dreaded foe and the dense-
ly-populated countries of the Third World would attain
self-sufficiency in food stuffs.

Alas, history was not to be so easily overturned! The
1970’s have been accompanied by malnutrition of
plague proportions, as well as by an avalanche of cries
of doom and despair. In 1972, for instance, the world’s
harvest was some 3% short of meeting demands, while
by 1974 the world’s reserves of grain reached their
lowest level for 22 years. This corresponds to a 26 days’
supply compared with one of 95 days in the early
1960’s.7 It is estimated that at the present time any-
thing from half a billion to a billion and a half people
are suffering from some form of hunger, and of these
about 10,000 die of starvation each week in Africa,
Asia and Latin America.

Such figures are well beyond our comprehension and
tend to leave us numb and unmoved. Even worse per-
haps is the plight of the children. At any given time
there are approximately 10 inillion severely malnour-
ished preschool children, with very many more suffering
from moderate and mild forms of malnutrition. All told,
about 3% of children under five in low-income countries
suffer from severe protein-calorie malnutrition, their
body weight being lower than 60% of the standard.
Another 80 million preschool children are probably
suffering from moderate malnutrition (60-75% of the
standard) and 130-160 million from mild malnutrition
(75-90% of the standard).®

The Context of Malnutrition

It is far more accurate to view malnutrition as part
of a much larger constellation of deprivation.® Mal-
nutrition itself is just one aspect of poverty, and it fre-
quently accompanies other traits of poverty such as
high infant mortality and prematurity rates and high
levels of mental deficiencies.!® Its severity appears to be
related to differences among some of the following
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factors: total number of siblings, number of siblings
under the age of 2 years, family income, food expendi-
ture per person per month, schooling of mother and
father, number of marital separations at the time of
birth, and the likelihood of being the product of an
unwanted pregnancy.!! An additional factor is illiteracy,
which merely serves to augment the more strictly bio-
logical aspects of malnutrition.

.In more general terms, malnutrition has a number
of dominant contexts. These include and revolve around
poverty which itself may be a manifestation of a host
of other contexts such as ignorance, adverse climatic
conditions, dispossession, urbanization and the econ-
omic and commercial structure of the contemporary
world.’? These in turn constitute the interrelationship
of perspectives in which population levels, food pro-
duction and food consumption need to be viewed.

Poverty

But what of poverty which is so essential to any
appreciation of the world of the malnourished? Mooney-
ham'® has made the telling remavk: “Poverty is relative
but total poverty is absolute, and total poverty is the
only term that adequately describes masses of people
in the Fourth World”. Unbelievably, this fourth world
of absolute poverty applies to some 40% of the people
living in the underdeveloped countries.

Poverty is the pivotal point of more than one vicious
circle. In the words of Heilbroner:4

It is not just a lack of capital, or just backward ways,
or just a population problem or even just a political
problem which weighs upon the poorer nations. It is a
combination of all these, each aggravating the other.
The troubles of underdevelopment feed upon them-
selves.

Although the impact of poverty is on the deepest
aspirations and expectations of people as indivigual
human beings, the easiest way of expressing poverty
is in financial terms. While the average per capita in-
come in developed Western nations is of the order of
U.S. $2,400 (in North America it is well over U.S.
$4,000), it is only U.S. $200 in the underdeveloped
world. What is more, this differential is rapidly increas-
ing. These figures tell us something about the inequal-
ity of wealth at the international level. This unfortu-
nately is only the beginning of the inequality saga, as
inequality is even more devastating at the national level.
For instance, in Latin America as a whole 60% of the
population have incomes of less than U.S. $50 a year,
40% earn up to U.S. $190, while of the remaining 10%,
9.9% eam over U.S. $500 leaving just 0.1% with incomes
in excess of U.S. $27,000.15 And the inequality in these
countries is becoming more marked with the passing
of each year.

The plight of many in the underdeveloped countries
is appalling. And once poor, there appears little that
can be done to break out of any one of the vicious
poverty circles. There is growing disparity in the face
of growing need, and one of the cogent reasons why
this should concern us is that, as Alfred Marshall'® put
it many years ago, “the study of the causes of poverty
is the study of the causes of degradation of a large part
of mankind.” If those words were true in 1890, they
are just as true and many times more pressing today.

Poverty dominates the underdeveloped nations, what-
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ever its cause; and poverty brings in its wake ill-health.
Malnutrition, as we have already seen, is well nigh
endemic in some countries. In some areas 30-50% of
all children die before reaching their fifth birthday.
Poverty also means that doctors are scarce, particularly
in rural areas, while overall some countries cannot af-
ford to spend more than 60 or 70 cents a year on the
health care of each of its people.l”

Malnutrition therefore, is an integral part of the
lives of a majority of human beings today. It is one of
the most potent forces in our world, and its presence
will be increasingly felt in coming years. Indeed, it
may be no exaggeration to suggest that it will prove
the major factor in revolutionizing the life styles, social
values and political systems of underdeveloped and
developed nations in the not-too-distant future,

Definition of Malnutrition

A number of terms are pertinent to any discussion
of nutritional deprivation: malnutrition, undemutrition,
hunger and starvation.

Malnutrition has the broadest coverage, including as
it does undernutrition and, at the other end of the
scale, overnutrition and obesity. In general therefore,
it is a manifestation of any form of nutrient imbalance.
Undernutrition describes the more specific condition
of an inadequate intake of food.

Hunger is simply a symptom expressing a craving
for food and as such is an essential physiological phe-
nomenon common to all human beings. It must not
therefore, be equated with undernutrition, although it
is obviously far more of a problem in areas of the
world subject to undernutrition.

Starvation is the extreme of undernutrition and leads
to a number of well recognized conditions on the road
to death. Wasting of muscles, loss of body fat and
wrinkling of skin are manifestations of a general de-
terioration in which the body, in a desperate attempt
to find fuel, is burning up its own body fats, muscles
and tissues. Inability to resist infection leads to dis-
ease, while a shortage of carbohydrates affects the
brain and the person’s ability to comprehend his
plight. Alongside starvation is a whole host of de-
ficiency diseases which are almost endemic in some of
the developing countries. The main deficiencies involve
proteins, vitamin D, thiamin and niacin, with rickets,
beri-beri, pellagra and osteomalacia being the sad end-
results,

The most common of the deficits is a lack of pro-
teins and calories, leading to protein calorie malnu-
trition. Although it is unwise to isolate protein and
calorie deficiencies two syndromes are recognized in
severe malnutrition, These are marasmus and kwashi-
orkor. Marasmus is usually confined to children less
than one year of age, the principal deficiency being one
of inadequate calories. Kwashiorkor, by contrast, occurs
more frequently in the second year of life and prin-
cipally involves a protein deficiency. In spite of this
apparently simple separation of the two conditions,
there is considerable clinical overlap between them,
marasmus describing a child without oedema and less
than 60% of its weight for age and kwashiorkor refer-
ring to an oedematous child falling within the 60-80%
range of weight for age.$

Many cases of malnutrition are undetected in the
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Malnutrition is personal; it affects in-
dividuals. The individuals are you and
. They are also those who are hungry,
those who are malnourished, and those
who are on the verge of starvation.

early stages. This is because they are subclinical, and it
has led Brock!® to propose his iceberg analogy. Accord-
ing to this, the tip of the iceberg represents the minor-
ity of obvious cases where malnutrition is readily ap-
parent while the submerged portion corresponds to the
majority of cases which are the subclinical ones,

Even if this analogy is only partially true, its rele-
vance is all too apparent if it does emerge that rela-
tively mild nutritional insults have irreparable conse-
quences for brain and mental development. It also
brings into perspective the potential importance of rela-
tively mild malnutrition, as opposed to the dramatic
and all too obviously tragic episodes of extreme malnu-
trition in its guise of starvation. This, in turn, illustrates
a phenomenon that is being increasingly widely recog-
nized in the contemporary world: the almost universal
presence of malnutrition. The impact of malnutrition is
not confined to the Third and Fourth Worlds. While
it is, of course, seen in its direst forms in the under-
developed regions of the world, its influence extends
from Harlem to Ethiopia, from the inner areas of our
big cities to the parched rural areas of India and
Bangladesh.

Some Consequences of Malnutrition

Malnutrition affects people; malnutrition kills. For
instance in Brazil, children under five form less than
20% of the population but account for 80% of all deaths.
Beyond this, it converts otherwise minor ailments into
killers while even more subtly it leads to prolonged
illnesses, chronic infections and a variety of forms of
permanent handicap with an accompanying irrevers-
ible loss of opportunity in life.20

The impact of the relationship betwezen infection and
malnutrition is to transform what would be incidental
infections into chronic disabling diseases. Opportuni-
ties are lost, education is wasted and the mediocre
product of one generation becomes the non-productive,
dependent member of the next.2! All too rapidly under-
nutrition assumes transgenerational proportions with
the perpetuation of inefficiency, lack of productivity
and enhanced impoverishment.??

Malnutrition interferes with a child’s motivation
as well as with his ability to concentrate and to learn.
Such a child is apathetic and listless, and lacks the
curiosity so essential to normal development. Not sur-
prisingly he is unable to cope adequately with the de-
mands of schooling, mental and physical fatigue as well
as frequent bouts of nutrition-related illnesses together
contributing to poor performance, limited aspirations
and a high drop-out rate.

It is into this arena that discussions concerning the
impact of malnutrition on behavior patterns, intelli-
gence and the brain have intruded. While this is a
difficult and in many respects a confused area, it is a
pertinent one for all who are concerned with analyzing
the possible effects of malnutrition on the individual’s
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capacity to develop optimally as a responsible and
responsive person.

The basic data stem from the fact that approximately
80% of the growth of the human brain occurs between
the end of the second trimester of pregnancy and the
end of the second year of life. This period coincides
with the growth spurt of the brain, during which time
many brain parameters are undergoing rapid change.
Hence any interruption to this growth spurt will, it is
argued, affect a number of parameters including the
establishment of synaptic connections between the
nerve cells, the multiplication of the glia or supporting
cells and the formation of myelin which is the insulating
material of the nerve cells. From this it follows that, if
physical growth processes occur at specified ages
throughout development, any insult disrupting this
chronological sequence of events during the brain
growth spurt may be expected to result in long-term
structural and neurological deficits.?? These ideas are
central to the concept of the growth spurt as the vul-
nerable period of brain development.?* Comparatively
mild nutritional restriction during the period of the
brain’s growth spurt may lead to permanent deficits of
the adult brain, both in its physical configuration and
in the resulting behavior patterns of the individual.?®

This concept of vulnerability has a number of reper-
cussions. In the first place it pinpoints the last trimester
of pregnancy and the first two years of postnatal life as
a critical time for human development. Second, even a
minor insult applied at this time may have major conse-
quences, which may prove to be permanent. The evi-
dence on which this idea of vulnerability is based is
derived from all the areas that have been used in malnu-
trition studies: structural, functional and behavioural
fields. These, in turn, have been carried out on a range
of experimental animals, while they also draw on ob-
servations of underprivileged human groups.

As an example of one of the human studies, con-
sider those carried out by Cravioto and co-workers?
in Mexico. They found that those school children who
had suffered from severe protein-calorie malnutrition
before their 30th month of life scored consistently
lower in psychological tests compared with equivalent
children who had not experienced malnutrition.

In another study Cravioto looked at the effect of
early malnutrition on auditory-visual integration by
comparing school children of shorter stature with their
taller companions of the same a§e. The shorter chil-
dren showed poorer intersensory development, a factor
more closely connected with malnutrition than with
environmental influences.

In animal investigations protein malnutrition inflicted
during the growing period of the brain has been found
to result in an apparently irreversible deficit in indices
such as brain weight, the thickness of the cerebral cor-
tex, the number of brain cells, and the amount of brain
lipids and hence the degree of myelination.?” In addi-
tion there is evidence to suggest that the development
of some transmitter systems is delayed, while there is
a decrease in synaptic connectivity and a retardation in
the maturity of the synaptic junctions themselves.?®

Even if these and related data are accepted as evi-
dence in favour of the concept of brain vulnerability
to nutritional deprivation, there is still the possibility
that the deficits may not be permanent. It may be pos-
sible to subsequently rectify these deficits. Experimental
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evidence on the extent of possible rehabilitation is
sparse and confused, suggesting that while a limited
amount of “catch up” may take place, the distinction
between retarded brain development and abnormal de-
velopment is a tenuous one.?®

Evidence favouring catch-up amongst human groups
is, once again, of a conflicting nature. Cravioto and
Robles,® in a study of twenty children undergoing nu-
tritional rehabilitation after severe protein-calorie mal-
nutrition, concluded that children over 15 months of
age at the time of the malnutrition showed improve-
ment over a 6 month period. By contrast, children less
than 6 months of age may be permanently affected.
Even here however, one must be careful, because the
apathy and unresponsiveness of the severely protein
malnourished child® itself leads to the critical stages
of cognition being missed. Other environmental factors
of potential significance include the effects of hospital-
ization and the decreased response of the mother to an
unresponsive child.

Chase and Martin,? in a study of children suffering
from undernutrition during the first 4 months of life
and later nutritionally rehabilitated, came to the oppo-
site conclusion. According to their data, these children
3 years later had developmental quotients equal to
those of control children.

The overall confusion of these investigations is
symptomatic of many others, with their pointers on the
one hand to various permanent psycho[l)ogical deficits
following early malnutrition and regardless of later
efforts at rehabilitation 33 and on the other to a marked
degree of improvement in a number of physical and
mental parameters, 34 35

What then can we conclude, at present, from these
investigations? There can be little doubt that malnu-
trition is integrally involved with environmental and
social factors in depressing the cognitive development
of previously malnourished children. Perhaps only aca-
demics would be concerned with the relative contribu-
tions to this appalling state of affairs of malnutrition
as distinct from environmental factors. Most academic
commentators however, are forced to conclude—albeit
tentatively—that malnutrition probably does play a
role apart from factors related to social status.’8: 37 It
must never be forgotten though, that almost invariably
malnourished infants are exposed to poor housing, low
levels of educational achievement, high infection rates
and all sorts of taboos.

An interesting, if unproven, idea having a bearing
on the interrelationship of malnutrition and general
social deprivation is that of Dobbing.3® According to
him, permanent intellectual deficit occurs only in mal-
nourished children where the non-nutritional environ-
ment is also poor. This has some support from animal
investigations® and, whatever its validity, reiterates
once again the overall interdependence of the com-
ponents of human growth. Each is important and prob-
ably contributes to the optimal functioning of the
others.40

The Inequality of Malnutrition

One thing is self-evident: we are no longer living
in one world. We are living in at least two worlds, the
worlds of the rich and the poor, the haves and the have
nots. The world of need and the world of plenty. The
hungry and the full.#! And there is no doubt to which
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one we belong.

Just consider a few comparisons. In England and
Wales there is one doctor for 900 people; by contrast,
the ratio in rural Kenya is 1 for 50,000. In rural Sene-
gal in 1960 the death-rate of children aged 2-5 years
was 40 times higher than in France. A teenager in
Tanzania has about 1% of the educational opportunities
of a teenager in North America. The G.N.P. per person
in Malawi is approximately one-fiftieth that found in
Sweden.*2 And so one could extend the list. The end
result of these and similar statistics is best summed up
perhaps in the life expectancy in different countries,
varying as it does between more than 70 years in most
rich countries to as little as 25 years in some poor
countries.

This is the epitome of inequality, and this is the
foundation on which the inequality of malnutrition has
been built. This in turn has devastating effects upon
life styles and aspirations, and indeed is central to de-
termining what we are as human beings.

In the 1970’s we in the Western world are repeatedly
confronted by problems that are the making of our
technological expertise. We have been given immense
control over our lives and destinies as biological and
spiritual beings. We are in the midst of a revolution
that has its origin in what man is and in what he is
going to be. It is a revolution with profound repercus-
sions for each one of us, as it may well force us to
revise our ideas of man and of his role and status on
this planet.3

Part and parcel of this revolution are the many tech-
niques implicit in genetic engineering, psychosurgery,
drug induced control of moods, family planning and
contraception. In other words, techniques aimed at con-
trolling not only the quantity of life, but more significant
perhaps its quality as well. We are in the realm of what
Joseph Fletcher 4 refers to as quality control. While
he uses this term with regard to genetic engineering, we
need to remind ourselves that we in the Western world
have been governed by this concern for many years
under the aegis ol our medical care, obstetric services,
public health programmes and many other medical
and paramedical services. We have been free to con-
centrate on quality, and have done so with spectacular
success.

Our success in this direction has actually modified
our view of the nature of man; it has certainly led us
to stress the value of health over against ill-health and
it has dramatically altered our expectations of what
constitutes normal human experience. So radical has
been this revolution that we must now very seriously
ask the question whether we are not in danger of
equating biological excellence with human fulfilment.#

This however, is a question which has meaning only
for modern, scientific man. It is only he who is able
to ask such questions, because it is only he who has
experienced the transforming power of technological
expertise. Modern, scientific man is rich; he has the
means and the leisure to indulge in scientific experi-
mentation and the development of scientific ideas. He
has the financial resources to bring concepts to fruition
and then apply them to his own life as a human being.

Man is an enquiring animal; he is creative and in-
ventive, and his ever-increasing technological prowess
has brought the environment within the realm of his
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One thing is self-evident: we are no
longer living in one world. We are liv-
ing in at least two worlds, the worlds
of the rich and the poor, the haves and
the have nots.

creative talents.?® This is true to any significant degree
however, only where man is rich and where he has the
leisure and the opportunities to develop these abilities.

Poor man is not just poor; he is impoverished as a
human being, and in this sense poverty can be defined
as that condition which restricts the development of
man’s creativity and resourcefulness. Here again then,
we meet the two worlds—the poor world with its cul-
tural impoverishment and the rich world with its oppor-
tunities for cultural enrichment and control of the
environment. These worlds are made up of different
kinds of human beings, differences which are man-
made rather than God ordained.

Mooneyham*’ asked a 7 year old boy in the Sahel
what he wished for more than anything in the world.
His answer was striking and stunning: “For today, I
would like a meal, and for the future, an education”.
Alas, there are many in the poor world for whom such
simple aspirations are mere fantasies.

Colin Morris*® made the pungent observation that
“only the well-fed play at Church. The rest are too
busy raking dustbins and garbage heaps for a morsel
to feed their children.” In similar vein, we may say
that only the well-fed play at science and quality con-
trol and the ethical dilemmas that are currently emerg-
ing because of these frontiers. This is not to decry
quality control any more than Morris was decrying the
church in its essence. Nevertheless, it does highlight
the inequality of the rich and the poor, the well-fed and
the malnourished.

Qur two worlds are worlds of unequal human be-
ings; those with hope as human beings and those with
little or no hope. Those capable of living life to the
full, and those whose horizons are limited by the need
to acquire food and stave off the next death in the
family. To the one world, quality control is a reality;
to the other, it is a mocking charade.

Well-nourished Christians in a Malnourished World

It is tragically easy to approach the world food
crisis in an unduly objective and observer-like fashion.
With little difficulty, we illustrate the reality of our
two worlds—we, the rich, sitting in gastronomic splen-
dour as we describe in minute detail the impoverish-
ment and squalor of the other world out there, the poor
world. The ease with which we do this is not dimin-
ished simply because we are Christians. Indeed, there
is some evidence to suggest that theologically conserva-
tive Christians may be more inclined to act in this man-
ner, upholding the status quo, than those with a more
liberal theological position or with no specific Christian
presuppositions at all.#® While this position has been
energetically challenged and substantially modified by
others,?® the status quo has a peculiar attraction for
Christians in the rich world.

Moberg,®! in writing of the relationship of Christians
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to social issues in their widest perspective, has this to
say:

In regard to most social issues of this century, evangel-
icals are known for their negative positions. . . . They
have worked for changed lives of individuals but not
for changes in society . . . they have described social
conditions as going from bad to worse without recog-
nizing that their own lack of social action to correct the
structural evils of society . . . were major factors con-
tributing to the deterioration of social conditions.

Their ready acceptance of the social status quo and
their inability to understand the relationship between
evangelism and social action®® have been two major
contributing factors to the supposed “neutrality” of
Christians on social issues.

As a consequence of this trend, an increasing number
of forthright criticisms are being made of the Church
at large, criticisms that are desperately relevant for
evangelicals. Mooneyham,?® writing from an evangel-
ical standpoint, is forced to exclaim:

The church which bears the name of the Man who
lived for others is more and more living for itself. In
1971-72, sixty-three church denominations in the United
States and Canada reported contributions in excess of
$4.5 billion. About $1 billion of that was spent on new
church buidings. . . . There is no way to know how little
of that went into programs that would relieve the suffer-
ings of humanity. . . . There is something unbelievably
immoral about Christians who still demand to be con-
vinced of the biblical mandate for . . . active involve-
ment in the world hunger crisis.

Morris,> in his fervent polemic Include Me Out!,
states quite emphatically that: “we are a rich Church
in a hungry world”. “But”, he argues, “you cannot
have a rich Church in a hungry world. And wealth in
this context is a single penny more than it costs us to
keep body and soul alive™.

Bonhoeffer®® expresses similar sentiments in more
directly theological language; “To allow the hungry
man to remain hungry would be blasphemy against
God and one’s neighbour. . . It is for the love of Christ,
which belongs as much to the hungry man as to my-
self, that I share my dwelling with the homeless.”

A church satisfied with the status quo of riches im-
plicitly denies the radicalness of Jesus Christ. 1t denies
his concern for the poor and the outcasts, for the dis-
possessed and the downtrodden, in both spiritual and
material realms. A complacent church in a rich world
cannot be sufficiently concerned for the poor and the
needy. At the basis of so much New Testament teaching
is the call to love others, to put others first, to bear
the burdens of others, to live for others and to give
ourselves for them. But what do these injunctions imply
for a rich church and rich Christians in a world of pov-
erty and destitution?

Why Should Christians be Concerned for the
Malnourished?

This question is one facet of a much broader one:
Why should Christians be concerned for the social
welfare of others?

An adequate answer to this question would take us
into the relationship between social concern and evan-
gelism, and thus into the tension often felt between the
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great commission on the one hand and the great com-
mandment on the other. Such an examination is out-
side the scope of the present paper and has been force-
fully tackled in recent years by Carl F. H. Henry,
David O. Moberg,5” Sherwood Eliot Wirt,5® John R. W.
Stott>® and Klaus Runia® among others.

The Lausanne Covenant®! expresses the Christian’s
social responsibility in these terms:

We affirm that God is both the Creator and the Judge
of all men. We therefore should share his concern for
justice and reconciliation throughout human society and
for the liberation of men from every kind of oppression.
Because mankind is made in the image of God, every
person . . . has an intrinsic dignity because of which he
should be respected and served, not exploited. . . . We
affirm that evangelism and socio-political involvement
are both part of our Christian duty. For both are nec-
essary expressions of our doctrines of God and man, our
love for our neighbor and our obedience to Jesus Christ.

What is evident in this statement is that the Chris-
tian’s responsibility for the social well-being of his
fellow man stems from the relationship of God to those
he has created, and from the nature of inan as a being-
created-in-the-image-of-God. All men are of equal
worth in the sight of God, all men have an intrinsic
dignity because of who they are and therefore, those
who are Christians are to view them in the same way
as God views them.

We can go further than this, however, and state that
God is concerned with justice and compassion in hu-
man society, a concern so eloquently and movingly
brought out by Amos® when he stresses the importance
of human rights, freedom, obligations, compassion and
the integrity of the individual. And insofar as God em-
phasizes these traits, we are to follow and emphasize
them also.

Man’s relationship to God in creation implies, there-
fore, that each man has a responsibility to his neigh-
bour. In other words, intrapersonal relationships are
important; man lives in community and the manner in
which he lives out these relationships is important in the
sight of God. This, in turn, points to the importance
of relationships between groups of individuals, a point
which is amply illustrated in the Old Testament® by
the repeated denunciations of the perversion of legal
structures to the detriment of underprivileged groups
in the community.t4

None of this, of course, in any way belittles the im-
portance of evangelism. It simply stresses the wholeness
of man. As John Stottf5 so eloquently phrases it: “God
created man, who is my neighbour, a body-soul-in-com-
munity.” He continues, “if we love our neighbour as
Cod made him, we must inevitably be concerned for
his total welfare, the good of his soul, his body and his
community.” And the reason why we should be con-
cerued for the social welfare of others is quite simply
compassion, the compassion of Christ himself.

As Christians, we are to respect others as people and
are never to use them as things.%¢ Put in biblical lan-
guage, we are to love our neighbours;%” and everyone
else—friends, enemies, those close to us, those unknown
to us—are our neighbours.6® We have therefore, a social
responsibility for other people and a responsibility for
the whole person.

Applying these principles to malnourished people is
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all too obvious. They are our responsibility, because
not only are they our neighbours but they are under-
privileged. We are, therefore, doubly responsible for
them. If we are still unconvinced about this, we should
remind ourselves of God’s concern for the hungry. For
instance, in Isaiah 58:6-10 we read:

Is not this what I require of you as a fast. . . . Is it
not sharing your food with the hungry, taking the home-
less poor into your house . . .? If you feed the hungry
from your own plenty and satisfy the needs of the
wretched, then your light will rise like dawn out of
darkness . . .

Then again, in Psalm 146:7 we are reminded that “The
Lord feeds the hungry and sets the prisoner free.”
Moreover, in Proverbs 25:21 we are exhorted to give
bread to our enemy when he is hungry and water when
he is thirsty, while in Ezekiel 18:7 one of the marks
of the righteous man is that he gives bread to the hun-
gry. In the New Testament, quite apart from the many
injunctions relating to the poor, the needy and the
hungry, Mary% in extolling the wonderful works of God
exclaims: “the hungry he has satisfied with good things,
and the rich (he has) sent away empty.”

It is little wonder that today there are some to whom
hunger is an obscenity. For Larry Ward™ hunger is “an
ugly, six-letter obscenity”. For Colin Morris™ “obscen-
ity is the deadly ease with which I and all ecclesiastical
word-mongers can write of hungry little men when
our hands ought to tremble and refuse to do our bid-
ding”. Perhaps this is an emotional response; it may
however, be a prophetic one and one also in tune with
many of the biblical writers.

Rationale for Action

Christians should be concerned for the plight of the
malnourished. Given this basic premise, what follows?
Where do we go from here? What specific principles
do we need to help us put into practice these very
general principles?

(a) The love principle

Concem for the malnourished must start from the
great commandment. We are to love our neighbours as
ourselves. Jesus linked this obligation with our duty to
love God will all our heart, soul, mind and strength.”
Love therefore, is the essence of the moral law.”™ What
is more, Christ taught that we are always to treat others
as we would like them to treat us.™

In no sense was this a departure from Old Testament
teaching, as we read in Leviticus 19:18: “You shall not
seek revenge, or cherish anger towards your kinsfolk;
you shall love your neighbour as a man like yourself.”
It was this that served as the starting point for Christ’s
own position. Note at this juncture that our neighbour
is a human being, a created man, a being in the image
of God, in exactly the same way as we are beings in
God’s image. There is no distinction between us in
God’s sight; the malnourished and the well nourished
are on equal footing as beings of concern to God.

But what of our reaction as individuals to the mal-
nourished and the underprivileged? It is all too easy
to look upon our own social group with favour and
other groups with disdain. Christ however, allows for
no such distinction. Love of those to whom we are
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God is concerned for social justice, and
he is concerned that his own people
put justice above everything else within
society.

naturally drawn, that is, our neighbours in the narrow,
parochial sense, and hatred of our enemies, has no
place in the ministry of Jesus.”™ According to him, we
are to “love our enemies, do good to those who hate us,
bless those who curse us, pray for those who treat us
spitefully. . . We are to treat others as we would like
them to treat us.”76

There can be no escape from this principle of self-
effacing love. And if this is the governing principle in
our response to our enemies, the extreme situation at
the individual level, this must also be the principle by
which Christians respond to groups of individuals with
whom they have no natural affinity,

It is hardly surprising that self—g;iving of this degree
is the essence of Christ’s standards, as Christ himself
gave without expecting any reward. This is precisely the
nature of the love demanded of Christians. We are to
give of ourselves for the malnourished; we are to give
so that we lose and they gain, thereby restoring the
balance of opportunity that should exist between hu-
man beings. This is love as exemplified repeatedly in
the life of Christ and as underlined by the leaders of
the early church.

To John it was axiomatic that the Christian exem-
plified the love of Christ in his relations with those
around him. And so, if a man has enough to live on he
must, because he is a follower of Christ, help his
brother who is in need. Otherwise, “how can it be said
that the divine love dwells in him?” After all, John con-
tinues, “love must not be a matter of words or talk; it
must be genuine and show itself in action.””?

To ignore the plight of needy fellow human beings
is to withhold from them the love of God. It is to re-
fuse to do good, and in Christian terms this is sin,’®
This responsibility of love is a fundamental require-
ment of Christian service even when the emphasis is
placed on the alleviation of material need. It is equally
applicable to the need for evangelism, but this is not
a more pressing cause when there is genuine material
need. Love should compel us as Christians to feed the
malnourished and so restore them to their full dignity
as human beings.

Love, as we have seen, is inseparably linked to action
and hence is the only satisfactory starting-point for an
approach to the malnourished of the world. Mooney-
ham™ has expressed a similar thought with regard to
caring. He writes:

Caring is the crux of the matter. Knowledge will not
produce change. It won’t make any difference for you to
know that ten thousand people die every day from star-
vation and diseases related to malnourishment unless you
care . . . action is born out of caring.

(b) The ‘our neighbour’ concept

In his letter® James rebukes those who would pay
especial attention to a rich man attending their church
but scant attention to a poor man. Such discrepancy,
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argues James, demonstrates their own inconsistencies
and the falseness of the standards by which they re-
gard the rich and the poor. It is an insult to the poor
man, and it flies in the face of the realities of their
society, as it is the poor who are rich in faith and the
rich who are the oppressors.

Beyond these inconsistencies however, lies the basic
one. By elevating the rich at the expense of the poor,
these people were abrogating what James calls the
sovereign law of God: “love your neighbour as yourself.”
Their snobbery was just the opposite of this; it was a
transgression of God’s law, because it was showing par-
tiality by valuing a person according to his possessions
and not according to his intrinsic worth as a human
being.

This illustration brings into focus the importance
of our attitudes towards the rich and the poor, the well
nourished and the malnourished. Our attitudes quite
simply demonstrate the degree to which we are con-
forming to the “our neighbour” concept. It is far too
easy to respect the successful business man or the in-
fluential academic and yet ignore the starving peasant
or the underfed ghetto mother. Here, just as elsewhere,
however, the standard set by Christ starts with attitudes
and motives; it is never content with superficial con-
formity to accepted social mores.® It is far too radical
to equate our neighbour with those who are the rich
and respectable in the eyes of society.

Whatever our attitudes to the poor may be, they will
manifest themselves in actions. This is the burden of so
much of the letter of James and also of the first letter
of John, and it is equally the burden of Our Lord’s
parable of the good Samaritan.®2 “Who is my neigh-
bour?”, asked a lawyer, to which Christ replied by way
of this parable “anyone you see who is in need.” In
this, Christ made explicit what was implicit in all his
teaching on the “our neighbour” concept. Our neigh-
bour is anyone anywhere, everfrone everywhere; the
only criterion is his need of help. There are no geo-
graphical, religious or racial boundaries.

It is also instructive to note that Jesus did not answer
the question “Who is my neighbour?” By contrast, he
implied that a more appropriate question would have
been “Do I behave as a neighbour?” As Marshall®® has
commented: “Jesus does not supply information as to
whom one should help, for failure to keep the com-
mandment does not spring from lack of information but
from lack of love.” Perhaps this is a relevant cominent
for the Christian Church confronted as it is by depriva-
tion on an unprecedented scale. Georg Borgstrom,
author of the book The Hungry Planet, came to a sim-
ilar conclusion when he wrote; “In order to bring health
and restore vitality to the whole human species, nothing
less is required than a global will to act .. .”

The “our neighbour” concept brings us back to the
importance of the welfare of all people everywhere and
of their total welfare. Paul? reminded the Christian
congregations at Galatia that, as opportunity offered,
they were to work for the good of all, a sentiment
echoed by Columbus Salley and Ronald Behm® in
their book on Christianity and race in America. They
write:

Christians should therefore be taught to do those actions
which promote the good of all men. . . . The example of
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Christ means that Christians must be involved in minis-
tering to the whole man. It is totally inconceivable for
a Christian to say that he loves men if he does not attack
those forces which destroy men themselves.

Our neighbours are being destroyed daily by lack of
adequate nutrition. The destruction may be total; it
may be partial, ennervating and demoralizing. No mat-
ter what the extent of its severity, it remains and will
continue a reality. The overall welfare of our neigh-
bours is at stake each day, but does the Church (do
we) behave as a neighbour?

(c) The demand for justice and righteousness

Writing about social needs in general, Paul Schrot-
enboer®” has written: “The gospel will dispense healing
only when the harmonious biblical norms of love and
righteousness are built into . . . societal structures. . . .
Christ works through his people in bringing balm to
festering societal structures.” Justice and righteousness
are foundational, therefore, for the health of society
and must constitute the goals to which Christians
aspire in their work within society.

Time and again throughout the Old Testament we
are brought face to face with the lack of justice within
society, and God’s forthright condemnation of this state
of affairs. In Amos’ time, for instance, the injustice
within Israelite society was an essential ingredient of
the people’s rebellion against God. Bribery, inequitable
real estate deals, oppression, dishonesty, crime and vio-
lence were all characteristics of that society.®® Evil
and injustice were so deeply rooted in the society and
were so characteristic of the actions of the people, that
nothing less than a moral reformation of the whole so-
ciety was required. “Seek good and not evil, that you
may live . . . hate evil and love good; enthrone justice
in the courts” was Amos’ plea to them.

In commenting on this Motyer % writes:

Can God do other than stand aloof from people who
claim to know His name but refuse to imitate in life
the very things the name stands for—human and human-
itarian concern, good social order, even-handed justice,
the dignity and well-being of men and women?

Our treatment of our fellow human beings in society
is vital, because they are human beings like ourselves.
The Israelites among whom Amos was living were very
religious, even if their religion was far from pure, and
yet it made little difference to their social attitudes.
And it is significant, I think, that their social misde-
meanors were the first reason quoted by Amos for
God’s condemnation of them.?

God is concerned for social justice, and he is con-
cerned that his own people put justice above everything
else within society. The Israelites, by turning justice
upside down, brought righteousness to the ground.®!
The two are inseparably linked, demonstrating the in-
terrelatedness of social and religious ideals,

Much earlier in the history of the Jews the concept
of social justice was unequivocally written into their
way of life. In Leviticus,? among the rules about con-
duct, they were instructed thus: “You shall not pervert
justice, either by favouring the poor or by subservience
to the great. You shall judge your fellow-countryman
with strict justice.” Interestingly this was closely linked
to the “our neighbour” concept. A man must be treated
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as a man and this entails scrupulous justice.

It may seem as though I have strayed some distance
from the theme of malnutrition. Justice however, is not
an abstract concept to be viewed idealistically, It is a
basic ingredient of equitable societies and of an equit-
able world; if societies are not equitable, justice is at
a premium because lack of justice is closely associated

with greed.

This association surfaces repeatedly in the Old Testa-
ment. In Jeremiah,%? for example, we read:

Think of your father: he ate and drank, dealt justly and
fairly, all went well with him. He dispensed justice to
the lowly and poor; did not this show he knew me? says
the Lord. But you have no eyes, no thought for any-
thing but gain.

The gain referred to here is “greedy wrongdoing.” It is
unjust gain, as is brought out in other passages.®® John
Taylor,% in discussing this greed, expresses the idea
that at the heart of it is “a narrow-minded obsession
with one’s personal desire and ambition.” Where such
exists, there can be no justice, no righteousness and no
social stability.

Social justice is not therefore, a matter of legal
ordinances, although it inevitably involves these. It is
just as much a matter of personal life-style. Where in-
dividuals at large live self-indulgent, greedy, unjust
lives, there will be other individuals who will lose out
and will be unjustly treated. Where injustice serves the
greed of some individuals, it leads to the deprivation of
others. Where injustice leads to excessive overdevelop-
ment of some nations, it leads to the gross underdevel-
opment of others. Injustice is central to the well-nour-
ished—malnourished paradigm, and at the heart of in-
justice is the excessive covetousness of individuals.

Injustice should be anathema to Christians, not only
because of the human suffering that follows in its wake,
but also because Christ came to demonstrate the real-
ity and nature of justice. This is the evocative picture
painted by Jeremiah® with these words: “The days are
now coming, says the Lord when I will make a right-
eous Branch spring from David’s line, a king who
shall rule wisely, maintaining law and justice in the
land.” And this is, to use Jeremiah’s phrase, “the Lord
is our Righteousness.”

The “our neighbour” concept demands standards of
justice and righteousness. Nothing less is consonant
with the dignity of man and the character of God. And
implicit within this framework is the equal worthwhile-
ness of all human beings, and the right of all people to
be treated as individuals of value. This, in turn, should
lead to the realization that individuals are of greater
value than possessions, people are more important than
things. And this is where the crunch so often comes.

The Christian, however, must cling to those words
from Isaiah so deliberately quoted by Jesus* himself:
“He has sent me to announce good news to the poor
. . . to let the broken victims go free, to proclaim the
year of the Lord’s favour.” Wide as the orbit of this
task was, it included the alleviation of socio-political
injustices. Carl Henry%" is insistent on this point,

The Christian is morally bound to challenge all beliefs
and ideologies that trample man’s personal dignity as a
bearer of the divine image, all forms of political and
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economic practice that undercut the worth of human
beings . . .

Social injustice, and hence malnutrition, are more
than legitimate concerns for the Christian. They are
integral to his standing as a Christian. They are marks
of his Christian character.

(d) The danger of riches

The dangers associated with amassing wealth are
brought out on many occasions in the New Testament,
where riches are seen more often than not as the
consequence of greed. We may consider this another
aspect of the greed-justice dichotomy stressed by so
many of the Old Testament writers.

Jesus,®® when discussing greed, introduces the idea of
“enough”, a concept developed in theological and social
terms by Taylor® in his book Enough is Enough. Ac-
cording to Jesus, anything in excess of enough fails
to provide satisfaction or depth to life. In all probabil-
ity it is a symptom of self-destroying greed, in which
the individual's own selfish desires are elevated at the
expense of an understanding either of God or of the
needs of other people.

Each of these possibilities is taken up by Jesus. On
the one hand he demonstrates!®® that a love of things
simply demonstrates that our fundamental concerns are
confined to that realm. In other words, materialism is
the outward expression of an inward secularism. In
Christ’'s own words: “For where your treasure is, there
will your heart be also.” The emphasis here is once
again on storing up treasure on earth. It is the active
attempt to amass possessions and wealth, with the aim
of providing for oneself, one’s own enjoyment and
pleasure and one’s own satisfaction. The wealth in
these illustrations is misused; rather than serving others
by enhancing their well-being, its inward direction
destroys its rich owner and ensures its own sterility.

The other consequence of greed brought to the fore
by Jesus'® is this neglect of other people’s needs. The
rich man in Christ’s parable of the rich man and Laz-
arus is condemned for his total neglect of Lazarus’ basic
nutritional requirements. Indeed Lazarus is the epitome
of the “little man with the shrunken belly” of Colin
Morris’ saga. He was hungry, he lived with the dogs,
and he died in penury. The rich man, meanwhile, ig-
nored him.

The danger of excessive wealth lies here. It is not
so much what can be acquired or built with the money;
such things are neutral. The danger exists in the trans-
formation wrought in the attitudes of the rich. The
greed underlying these attitudes leads to neglect of
God and neglect of his fellow men. Both results how-
ever, are aspects of the same problem—neglect of the
world outside the rich individual himself. Concern for
the poor, the hungry, the diseased, the deprived, the
malnourished has no place in the limited world of the
rich individual. They lie outside his self-indulgent
frame of reference.

This is the antithesis of the epic promulgated by
Jesus. It has nothing to do with the compassion of
Jesus, or with the “our neighbour” concept, or with
the justice and righteousness so actively put forward
by the Old Testament prophets. Perhaps James'®? in
his New Testament letter best sums up the fate of the
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greedy rich. In sarcastic terms he concludes: “You
have lived on earth in wanton luxury, fattening your-
selves like cattle—and the day of slaughter has come.”

The Christian stance amounts to concern for the
poor, the despised and the malnourished. Anything in
excess of enough is to be available for distribution
as appropriate.' Those who are rich in material goods
are also to be rich in good deeds.!* They, after all, are
the ones who have this privilege. They are the ones
able to mobilize financial and personnel resources. It
is therefore, their responsibility. And so we find Mo-
berg!% writing,

I have concluded after years of reflection upon this
subject that the weight of Christians usually should be
thrown behind the poor, dispossessed, outcast, strangers,
and minorities of society.

Our concern is to be directed towards those unable to
protect and fend for themselves, and poverty replete
with its undesirable social overtones must feature large
in any such concern,'%

Another biblical justification for this stance is found
in Christ’s parable of the sheep and the goats,!%” where
the righteous are equated with those who have pro-
vided food, drink and hospitality for people in need.
Moreover, the righteous in acting in these ways directly
minister to Christ himself. This reinforces the impor-
tance of social concern, although whether or not this
parable has the extremely wide application sometimes
given to it is a matter for debate. Nevertheless, we can
readily say that ministering to human need has a direct
bearing on our service of Christ.

(e) The perspective of Christian responsibility

It is important that the responsibilitv that Christians
have for the malnourished should be seen in a Christian
perspective. This is provided by some words of Jesus
himself, 198 words of remarkable aptness for this topic.
After dealing with some of man’s chief causes of anxi-
ety, such as his daily requirements of food and his need
for essential material provisions such as clothes, Jesus
reminds his disciples that God is aware of these needs
and will provide for them. He then continues with this
general principle: “Set your mind on God’s kingdom
and his justice before everything else, and all the rest
will come to you as well.”

Eller,' in his book The Simple Life, argues that this
is the “essential premise upon which thought, faith and
practice must build if the result is to qualify as the
simple life in any Christian sense, There is a “first”,
and there is an “all the rest.” He goes on to argue that
a person is living the simple life when his ultimate loy-
alty is directed solely to God, with every other concern
following on and flowing out from this central loyal-
ty.110 Hence, concern for food, clothing, pleasures, sat-
isfactions—whatever “all the rest” may encompass—are
good only “if they are used to support man’s relation-
ship to God rather than compete with it.”111

This gives us some clues about the perspectives for
the rich, well nourished Christian, who has the freedom
to consider and make such choices. What help does it
give to the poor, malnourished Christian, who cannot
choose but can ask only whether there actually is life
before deathr!1?

The poor Christian can be assured of his essential
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food and clothing requirements, only insofar as the rich
Christian shares with him his riches, It is precisely at
this point that Mooneyham,!t? finds what he terms a
“food ethic” in the Bible. According to him this food
ethic is encompassed by the “all the rest.” Rich Chris-
tians should realize that a fundamental obligation
placed upon them, in their brother’s keeper role, is to
give of their resources in compassion and in respect
for the dignity and worth of man.

Christians everywhere pray the Lord’s prayer: “Give
us today our daily bread.”''* This is a communal prayer
by God’s people world-wide. It is a recognition by
Christians of their oneness in Christ and of their mu-
tual obligations to serve each other. No Christian can
be satisfied with his supply of food, while a brother in
Christ lacks food. Indeed, on a broader front, no

Christian can be content as long as anyone, anywhere
lacks food.

Both poor and rich Christians are confronted by the
same principle of primary dependence upon God, with
the expectation that the essential requirements of life
will be forthcoming. The poor Christian may well find
himself thrust upon the former, with all too little
knowledge of the latter. The rich Christian, by con-
trast, living in a world of super-abundance may find it
all too difficult to appreciate that dependence upon
God for his material needs is a reality.

The relationship therefore, between our dependence
upon God and the provision of our material require-
ments is an intimate one, and this relationship holds
for all Christians wherever they are placed on the
wealth-nutrition scale. The nature of our response to
this relationship will depend on our position on the
scale, the criteria for action being our acknowledge-
ment of the primacy of God in our lives and our de-
sire in the light of this that our resources be used to
serve both him and others.

Realization of his dependence upon God should
lead the rich Christian not only to gratitude for the
food and clothes he enjoys, but also to a way of life
satisfied with “enough”. This is the beginning of Chris-
tian social concern, a beginning that enables the well
nourished to take seriously and respond enthusiastically
to the world of malnourished individuals.

Actions Required by the Well-Nourished

In this paper my emphasis has been on the prin-
ciples underlying the response of Christians to the mal-
nourished world, emphasizing that it is individual peo-
ple who are suffering and not simply anonymous soci-
eties. My stress therefore, has been on the attitudes
essential to a Christian response, rather than on the
particular programmes rich governments should adopt
towards the underdeveloped nations. We are individ-
uals who have to make our own response to the depri-
vatioun of our world. Individual initiative must come
first; individuals must be motivated by the plight of
other individuals, because it is only in this way that
meaningful cooperative action will emerge.

As I turn to look more specifically at actions, my
emphasis will still be on the responsibilities of individ-
uals. Furthermore, it will soon become obvious that
the actions urged on Christians by the biblical writers
are implicit in the principles previously outlined. There
is no rigid distinction between our attitudes and ac-
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tions; the latter are merely the external aspect of the
former.

Before I turn to the specific areas themselves how-
ever, one general point should be mentioned. This con-
cerns the readiness with which Christians conform to
the political status quo of the society of which they
form a part. Moberg,'!5 in discussing the American
situation, comments:

Americans selfishly assume that whatever is best for
their own subculture, their own occupational group,
their own neighbourhood, city, state, or county, will ob-
viously be best for the entire nation—indeed, for the
entire world.

This is not the place to enter either into the reasons
behind this assertion or into their general validity.
Suffice it to say, that this description of Americans and
of American Christians could be applied to many other
groups of Western Christians,

Working outwards from this assertion, Moberg!!6
proceeds to elaborate a concept of collective or social
sin. In his own words:

(Many Christians) are conformed to their culture and
this world age, participating in its unrighteousness, con-
doning its social evils, and cooperating in its collective
sin. . . . Such sins may be individual acts, or they may
be acts indulged in by . . . a nation, or even a church.

This condition Moberg terms “fractional conversion.”

What this means in practice is that Christians who, as
individuals in their normal environments, may be loving,
honest and kind people, may at the same time be im-
plicated in evil through their roles as citizens or em-
ployees. More than this however, they appear to see
no evil in the actions of their nation or employer and
hence are willing participants in the evil. This is a
major issue demanding rigorous debate and discussion.
Nevertheless, Moberg’s examples of social sin, includ-
ing slavery, child labour, maltreatment of the mentally
retarded, and exploitation of the poor and racial in-
equalities, have much to say about the nature of
Western societies and raise poignant questions for
Christians.

Another example of social sin is the scant attention
paid by the rich nations to the poor nations. This may
well be a conglomeration of social sins, of which our
lack of concern for the malnourished of the world is
just one component. Illustrations of these social sins are
many, including the way in which so much aid is “tied”
and the feeble attempts made by most rich countries
to give even 0.7% of their gross national products an-
nually as overseas grants and concessional loans to de-
veloping countries.!!?

The question confronting us as individuals is wheth-
er we readily concur with such official attitudes or
whether we believe a radical reversal of policies is de-
sirable, given the political implications of such radical
action. Are our attitudes—personal and political—rad-
ical in this area, or are we content to be a part of the
prevalent social evils of our societies?

(a) Spurn excess

This is the corollary of the principle of “enough.”
Taylor,'!® in working out a theology of enough, finds
repeated instances of it in the Old Testament. In par-
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Realization of his dependence upon
God should lead the rich Christian not
only to gratitude for the food and
clothes he enjoys, but also to a way of
life satisfied with “enough.”

ticular, he looks to the laws of gleaning,''® limited crop-
ping!?0 and tithing,'?! each in its different way being a
device for setting limits to selfish excess. The goal of
these laws was the establishment of what Taylor calls
an equipoise society, one characterized by right rela-
tionships and in which there was a balance between
interdependence and responsibility. For the individual
there was moderation, a readiness to fit his needs to
the needs of others.

Implicit in this idea is the rejection of individualism
and stark independence. So too is there a rejection of
striving for excess, excess in one’s own life at the ex-
pense of sufficient in another person’s. The needs of a
balanced community are brought into focus, a com-
munity in which each person receives and is satisfied
with enough.

The imbalance of our world stands out in sharp re-
lief against this picture of harmony and equality. The
rich nations are overdeveloped; they are immersed in
excess. The poor nations, by contrast, are just sufficient-
ly developed or alarmingly underdeveloped; their re-
sources are insufficient to meet the demands of a
healthy, vigorous community.

The situation looks so hopeless that despair is fre-
quently the order of the day. The principle of spurn-
ing excess is not however, a call either to pessimism
or reluctant poverty. It is a matter of willingly sharing
our abundance. This is brought out in relation to tith-
ing, and is repeatedly met in the New Testament both
in the teaching of Jesus!'?? and in Paul’s letters. For
instance, Paul'?® on one occasion synthesized excess
and equality with these words:

There is no question of rclieving others at the cost of
hardship to yourselves; it is a question of equality. At the
moment your surplus meets their need, but one day your
need may be met from their surplus. The aim is equality.

Here is the balance we need today. It is however,
a balance that can be achieved only by the ready dis-
tribution of excess. Sharing is the indispensable ful-
crum of a balanced society.

(b) Share riches

Of the many reasons that could be ¢licited for shar-
ing the resources we have, perhaps the foundational
one for the Christian, stems From the fact that every-
thing created by God is good and is not to be rejected
when used within a God-structured frame of refer-
ence.!?4 Riches fall within this framework when viewed
positively. Paul’s advice !25 to the rich is therefore: “Tell
them to do good and to grow rich in noble actions, to
be ready to give away and to share, and so acquire a
treasure which will form a good foundation for the
future.”

Sharing is repeatedly recognized as the prerequisite
for a life of value, simply because the one who shares
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recognizes his dependence upon God, his creator, the
worthwhileness of other human beings and his intimate
relationship to them. Excess, on the other hand, empha-
sizes the converse—one’s own autonomy in a closed
universe, the lesser value of other human beings and
one’s independence of them.

Sharing of one’s abundance is as much a religious
necessity as a social or economic one. The task of justi-
fying it in a malnourished world is a double one for
Christians—the necessity of sharing at a national level
and its possibility at an individual level through the
example of their own lives. It was Jesus himself!2
who advocated that the man with two shirts must share
with him who has no shirt. In exactly the same way, a
person with excess food must share his excess with the
person who is hungry. What greater justification could
a Christian want than that?

(c) Support the needy

This pinpoints those who are to be recipients of the
sharing of the rich. For those in the early church the
needy in their midst were orphans and widows,!?” and
considerable emphasis was placed on their support. In
spite of this, help was not indiscriminate, care being
taken to ascertain that there were no family sources of
support and that the support was not likely to result
in idleness and irresponsibility.

Material support was however, indispensable in cer-
tain instances and indeed was evidence of genuine
Christianity. So it is today, although the needy from
a Western standpoint may be largely outside Western
churches and may also be largely outside the rich de-
veloped nations. The principle of support still holds;
its application however, has to take different forms.

A Radical Response to a Revolutionary Situation

Were the Church of Jesus Christ to adopt the teach-
ings of Christ and the teachings of the Scriptures relat-
ing to social justice, it would be far more radical than
any extant political organization. While I have pur-
posely confined myself in this paper to the level of
individuals, even individual action along the lines I
have suggested would have far-reaching social re-
percussions.

In the end the plight of the malnourished can be
alleviated on a massive scale only by a major redistri-
bution of power and wealth, between nations and also
within nations.!?® Whether this is feasible politically
and economically, or whether it is the pipe-dream of
idealists is a question beyond my competence to an-
swer. Neither am I in a position to judge whether such
a redistribution of resources will be brought about by
violent means. Suffice it to say that this is a possibility
which should not be lightly dismissed.

That such questions are even being discussed high-
lights the gravity of the malnutrition issue, and it is
essential for all of us to ask just where we begin. What
should have emerged from this paper is that “the people
of God have a radical and unique contribution to make
toward the restructuring of the old systems and the
creation of new ones.”!29 This follows from the Chris-
tian view of man as a creation of God’s and as a person
imaged after God’s likeness. This is the basis of re-
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spect and concern for all men everywhere, regardless
of their beliefs, colour, social status or aspirations. This
is God’s world and all people are God’s people. Such
is the dynamic of the Christian ethic, and yet unfcr-
tunately it is far easier to conform to the sub-Christian
social ethic of the societies of which we form a part
than launch out with a radical, truly Christian social
ethic. In spite of this, the potential is there and the
challenge of the malnourished world is an ever-present
reality for the church today—in the rich and the poor
nations alike.

A revolutionary situation demands a radical response.
Such appears to have been provided in a few countries.
Of all the preindustrial nations, three have eliminated
malnutrition—North Vietnam, Cuba and the Peoples’
Republic of China.’®® In these instances, revolutionary
measures have achieved marked gains in this area.
Whether these gains outweigh losses in other areas of
life, such as the loss of personal freedom, is an issue
worth pondering.

If Jesus was the revolutionary he is frequently said
to be, Christians should be in the vanguard of social
change working for the sort of social equality which
will lead to the diminution of malnutrition. If malnu-
trition is a man-made disorder, such a goal is feasible.

Christians however, must never forget that Jesus was
principally neither a social reformer nor a political acti-
vist. While his teaching led to radical social changes,
his message also warned of apocalyptic judgment on the
world in the wake of man’s rebellion against God.!®!
Man therefore, is not only in need of social healing; he
also needs the forgiveness of God and newness of life
in Jesus Christ. Hence Christians have the task of pre-
senting Christ as Saviour, as well as being salt and
light in the present world, thereby bringing hope to
society. This is the two-fold, radical element of Chris-
tianity, and both aspects are required if the malnour-
ished are to be helped back to wholeness of life.
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The Coming Revolution in Health Care
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We are in the midst of a revolution in the assumptions, goals, and methods

of health care. Assumptions seriously being questioned include: (1) that scientific
medicine is largely responsible for our current level of health, (2) that scientific
medicine will markedly extend our life expectancy beyond current levels, (3) that
the biomedical model is a satisfactory guide to medical practice and research,
(4) and that most health care is provided by professionals. There is increasing
concern that the current approach to health care is causing physical, social, and
cultural harm and that the current dircctions cannot continue for cost reasons
alone.

The Scriptures inform our current dilemma by emphasizing (1) that health
is the result of a way of life and not a product that can be purchased from heal-
ers, (2) that we must be as concerned with improting the quality of life as with
extending its length, and (3) that health care is best when provided in the con-

text of the family and immediate community.

In 1962 Thomas Kuln published his now famous
book, The Structure of Scientific Recolutions, in which
he debated the logical positivist idea that science pro-
gresses gradually from one stage to the next strictlv on
the Dbasis of rcason.) Kuhn argued that science pro-
gresses from one stage to anothel through intellectuallv
and emotionally turbulent periods of (on(eptual revo-
lution, and these revolutions are followed bv extended
eras of relative quict, during which the scientific field
secks to reexamine its subject matter from the new
perspectives and assumptions acquired during the revo-
lution. Kuhn calied the new svnthesis a “paradigm.” One
quict period continues until the assumptions and meth-
ods of the reigning paradigm prove insufficient to an-
swer the new questions that appear, hus, according to
Kuhn, the progress of a science is more like Lhmbmo
uneven stairs than riding up a smooth ramp.

It is myv thesis that we are now entering a period
of conceptual revolution in the area of health care
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which bears similarity to those described by Kuhn.
The assumptions and methods of current medical re-
search and care are increasingly Dbeing subjected to
intense debate, which will lead to a diftferent synthesis
or “paradigm,” probablv within the next decade. How-
ever, the current biomedical paradigm’s assumptions
and methods are deeply entrenched at every level of
our socicty, and the forces fighting for this paradigm
are extremelv powerful in terms of scientific, economic,
and political influence. Moreover, the health care svs-
tem is mow Lhe nation’s largest emplover, with repre-
sentatives in almost everv community in the country,
which means that there is a large constituency avail-
able to fight for the status quo.

Presented at the 32nd Annual Meeting of the American Scien-
tific Affiliation, Nyack College, Nyack, New York, Aug. 14,
1977.
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REVOLUTION IN HEALTH CARE

The Past and Present Contributions of Medicine

The current medical paradigm is not as sharply de-
lincated as, for example, were the geocentric view of
the universe or Newtonian physics. Nevertheless, many
of its assumptions may be summarized. First, it as-
sumes that our current level of health is due mainly
to our public health/medical care system, which began
with the discovery of the germ theory in the late
1800’s. It is a popular idea (even among medical pro-
fessionals) that the control of communicable disease is
largely the achievement of medical science (through
immunization, antibiotics, etc.) However, historians
have increasingly come to understand that medicine
as it has been practiced during the past century has
had little impact in producing the level of health we
enjoy today. The sanitary revolution in Europe, par-
ticularly in England, was well under way, and its im-
pact in reducing infant mortality, was already being
seen before the development of the germ theory. The
sanitary revolution came about from the personal con-
victions of many people, which were partly biblical in
origin, that it was better for society’s health and morals
to live in cleanliness rather than in filth. The germ
theory reinforced that movement, of course, and
strengthened its theoretical foundations, but it was
not its cause. Yet it was the sanitary revolution which,
as much as any other thing, has restored society to
today’s levels of health. The term “restored” is probab-
ly correct here, because many of the infectious diseases,
including the leading killers, tuberculosis and infant
diarrhea, were made the severe problems they became
by the processes of urbanization and industrialization.
Their resolution over the past century has been pri-
marily a process of learning to live in industrial cities
without opening the floodgate to discase.

Tuberculosis, for example, was the leading killer in
the industrial West in the mid-1800’s, with death rates
that sometimes exceeded 500/100,000 per year. The
death rates of tuberculosis have been declining stead-
ily since about 1850, and by 1949 it had become only
a shadow of its former self. However, medicine had
no effective cure (none that could significantly affect
the death rate) before 1949, when streptomycin was
discovered. Tuberculosis had declined, not because
of scientific medicine, but because «f a number of
related social and technical changes that were largely
outside the purview of medicine: improvement in so-
ciety’s (1) nutrition, (2) socioeconomic status, and (3)
living and working conditions (especially the reduc-
tion of crowding), and (4) the elimination of the spread
of tuberculosis through milk by Pasteurization and by
the elimination of infected herds, and (5) increased
genetic resistance of the population to the disease.
Most of the epidemic infectious diseases were also de-
clining rapidly during the late 1800’s and early 1900,
before medicine had either immunization (except for
smallpox) or antibiotics. Today, few evaluative studies
of the effectiveness of modern medicine show striking
results, and most of the current screening programs are
considered to be of dubious value. The world-renowned
bacteriologist from the Rockefeller Foundation, Rene
Dubos, has put it this way:

Clearly, modern medical science has helped to clean up
the mess created by urban and industrial civilization.
However, by the time laboratory medicine came effec-

SEPTEMBER 1978

Medicine as it has been practiced dur-
ing the past century has had little im-
pact in producing the level of health
we enjoy today.

tively into the picture the job had been carried far
toward completion by the humanitarians and social re-
formers of the nineteenth century. Their romantic doc-
trine that nature is holy and healthful was scientifically
naive but proved highly effective in dealing with the
most important health problems of their age. When the
tide is receding from the beach it is easy to have the
illusion that one can empty the ocean by removing water
with a pail. The tide of infectious and nutritional dis-
eases was rapidly receding when the laboratory scientist
moved into action at the end of the past century.2

The past President of the Blue Cross Association,
Walter J. McNemey, listed as the first health myth to
be debunked the idea that “Most health services make
a big difference in the health of a population, thus, with
enough money, health can be purchased.”® Even an
apologist for modern biomedical technology, Dr. Lewis
Thomas, put it his way:

In any case, we do not really owe much of today’s pop-
ulation problems to the technology of medicine. . ., .
Modern medical science is a recent arrival, and the
world population had already been set on what seems
to be its irreversible course by the civilizing technolo-
gies of agriculture, engineering, and sanitation,—most
especially the latter.4.

Life Expectancy

A second incorrect assumption of many persons is
the promise of medical science for the future. Since
our life expectancy at birth has increased approximately
30 years over the past century, it is assumed that bio-
medical technology will continue this progress into the
future, so that in another century or so, our life ex-
pectancy may be 100 or so. This overlooks the fact that
during the same past century, the life expectancy of
white males at retirement age (65) has increased but
2 to 3 years! Life expectancy at birth has improved
greatly due to the reduction of infant mortality, child-
hood diseases, tuberculosis, etc.; what it means is that
most infants can now expect to reach retirement age.
What has not happened is a major change in the maxi-
mum length of life, since modern medical science has
little capacity to alter significantly the course of the
chronic degenerative diseases. Indeed, it is as true
now as when Moses wrote the 90th Psalm (approx-
imately 1400 years B.C.) that “. . . the days of our
years are threescore years and ten; and if by reason
of strength they be fourscore . . . Again, as Dr.
Thomas says:

If we are not struck down prematurely by one or another
of today’s diseases, we live a certain length of time and
then we die, and I doubt that medicine will ever gain a
capacity to do anything much to modify this. I can see
no reason for trying and no hope of success anyway. At
a certain age, it is in our nature to wear out, to come
unhinged and to die, and that is that.6

He does add a very salutary emphasis on the quality,
rather than the quantity, of life, which is certainly
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consistent with the biblical perspective:

My point here is that I very much doubt that the age at
which this happens will be very drastically changed, for
most of us, when we have learned more about how to
control disease. The main difference will be that many of
us will die in relatively good health. . . .7

The Bible, as well as the more astute of medical scien-
tists, cautions us not to look to scientific medicine to
bring us eternal life.

The Biomedical Model

Another problematic assumption of modern medi-
cine and health care is what many have called the “bio-
medical model.” This model assumes that our lack of
health is primarily due to disease, that most of our
diseases produce anatomic and physiologic changes, and
that diseases can be cured if these alterations are re-
stored to their normal state.? Disease is seen funda-
mentally as alterations in body biochemistry, usually
in predictable patterns. The task of the scientist and
physician are to identify the abnormalities associated
with the disease and discover methods of restoring
these to “normal”, which is seen as being equivalent to
a “cure.”

The largest institution built in honor of this assump-
tion is the National Institutes of Health, which was
started in 1948 and which has guided the direction of
American medical research and (hence) medical educa-
tion and practice since the early 1950’s. There have been
great achievements in some dimensions of our knowledge
of disease, but great problems have also been produced.
Medicine has rapidly become more complex and de-
pendent upon expensive diagnostic and therapeutic
technology. This has, in tum, forced specialization and
other expensive changes. Legal and ethical problems
are created faster than they are solved. The human
dimension is being lost from the medical care process.®
Medical education has almost lost sight of the increas-
ingly well documented fact that the origins of most
of our diseases lie predominantly in our nutrition, our
environment, and our behavior. As Engel has put it:

. in modern Western society biomedicine not only
has provided a basis for the scientific study of disease,
it has also become our own culturally specific perspec-
tive about disease, that is, our folk model (italics mine).
Indeed, the biochemical model is now the dominant folk
model of disease in the Western World.10

Engel suggests the new paradigm should be based on
a “biopsychosocial model”, in which the role of social
and psychological factors is adequately emphasized. I
would like to add the spiritual dimension to his list,
for I believe that we will sooner or later discover that
we cannot adequately deal with the subject of health
without considering the issue of the meaning and pur-
pose of life, and man’s relationship to his Creator. One
modern area of interest where this is gradually being
appreciated is the field of thanatology.

One of the glaring weaknesses of the biomedical
model is its lack of understanding of, or ability to deal
with, health. There are more than one hundred schools
of disease in this country, but, to my knowledge, not
one school of health. Medical schools notoriously focus
most of their effort on teaching about disease, including
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its diagnosis and treatment. Schools of public health
emphasize the origin of disease and the organization
of care, rather than how to promote health. But, as the
World Health Organization’s preamble states: “Health
is . . . not merely the absence of disease or infirmity.”
We must face realistically the fact that we do not have
a “health care system. . . .” We have a “disease care
system,” and very little that its does is done to promote
health in a positive sense.

The Definition of Health

One of the difficulties we have in setting national
health goals and measuring our progress (or lack of it)
is our inability to define health. The WHO statement
just quoted defines health as . . . a state of complete
physical, mental, and social well being . . .”, which, in
addition to being unattainable in this life, is not very
helpful. Dubos has clearly pointed to one weakness of
the biomedical model:

. . health and disease cannot be defined merely in
terms of anatomical, physiological, or mental attributes.
Their real measure is the ability of the individual to
function in a manner acceptable to himself and to the
group of which he is a part.l1

Thus, social functioning, not biochemical state, may be
closer to a useful concept of health, and it also may be
easier to measure. It is not as widely accepted to date,
partly because it also has ambiguities and partly be-
cause to agree on such a definition would be to open
the flood gates to a reallocation of resources away from
what are now considered health activities. Dubos and
others have also emphasized that health is not so much
freedom from stress (which is unattainable in our sinful
world) as it is the ability to adapt to the stresses to
which we are subject:

. . . the states of health or disease are the expressions of
the success or failure experienced by the organism in its
efforts to respond adaptively to environmental chal-
lenges.12

Rates of death and illness are clearly insufficient to
measure health; at most they measure some of the
deviations from it. In the last analysis, one must agree
with Duncan Clark that: “As for health . . ., no fully
acceptable concept exists”.!3 Here is certainly a fruit-
ful field of research for those with a biblical perspective,

Iatrogenesis

In my first contact with our Professor of Surgery,
Carl Moyer, he began the lecture with the Latin
phrase: primum non nocere, which, I understand, can
be translated: “first, do no harm.” It is a principle that
made sense at that time (1958) and makes even more
sense today. The first obligation of a physician should
be not to harm the patient. If that is so, it would seem
reasonable that the first obligation of the health care
system also should be to do no harm. Yet there is evi-
dence that the medical care system does a great deal
of harm to individuals through unnecessary surgery, in-
appropriate or unnecessary medications, and pointing to
pharmacologic or surgical solutions when changes in en-
vironment, life style, or human relationships are the
only remedies that offer hope for real improvement.
Much of the unnecessary surgery that is done comes
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from economic pressures in cities where we have more
surgeons than are needed, and it is reinforced by the
population’s tendency to look to surgeons as modern
miracle workers. Overmedication may arise from a sense
of despair on the physician’s part (“I don’t know what
else to do”) or from the need to get on to the next
patient (one study showed that physicians often write
prescriptions for medication as a ritualistic way of
terminating a patient visit, even in the absence of a
clear indication for the medication.)

Less studied, but perhaps more important sources
of harm from our medical care approach are the social
and cultural effects of a strongly institutionalized bio-
medical model of health and healing. Illich calls these
“social and cultural iatrogenesis,” and these consist in
the social and cultural distortions that occur by strict
adherence to the biomedical model of disease.'4 Zola
also points to the social dangers inherent in the increas-
ing medicalization of life.'®> We are turning less to re-
ligion or law for the final decision to social problems
and more to medicine. Therefore, behavior (e.g.,
murder) which centuries ago might have been dealt
with as a problem of sin, and more recently as lawless-
ness, is now first subjected to a medical test: if the
perpetrator was somehow “ilI” at the time of the act,
he becomes “not guilty by reason of insanity.” The
point here is not to argue whether this is good or bad,
but to emphasize that the final tribunal and the first
agent of attempted change, in this, as in countless
other areas of life, is coming to be medical authority.

The medicalization of life also increases the social
control which a small group of persons (health “pro-
fessionals™) exercise over others. Thus we have, as a
society, given to the physician the ultimate right to
decide who does and does not have the right to large
amounts of society’s resources, A decision to give
someone a heart transplant, or to put someone on
renal dialysis, may cost society $50,000 or more. The
decision to give one person these resources means that
others will not have access to them, because our re-
sources as a society are limited. Second, society has
given the physician the power to give to some, and to
exclude from others, the right to a socially acceptable
form of deviance known as sickness. Talcott Parsons
first clearly defined the social contract of Western
Society known as the “sick role,” in which the society
gives certain benefits to the person who is defined by
a “competent professional” to be ill, and in turn re-
quires certain behavior from that person. Society offers:
(1) lack of blame for his/her condition and (2) to ex-
cuse him/her from normal role obligations during this
period, in return for which society requires the indi-
vidual (1) to want to recover and to seek out compe-
tent medical help and (2) to cooperate with those who
are prescribing the therapy. Sociologists are increasing-
ly concerned over the power given to the medical
profession.

Costs

It is the costs of our current direction in medical
care, however, which will untimately force major
changes in the way we approach health care. The socie-
ty will no longer tolerate an inflation in the cost of
medical care that is twice the national average when we
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What has not happened is a major
change in the maximum length of life,
since modern medical science has little
capacity to alter significantly the course
of the chronic degenerative diseases.

are already spending about 9% of the gross national prod-
uct on medical care. We hear stories such as that Gener-
al Motors now pays more to Blue Cross and Blue Shield
than to U.S. Steel in a given year. That might be all
right if we were getting a proportional benefit, but in-
creasingly the population is becoming restless and is
questioning whether it is receiving its money’s worth,
Certainly, the marvels continue for many forms of
acute medical problem and accident. But as the popu-
lation now is mostly living past retirement age, a high-
er and higher proportion of all care is for chronic
problems, where the biomedical approach has the least
effect. Dr. Thomas admits that the application of in-
adequate technology is costly:

Offhand, I cannot think of any important human disease
for which medicine possesses the capacity to prevent or
cure outright where the cost of the technology is itself
a major problem. The price is never as high as the cost
of managing the same diseases during the earlier stages
of ineffective technology.16

He admits that “halfway technology” is inordinately
costly, and the central question is whether biomedical
technology will ever be able to become cost-effective
technology in the chronic degenerative diseases, or will
we become saddled with increasingly costly (but inef-
fective) halfway technology that also compounds eth-
ical and legal questions? For example, will biomedical
technology ever be able to restore a smashed brain—
caused by highway carelessness? Or a cirrhotic liver,
almost destroyed by alcoholism and malnutrition? Or
an emphysematous lung that has been destroyed by
decades of smoking and infection? Most, if not all,
of the examples of “effective technology” relate either
to infectious disease or to acute medical and surgical
emergencies. We should not deny the individual con-
tributions of modern medicine in these areas; indeed
we should be grateful. What concerns me is that mod-
ern medicine, which can be so effective in restoring
individuals with certain kinds of problems to produc-
tive life, is now becoming so saddled with ineffective
technology in other areas that its real contributions are
becoming less available to the average peson. It is even
less likely that our expensive western medical technol-
ogy, complete with its folk model of disease, can bene-
fit the developing nations, even though we are exporting
it at this time,

A new approach to health and health care is clearly
needed. What insights do the Scriptures provide as to
what changes should be made in our assumptions, con-
cepts, and approaches?

Prevention as the Way to Health

There are many biblical insights which could be
brought to a consideration of health; foremost among
them is that health is the result of a way of life and

119



JAMES F. JEKEL

not the product of nostrums. The broad commands of
Scripture portray God'’s will for His people: “Ye shall
be holy, for I the Lord your God am holy.” (Lev.
19:2). The holy walk with God emphasized not defil-
ing oneself (Lev. 11:44); this required, among other
things, that man distinguish “between holy and unholy,
and between unclean and clean.” (Lev. 10:10) The
Scriptures provided the guidelines for the Israelites to
keep a holy walk with God, and obedience had thc
promise of physical blessings (health) as well as spir-
itual blessings:

If you will diligently hearken to the voice of the Lord
your God, and will do that which is right in his sight,
and will listen to his commandments, and keep all his
statutes, I will not put any of the diseases upon you
which I brought upon the Egyptians, for I am the Lord
who heals you. (Ex. 15:26)

At the pool of Bethesda, Jesus healed the man who had
been ill for 38 years and told him “Sin no more so that
nothing worse befall you.” In Leviticus 18:5, God
tells His people through Moses, “Therefore keep my
statutes and judgments, which, if a man does, he
shall live by means of them.” Other Scriptures could
be quoted, but the main point is that the biblical view
of health is something that was a result of one’s entire
way of life, not a commodity that could be purchased
from healers. Health was something that included the
idea of wholeness, soundness, safety, and peace. Our
world desperately needs to get away from the idea of
health as a commodity, a product, and see it as an
organic part of one’s way of life.

The specific elements that are most clearly related
to good health can be identified by means of epidemi-
ology, the science of determining why disease (or
health) occur when they do and in whom they do.
Fundamental to good health is nutrition.

Nutrition. Malnutrition can be either undernutrition
or overnutrition. By and large, undernutrition is the
plight of the poor wherever they are in the world, and
overnutrition is the companion of the well-to-do. Under-
nutrition not only robs one of the vigor to be creative
and productive; protein undernutrition, in particular,
also combines synergistically with the infectious diseases
to produce high mortality rates among children, par-
ticularly following the period of weaning. Measles
is a serious but seldom fatal illness among unimmunized
but well nourished children, but it has case-fatality
rates as high as 20 to 25% among malnourished chil-
dren, a death rate hundreds of times as high as among
well nourished children.!” On the other hand, overnu-
trition, particularly when combined with a sedentary
life style, contributes to a variety of degenerative dis-
orders in adults, such as coronary artery disease, strokes,
and diabetes. For example, the dietarv intake of re-
fined sugar (sucrose) in this country in 1850 was about
40 pounds per person per year; now it is over 100
pounds per person per year.

The Environment. A second foundation of health is
a clean environment. This includes cleanliness from the
many microbes capable of causing severe disease in
man (although it does not imply a sterile existence.)
The importance of this was demonstrated during the
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sanitary revolution. It includes clean water, food, and
living environment. More recently we have become
more aware of the problem of toxic substances in water,
food, and the air, but at present we have only hints as
to how this pollution may affect human health.

Behavior. Central to a way of life is one’s behavior.
Every aspect of our behavior has health implications,
although we often do not realize this. Most Americans
who smoke are aware of the potential risks that smoking
brings for cancer of the bronchus, throat, nose, and
mouth. Less well known is that cigarette smoking also
increases the risk for heart attacks. Still less well known
to those involved is that the Islamic custom of “pur-
dah”, by reducing the amount of sunlight actin% on
ergosterol in the skin (and hence reducing the available
vitamin D) leads to osteomalacia in adolescent wom-
en. This, in turn, frequently produces deformed pel-
vises and difficult labor and delivery causing infant
and maternal mortality.

In many of the developing nations, women seek to
wean the children early and convert to bottle feeding,
in order to imitate the wealthy. Because of the lack
of refrigeration, the milk is likely to be swarming with
bacteria, and due to the low purchasing power of many
who do this, the “milk” may be only water colored
with a small amount of powdered milk.!” It is not
known how much malnutrition among young children
is due to early weaning from the breast to the bottle,
but the toll is undoubtedly heavy. Moreover, by short-
ening the nursing period, women reach peak fecundity
sooner following the delivery of a child than they would
if thev nursed over a longer time, and thus this be-
havior pattern also contributes to increased world-
wide fertility.!8

One of the commonest types of infectious disease in
the West are the venereal diseases. Estimates of the
number of new cases of gonorrhea last year go over
two million. Syphilis, although not rampant, remains
steady at approximately 100,000 per year in the United
States. A newly appreciated venereal threat is from
herpes viruses, especially HVH 1I. Antiobiotics have
proved impotent to eradicate these diseases; control
of behavior could!

The above three factors, nutrition, environment, and
behavior, are the primary factors influencing the level
of health any population enjoys. Medical care is at
most the “fine tuning” of our Kealth level; it is these
factors that determine the “channel.” It is instructive
to review the biblical concern for human nutrition, san-
itation, and behavior. The concern for proper and pure
food is seen in many biblical references (Table 1). The
concern for personal cleanliness, for pure water, for
sewage disposal, for rapid burial of the dead, and for
isolation from contamination by discharges, are quite
specific. Behavior was carefully prescribed both as to
justice and as to cleanliness, and venereal disease was
effectively prevented by the code of sexual morality
(Ex. 20:14, Lev. 18:20, etc.). Moreover, the priest
served as the health officer, to oversee that the com-
munity was holy and clean, to diagnose and treat
problems, and to pronounce healed persons clean,?

In summary, the biblical insight that health derives
from a holy and clean way of life, and not from pur-
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chasing the services of healers, is a perspective that
must be recovered by our society if we are to achieve
the measure of health we desire at a price we can af-
ford. But who can influence human behavior? Suffice
it to say that how we behave derives from what we
ultimately believe is of greatest value, and it is here,
in determining the priorities of individuals, families, and
communities, that religion has its most crucial impact
on health.

Quantity or Quality of Life?

It is only in recent years that any serious challenge
has been raised to the priorities of medical care; here-
tofore the first priority has been to save (or prolong)
life, regardless of the cost in money and suffering.
Death rates are the best developed and most used mea-
sure of the success or failure of our medical care sys-
tem. The development of the technology of medicine to
include organ transplants, artificial life support sys-
tems, etc. has forced reconsideration of the limits of
medicine with respect to prolonging life. For a while
there was a lot of talk of “cryogenics”, in which it was
the hope to freeze bodies immediately upon the point
of death and keep the body in deep freeze, along with
all of the medical records, until medical science dis-
covered a way to thaw the body and revive it and
simultaneously, cure that disease.

Increasingly there is an appreciation for the fact
that saving lives is an appropriate first priority in acute

One of the glaring weaknesses of the
biomedical model is its lack of under-
standing of, or ability to deal with,
health.

disease, but that improving the quality of life is a
more appropriate and realistic goal than extreme efforts
to prolong life when it comes to the chronic, degener-
ative diseases. Even a leading proponent of biomedical
technology seems to be saying the same thing.” The
problem is that although there is increasing lip service
paid to the idea of retooling the delivery of care to
emphasize the quality of life, these priorities are sel-
dom reflected in the objectives of current medical re-
search and education. Just as nutrition is a neglected
subject in our schiools of medicine and public health so
is the subject of rehabilitation; “cure” is taught much
better than “care”. But for economic reasons, among
others, new kinds of primary care professionals are
being trained (e.g., nurse-practitioners and physicians’
assistants) who often have a better grasp of the mean-
ing of “care” than do many physicians. The cost of
hospital care is forcing the expansion of home care pro-
grams. People are finding that alternatives such as
Hospice are better for persons dying of cancer than the
typical acute hospital.2’ The coming revolution in med-
ical care will move the “quality of life” to a new place

Table 1

Representative Selections from the Old Testament Sanitary Code

Key texts: Leviticus 19:2; 10:10
1. Personal Cleanliness
a. Hand washing, esp. before meals—Mark 7:1-3
b. Whole body after contamination—Lev. 15:5
¢. Wash clothes after contamination—Lev. 11:28; 15:5
2. Pure Water Supply
a. Avoid water contaminated by dead animal-Lev. 11:32-36
3. Sewage Disposal
a. Bury it outside the camp—Deut. 23:12-14
4. Bury Dead Soon
a. Before nightfall-Deut. 21:23; Acts 5:6
5. Pure Foods
a. Fruits & vegetables not prohibited
b. Meats—Lev. 11:1-§; 29-31
c. Fish—Lev. 11:9-12
d. Don’t eat dead animals—Deut. 14:21
e. Don’t eat old food—Lev. 19:5-8
6. Isolation
. If one touches the dead—Lev. 5:2; 22:4
. If one touches unclean discharges—Lev. 5:3
. For those who have a discharge—Lev. 15:1-13
. For those who have skin diseases—Lev. 13
. Of a woman following childbirth—Lev. 12:1-8
(prevents epidemic “childbed fever”)
f. Terminal disinfection—~Lev. 15:1-13; 14:34-48
7. Control of Venereal Disease
a. Morality—Ex. 20:14; Lev. 18:20
8. Priest is the Health Officer
Leviticus 13, 14
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Nutrition, environment and behavior
are the primary factors influencing the
level of health any population enjoys.
Medical care is at most the “fine tun-
ing” of our health level.

of prominence in the priorities of medical care.

The biblical message is concerned for both the
quantity and quality of human life, but these are not
primary goals. Rather they are the result of obedience
to God as revealed in the Scriptures. The biblical con-
cern for faith, obedience, holiness, and justice clearly
place those who stand in the Hebrew-Christian tradi-
tion in the position of supporting a balance between
the two, and we should vigorously support efforts to
restore concern for the quality of life to its rightful
‘position in medical care. Moreover, as one considers the
nature of “health”, it is important to see that the
healthy person is one for whom life, and all of its
activities, has deep personal meaning. At the level of
tactics, Viktor Frankel has demonstrated how important
it is for life to have meaning.?! He gives one example
of how an elderly man was restored to mental health
when he saw that his widowhood and its resultant lone-
liness meant that his beloved wife did not have to
suffer the same; his suffering then had meaning for
him and became a last sacrifice for her. Only then was
it tolerable, because it had meaning. Going further, it
yet remains for someone to demonstrate that human
wholeness, health if you will, must include our ability
to stand before God as justified sinners; there are sug-
gestions that those who wholeheartedly embrace the
full theological meaning of the Bible are better able
to live, and to die, in health. The area needs far more
demonstration as well as research.

Care Must be in the Context of the Family

One of the current myths about medical care is that
most medical care is given by health professionals.
Levin and others have emphasized that, in fact, perhaps
75% of all health care in this country is given by in-
dividuals to themselves or to members of their fam-
ilies.22 Tt is just as foolish to see this as bad as it is to
consider all professional care good. There is currently
a powerful movement, often called the “self-care”
movement, to increase the competence of nonprofes-
sionals to care for themselves and others. This is not
to imply that “kitchen surgery” will return, but rather
that all efforts should be made to give the individual
person and family as much responsibility over their
own lives and health as possible. This implies that the
role of the physician will increasingly become (1) to
do the highly technical advanced diagnosis and treat-
ment, and (2) to serve as consultants—yes, consult-
ants—to those giving most of the health care: families
and non-physician primary care persons. We cannot
afford to restore physicians to their past prominent role
as givers of primary care; they are too costly, and they
are not trained well for that task, anyway.

Norman Cousins gave a dazzling account of his de-
termination to treat himself for a condition considered
medically hopeless, and of his success.2? The prominent
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sociologist Lois Pratt points out that “the more numer-
ous and vital the functions the family performs success-
fully for its members, the stronger is the family system;
the fewer the important functions performed, the weak-
er the system.”®® From this she goes on to conclude:

The family is a social unit with considerable potential
for performing health care, since families are held legal-
ly responsible for sustaining their members’ health, they
maintain a physical plant which is suitable for health
care practice, and the members live together in relation-
ships of mutual care and support.24

In contrast to the potential of the family to perform
health care, she reminds us of the current trends, and in
this she is absolutely correct:

The emerging medical care system is based on specializa-
tion of work, centralization of activity in large complex
units, bureaucraticization of the work unit, control by
management over work and personnel, corporate involve-
ment in and exploitation of all aspects of the health
market, and extension of profit-making to all sectors of
health care.24

One of the byproducts of these large health institu-
tions we are creating is a tendency to impersonality of
care.?® How can costs be reduced and care be as per-
sonal as possible? By restoring it to the context of a
loving family. The medical care system should be, in
the last analysis, a family support system, or so it seems
to me. However, at the present, families do a better job
of supporting the health system (most persons in health
care are doing well economically) than the system is
doing of supporting the family (office and clinic hours
are for the convenience of the provider rather than the
patient, as are appointments, etc.)! The emergency
room has gained immense popularity not because it is
the best place to receive care, but because it is the only
place people know will be open 24 hours per day with
someone there to see them.

Whether self-care as a movement will be sustained,
its existence has shown that there are options avail-
able to the family. Whether the family will play an
increased role in the future in “selecting, coordinating,
and supervising professional care; determining the
forms and conditions of medical intervention; evaluat-
ing the outcomes of all these interventions; maintaining
health records on the family; and planning a healthy
lifestyle, including the choice of community residency,
employment, leisure activity, diet, and other health
maintenance practices”* remains to be seen. Certainly
not all families or individuals now either want this role
or are capable of it. But in this direction may lie our
best hope for both economy and effectiveness of
health care.

The Bible does not appear, at first glance, to inject
itself into this debate, but on further consideration it
would seem to suggest that healing is, in fact, the
proper role for the family, including the larger family
composed by a religious congregation. The Fifth Com-
mandment (Honor thy father and thy mother) is often
interpreted only in terms of young children and their
parents. However, Jesus interpreted it in terms of car-
ing for one’s aged parents (Mark 7:10-13). If interpreted
also, or primarily, in this way, the promise (long
life) has special meaning. In Acts 6 and James 1 there
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are evidences that the early church received and acted
upon the command to care for each other, and James
5:14 shows that this includes a healing ministry. The
oil in this passage should probably be seen as giving
a medication that was conceived as having medicinal
value, rather than primarily spiritual significance (for
example, note the use of oil in Luke 10:34). The pat-
tern of individuals giving health care to each other
in a family context would appear to have solid scrip-
tural support.

Haggerty is one of many whose studies have shown
that persons under stress have a higher risk of disease.
He suggests that clinicians may become more effective
in preventing the harmful potentials of siress by in-
volving supportive institutions beyond the primary fam-
ily: the extended family, peer groups, religious groups.
The assumption behind such a proposal is that man is
a social creature who needs complex and supportive
interaction with groups. Without it, he gets sick, just
as an infant deprived of love tends to die.?

I would like to conclude with two quotations from
Canon Max Warren’s book entitled The Christian Im-
perative*”

The fundamental sicknesses of men have always been
sicknesses of the spirit and the mind. Never, perhaps,
was this more obviously so than today. . . . Only a heal-
ing which makes a man whole and integrates him with
his fellows in a true community, living in a right rela-
tionship with God and with the good earth which God
has given man, only such a healing is adequate to the
imperative ‘go heal.” For this reason the Church must not
imagine that it can relegate the responsibilities of its
healing mission to a representative company of physi-
cians and nurses, surgeons and anesthetists, pathologists
and dispensers. . . .

The . . . hospital must be seen as an integral part of a
common task in which Church and school and farm are
seen, not as the possibly attractive agencies for the em-
ployment of those with no skill in healing, but as the ac-
tual points at which most of the healing is done, the
front line of the attack on human need. To these, the
real centers of healing, the hospital will be related as a
source of inspiration, a school of technical knowledge, a
resort for such cases as demand specialized skill, but
not as being itself the center of healing.
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The attitude of the magic and occult movement in our culture, therefore, is not
to deny the results of science, but rather to downplay and devalue their intellec-
tual and philosophical significance in relation to reality. The style of its expres-
sion is to pour scorn on the tradition of science as mere child’s play in comparison
with the real secrets of power known only to the initiated. . . . It is just here that

a powerful temptation exists for the Christian.

.. . He is liable to accept the

magical view of the world . . . and thereby devalue and discard the image of the
world as a consistent, orderly reality—the great treasure of the scientific enter-

prise. .
but for the health of mankind.

Walter R. Thorson

.. This is a terrible and tragic error, not only for the future of science

“The Spiritual Dimensions of Science,” in Horizons of Science, C. F. H. Henry, ed., Harper and

and Row, (1978), p. 226.
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Psychotherapy, Ethics and Faith

Psychotherapy is potentially a strong force, intimate
and demanding, capable of influencing the beliefs and
actions of other persons. Therefore, the use of psycho-
therapy must be examined from the same ethical, eval-
uative stance as other forms of Lehavioral control—
physical, mental or spiritual. Standards of ethics and
religious beliefs are significantly involved in the use and
ends of psychotherapeutic techniques.

Psychotherapy can result in the freeing of a person
from the unrealistic neurotic or psychotic internalized
demands of his conditioning experiences, allowing him
freer choice for future behavior. On the other hand, it
can be used as a tool by which the therapist subtly
forces the client into new patterns of behavior accept-
able to society or the therapist’s own frame of refer-
ence. The latter procedure may substitute one tvpe of
bondage for another.

Confidentiality

Foremost, ethics of psychotherapy involves the rights
of the individual, but it also includes the rights of so-
ciety for protection from the person who directs ag-
gression against himself, against another, or against
social institutions. For example, recent Court decisions
indicate that if the therapist knows of a client’s plans
to harm another, the therapist has an obligation to
inform the “other” of that threat. This sharing of infor-
mation violates the long-standing concept of confiden-
tiality of the therapeutic session malerial-a concept
which js gradually undergoing a metamorphosis in
terms of professional behavior but which has important
ethical implications The American Psvchological As-
sociation’s statement of the ethics of Confidentiality sug-
gest revelation, “when there is clear and imminent
danger to an individual and society.” Further, it states,
“The client should be informed of the limits of confi-
dentiality.” Ordinarily, with the above-noted exception,
confzdentz(zlztj of shared information is paramount.

Client Manipulation

There are several other ethical conditious that can be
briefly described. For example, when a client has re-
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vealed himself intimately, there may be a tendency for
him or her to want to become more involved in a
physical relationship with the therapist, who appears
to possess many of the desirable traits of the “true”
human often lacking in others. During this period, the
vulnerability of the client must be protected by the
therapist.

The ethics of giving advice must also be recognized.
What right does the therapist have to intervene directly
in the belief svstem of the client, changing or even
destroying it? What right does he have to intervene in
the life-stvle of the client, drastically altering patterns
of action, even if the client at the moment wants that
direction?

The belicfs of the psvchotherapist are very much
present in therapv. To try to hide them would be
foolish. Making one’s bchpfs clear enough to allow
the client to make his own independent choice of allow-
ing those beliefs to affect a behavioral change or not
is important. The only statement from the Ethical
Standards of the American Psychological Association
that seems to bear on this point is, “Psyehologists clar-
ify the nature and direction of their loyalties and re-
sponsibilities and keep all parties aware of their
commitments.” This aspect is crucial for the Christian
therapist. What place does “witnessing” have in thera-
py? Is it ethical? If so, what are the limits? Does the
therapist force his views on the client without allowing
free choice?

A most important aspect of the ethics of psycho-
therapy is the use or ends of that therapy. What is the
purpose? How will that purpose be served? What will
the end result be?

In brief, any purpose of psychotherapy which is
manipulative, ie., serving someone else’s or purely
societal ends, may be considered unethical. On the
other hand, that therapy which clarifies the choice

Modified from a presentation to the American Association for
the Advancement of Science-National Science Foundation Sem-
inar on “Ethical Issues and the Life Sciences,” Stanford, on
March 17-20, 1976. Dr. Lindquist is also president of Link
Care, Fresno, California 93711.
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points and the potential effect that choices may have
on the individual and society, allowing the individual
to make more rational decisions, may be considered to
be ethical.

The above statement may be clear and acceptable.
In practice, the way clarification takes place and the
procedures used are full of ethical implications. Can
the psychotherapist be a dispassionate clarifier who
never influences the decision-making?

Obviously the answer is, “No!” Therefore, a partial
answer to the ethical question is related to how clear
and honest the therapist is in recognizing how his
own viewpoints and biases may affect choice. It also
relates to how well he communicates these influences,
thereby allowing the client to take these factors into
consideration as he evaluates his choice of specific be-
havior patterns, and weighs the future implications
and results of that decision.

The Client’s Stance

There are, in addition, several factors which relate
to the client’s stance in entering the therapeutic rela-
tionship. Four classes of situations may be considered:
1) Does the client come willingly for help with his
problem? 2) Does he come under the duress of the
pain of his anxiety or depression, or is he motivated by
disagreeable pain of his anxiety or depression, or is he
motivated by disagreeable effects of his past maladap-
tive behavioral patterns? 3) Is he coerced by another—
spouse, parent, lover or business associate? 4) Is he
forced to come by Court or other social institutions?

In each case, the ethical implications are somewhat
different. Long-term psychotherapeutic treatment, be-
cause it works slowly, may give the client more time to
contemplate and conceptualize any proposed change,
and thus evaluate such changes more carefully than
with the more sudden intervention of chemotherapy or
psychosurgery. However, behavior modification tech-
niques also allow more rapid behavior change. If these
skills can be utilized to help, they can conceivably be
used to implant other behavior changes as well.

With this discussion as a background, we can now
look at the four situations where treatment is indicated.

The Willing Client

The first condition is that in which the person con-
sents to receive or even seeks out the help. While in
some ways this category of clients presents the least
problem, in other ways this condition may present the
most subtle and complex ethical questions.

Alleviation of immediate psychological distress (short-
range goal) may compromise the ultimate end (long-
range goal). This statement assumes the functional
value of a presenting problem or symptom.

The classical example is illustrated by the parable
of the ugly duckling who was therapized, accepted
himself as an ugly duckling and never became aware
that he had become a beautiful swan. His solution for
a short-range goal resulted in the loss of his long-range
potential.

Treating the depressed client with mood elevating
drugs without discovering the etiology of the depres-
sion, or use of drugs in anxiety states to help the client
tolerate difficult situations, may be thought of as sim-
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Any purpose of psychotherapy which
is manipulative, i.e., serving someone
else’s or purely societal ends, may be
considered unethical.

ilar problems. In each case, there is less likelihood that
the person involved will be motivated to change his
problem presenting behavior constructively. Therefore,
the ethical question facing the psychotherapist is to
determine how alleviating the immediate symptom will
affect the client’s long-term motivation to change be-
haviors which may need changing. If the therapist re-
duces or alleviates the effects of those signals of de-
pression or anxiety, he may neutralize the client’s at-
tempt to work out a more comprehensive change in his
behavior. Another example is the client who has “sin-
ned.” He is aware of that sin, feels guilty about it and
is impelled to make the necessary changes in his life.
Psychotherapy can alleviate the guilt feelings, which
may reduce the motivation to change and the client
may continue in the “sinful condition.” The ethical issue
relates to making the client aware of the significance
or implication of his symptoms.

Another ethical factor relates to the potential impo-
sition of the therapist’s value judgments on the client.
When the client accepts the therapist’s value judg-
ments, he is relieved from becoming the responsible
person he needs to become (Glasser 2, p. 300-1). When
the therapist does the client’s work, he may erode that
client’s acceptance of responsibility, not just for the
immediate situation, but for other situations as well.

The psychotherapist aids the client to evaluate his
own set of values to discover the effects that holding
those values have on his decision making, how he
perceives himself, and his attitudes toward his own
past. When this is clarified, the client can then take
appropriate action, supported by the psychotherapist,
to assume personal responsibility. If the client is un-
able to do so, due to his emotional problems, the thera-
pist continues to strengthen him until he is ready to do
so. Helping the client gain information about himself
in every aspect of life including his religious goals can
give him the tools by which he then can responsibly
and effectively act on his problems.

The general principle has been stated by Halleck
(5 p. 385), “I am convinced that the usefulness and
reasonableness of the patient’s choice will be positively
correlated with the amount of accurate inE)rmation
he has about himself and about the stressful factors
in his environment.”

The Willing “Hurting” Client

When the client, under the duress of pain, anxiety,
depression or feelings of failure, comes into the psy-
chotherapeutic relationship, his freedom of choice is
restricted. He looks to the therapist as a healer, and ex-
pects him to act as such, implying, “I have pain. You
know how to help me. Do so as quickly as possible.”

Often, due to the pressures of the moment, such clients
are not willing to explore the meanings of their reasons
for coming to therapy. They want relief, and anything
that postpones that relief is looked upon with disfavor,
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regardless of the short or long-range effects. Most peo-
ple, at this stage, are not particularly interested in
learning lessons from the immediate situation which
could influence the future. They want relief, and
want it now,

The therapist may be seduced into doing what the
active client wants. He also may yield to the subtle
temptation of trying to alleviate suffering, of playing
benefactor, of trying to be the powerful, healing per-
son the client wants and short-circuit the treatment
plan. This situation is difficult to cope with ethically.
Should one immediately rush in with the band-aid of
symptom reduction, or should one withhold treatment
(if it is available) because it is better in the long run
to do so?

There can creep in an element of sadistic pleasure
in withholding treatment, when it is “for the client’s
ultimate good.” Most psychotherapists cannot give
medication or provide surgical intervention, so to them,
this aspect is not a question. However, all of us can
provide sympathy, allow ventilation of feelings, and
offer reassurance which can give immediate, partial
relief to the client. While we cannot forgive “sin,” we
can effectively remove the distress of the guilt feelings
created by the sin. Should we or should we not?

One solution is analogous to that of providing a
crutch to the person with a broken leg. The crutch
allows mobility, and helps the person to do what needs
to be done. The crutch gives immediate relief, but also
aids in the continuing growth of the person by helping
him accept responsibility to help himself, so that he
may eventually abandon the crutch when it is no
longer necessary,

Similarly, in psychotherapy one can ethically help
the person remove the immediate crippling effects of
the problem, so that he can deal with the long-range
implications more effectively. The pain continues to
motivate the client to do something about rearranging
his life style and behavioral pattern so that such pain
will not continue to occur or recur.

In the theological scnse, confession of the sin and
acceptance of forgiveness allows the person to deal
with the causes of the sin, and to make restitution
for the sin if it involves another person. If the treat-
ment encourages or allows the client to withdraw or
become overly dependent, or if it removes the effects
of the maladaptive behavior without constructive di-
rection, the therapist may be considered in an unethical
position. Each treatment procedure should be aimed
at making the client as self directing and problem
solving as possible.

The Coerced Client

The coerced client is motivated to come to the
therapist by someone external to himself. Separation
of the differing clinical situations does not imply that
the categories are discrete. Each category has most of
the elements of the previous ones, plus some additional,
which add a different dimension to be considered.

The ethical question in this case becomes one of
deciding whether you should work with the person
at all, or how do you do so without becoming the
“cat’s paw” for the one who sent him to you? Obvious-
ly, there has to be some motivation on the part of the
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coerced client to come for help. The most common
incentive is to maintain a relationship with the person
who originally persuaded the client to come into
therapy. Therefore, there can be value in the thera-
peutic relationship, provided this feeling of coercion
is replaced or reinforced with his own desire to grow.

The first step is to explore how he feels about being
there—the negative aspects. Usually, ventilation of
feeling allows the client to look at his anger at being
coerced, his relationship with the significant “other”
and why it may be important to change in some
way to improve that relationship.

Another step is to look at the nature of the external
pressure on the client. Threats of loss of love or the
relationship itself are common. If the client feels that
his main hope in life is the continuation of the relation-
ship of the one who coerced him, he may fear the
potential loss and be forced into unacceptable adjust-
ments as a result.

Coercion may come from a referring source, phy-
sician, minister, or friend. The fear that, “If you don’t
do something about the problem now, you will get
worse and eventually lose control totally,” may be
the threat used.

In any case, ethical considerations require that the
client be informed of the procedures of counseling as
is noted in the APA Code of Ethics. For psychotherapy,
the statement of the methods and goals should be ade-
quate. The potential effects of psychotherapy should
be described, along with alternative methods that can
be used if the practitioner is skilled in them.

The “Forced” Client

The “forced” client differs from the “coerced”
client in that he is not necessarily motivated to main-
tain a relationship with the one who has persuaded
him into therapy, but comes under the threat of
severe consequences if he does not cooperate. Usually
it is a judge who applies these pressures with jail as
the only alternative. For the mental patient, whose
“jail” is less tangible but nonetheless threatening, the
alternative is continuing in his negative state, being
chided by other patients and staff for not cooperating.

Halleck (5, p. 382) suggests some other conditions
which might call for forcible intervention: 1) The
client is judged dangerous to himself or others—usually
sufficient reason for commitment. 2) The treatment
is of potential benefit. 3) The client is incompetent
to evaluate the treatment.

Decisions about each criterion relate to societal and
personal values, and are often arbitrary. In the first
case, the diagnostician is limited in determining the
dangerousness of the client. In a relatively recent case
the Court decision, based on expert testimony, freed
a person who then went out and killed seven additional
persons. One must face his limitations honestly.

The second consideration, “potential benefit,” may
center only on making the client calmer or more
tractable for the home or hospital without taking into
account that client’s own long-range goals. Ethical
consideration in such cases, emphasizes that the goals
and ends of therapy should be as similar as possible
to those the client would have chosen had he made
the decision himself. The ones who disapproved of his
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initial behavior must not be the onlv people whose
desires are considered.

When one assesses the third condition of incom-
petency, one faces a tendency on the part of all psy-
chotherapists to overdiagnose. The “doctor knows
best” idea is pervasive, becoming a subtle pressure on
both the therapist himself and the client.

When all three conditions are present, psychothera-
peutic treatment would appear to be ethically accept-
able regardless of the client’s permission. However, a
peer therapist group may be the most effective ethical
decision-maker for treating the “forced” client when
fewer than the three criteria are met.

Summary

A brief review of some of the ethical implications
in psychotherapy indicate the complexity of the sub-
ject. The Christian psychotherapist is involved in
unusual ethical considerations, viewed from the frame-
work of responsibility to himself and his client, possible
manipulation of the client through machinations of

therapeutic devices, and his dedication to a cause,
a belief and a way of life. There are no easy answers.
Each decision and procedure can be evaluated by our
professions’ ethics, our own internalized frame of
reference and by God’s Spirit dwelling in us.
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Goal setting can contribute importantly to the carrying-out of God’s pur-

poses for our churches. Goal setting in the church is consistent with Scripture
if the goals (a) are directed at fulfilling God's purposes for his church and (b)
are prayerfully developed in the light of divine wisdom and pertinent information
from a number of sources. A number of principles are developed and discussed
which can be helpful in formulating goals for a particular church which address
the comprehensive array of purposes God has for his body. A practical approach
to goal setting is discussed which involves: (a) study of various congregational
needs, (b) study of various needs and characteristics of the church’s neighbor-
hood and community, (c) study of the membership and financial trends of the
congregation, (d) tentative draft of a goals statement by a broadly constituted
goals committee, (e) intensive interaction with the church board and congrega-
tion and most importantly (f) extensive and specific prayer at each stage in the
process.

In the secular world of business, industry, and
government, goal setting has become an important
tool in enhancing organization effectiveness. If properly
used it can also be an exciting way of serving God
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effectively in his church. A natural inclination is to
take the secular methods and apply them directly to
our Lord’s work. This of course we cannot do as
Christians if it means “locking God out” of key de-
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cisions which shape the directions we take as his
people.

This paper seeks to present an approach to goal
setting for the church which both makes use of modern
tools and ideas and is consistent with our faith in a
God who is a guiding and empowering Presence in our
midst. While we do not directly touch on the im-
portant matter of goal setting for the individual Chris-
tian, a number of the principles discussed apply at
a personal level as well.

The Biblical Basis

In the secular use of the term, a goal is an aim or
objective intended to guide action toward a desired
end. Interestingly enough, the Bible makes little or no
mention of this concept. It is therefore important for
us as Christians to harmonize this secular notion with
our biblical theology before we accept it.

While the Bible has little or nothing to say about
goals, it speaks at length about a closely related con-
cept—wisdom. Wisdom is a special kind of knowledge
that leads to “good” or “right” actions. Wisdom is
therefore the “stuff” of which good goals are made.
Therefore, to be on sound ground as Christians we
must base our goal setting methodology upon biblical
teachings on wisdom.

The Bible clearly speaks of two kinds of wisdom:
human wisdom (James 3:15 and I Corinthians 1)
which at its worst is rooted in selfish ambition, and
Godly or divine wisdom (James 3:17, I Corinthians
2:7, I Corinthians 12:8). This latter wisdom, which
is a gift from God (e.g. I Cor. 12:8) is the basis for
goal setting in the church of Jesus Christ and the
focus of our inquiry here.

The book of Proverbs is a rich source of practical
teaching on wisdom but the theme runs through the
New Testament as well. Proverbs 2:1-10 eloquently
tells us that we must seek this wisdom and pray for it.
Other relevant passages follow.

If you want favor with both God and man, and a repu-
tation for good judgment and common sense, then trust
the Lord completely; don’t ever trust yourself. In every-
thing you do put God first. And he will direct you and
crown your efforts with success. Proverbs 3:5-6 (Living
Bible)

A wise man’s words express deep streams of thought.
Proverbs 18:4 (Living Bible)

Don’t go ahead with your plans without the advice of
others. Proverbs 20:18 (Living Bible)

Get the facts at any price and hold on tightly to all the
good sense you can get. Proverbs 28:23 (Living Bible)

Any enterprise is built by wise planning, becomes strong
through common sense, and profits wonderfully from
keeping abreast of the facts. Proverbs 24:3, 4 (Living
Bible)

. . . there is safety in many counselors. Proverbs 24:6
(Living Bible)

A sensible man watches for problems ahead and pre-
pares to meet them. Proverbs 27:12 (Living Bible)
Paul prayed that the Colossians would be “. . . filled
with the knowledge of his will in all spiritual wisdom
and understanding; to lead a life worthy of the Lord,
fully pleasing to him, bearing fruit in every good
work . . .” Colossians 1:9, 10 (RSV)
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If any of you lacks wisdom, let him ask God who gives
to all men generously and without reproaching, and it
will be given him. But let him ask in faith, with no
doubting, for he who doubts is like a wave of the sea.

. . For that person must not suppose that a double
minded man, unstable in all his ways will receive any-
thing from the Lord. James 1:5-8 (RSV)

While these passages are by no means exhaustive,
they give us useful guidelines for determining proper
courses of action in our churches (determining goals
that reflect God’s will for us). We are told that divine
not human wisdom is to be the basis for our service
in Christ’s name—we are to rely upon God to direct
us. A paradox exists in that we are also told to think
deep thoughts, plan carefully, gather facts, look ahead
and seek counsel of others (fallible humans). The
inconsistency is apparent not real, however, if the
results of our human efforts lead to understanding of
issues and the specification of alternative courses of
action which we bring before God for illumination by
divine wisdom. Finally, these passages offer us greal
hope and encouragement. God promises to give us the
divine wisdom we need to do his work!

Thus we see that goals for the church result from
a blending of human and divine activity under the
sovereignity of God. In the next paragraphs we seek
to determine the kinds of human activities that will
bear fruit in this enterprize. In so doing it will be
helpful to examine how, specifically, goals relate to
God’s purposes for his church.

The Nature of Goals and Their Role in Fulfilling
God’s Purposes

A church is part of a larger setting that we must
consider when we seek to know what God wants us
to do and how he wants us to do it, as indicated in
Figure 1. This is a holistic or “systems” viewpoint®
which can be a helpful way of constructing a total
picture of our mission as long as we subject it to
the norms of Scripture.

By “our church” in Figure 1 we mean our people,
staff, programs, activities and facilities as an inte-
grated whole working towards God’s purposes for us.

“Our neighborhood” includes the people to whom
we are primarily called to minister spiritually and in
other ways. It may include the people in the vicinity
of the church building and people who live and work
in proximity to our members. Most of the people we
introduce to our Lord will come from “our neighbor-
hood”. In goal setting we must prayerfully determine
precisely what “our neighborhood” is.

Our church is also called to serve “our world” (the
world beyond our neighborhood)—but on a less per-
sonal basis than our neighborhood. Our support of
world missions, world famine relief, United Good
Neighbor, etc. are several examples of this wider
ministry. The world influences our church in many
ways and we must be prepared to deal with these as
we plan and function as God’s people. Some important
examples are (1) the national economy as it affects
the income and employment of our people and the
prices of goods and services we need as individuals
and as a church, (2) tax laws, (3) changes in values
and attitudes in the population, and (4) social and
economic change as they affect the movements of
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people.

Our church may also be related to a denomination
and its regional bodies. We have some responsibilities
to support these but they may also have important
talents and resources we can draw on as we servc
God. “Our world” also includes other Christian groups
with whom we need to cooperate. These important
external resources and responsibilities should be con-
sidered explicitly in goal selting.

Finally, our church is influenced by awesome spir-
itual forces. Not only does God provide the guiding
wisdom for our work, he also provides, through other
gifts, the power to carry out his work effectively. On
the other hand, Scripture tells us (and most of us
know from experience), that a cunning and powerful
enemy is seeking to confuse us and tum us away from
God’s purposes. Since goal setting is our attempt to
find the center of God’s will for our church we can
expect heavy attack from this enemy. It follows that
goal setting must include a great deal of specific prayer
at key points in the process.

In order to better understand the nature and role
of goals, we take a closer look at a church as it func-
tions within the whole described above. (See Figure
2). Think of this diagram as representing a church
as it functions from week to week and month to
month in carrying out God’s work. The following
points emerge from thinking along these lines:

1. A church develops ministries to carry out the
purposes of God. Since God has given us a
diversity of tasks we need a diversity of ministries
in order to be faithful.

(a) Ministries to our neighborhood and the world
include evangelism, ministries to the physi-
cal, social, and emotional needs of those
around us, support of missions, denomina-
tional and regional bodies, etc., and others
as appropriate,

(b) Ministries to ourselves include worship, nur-
ture of new Christians, other Christian Edu-
cation, leadership development, family life,
meeting various physical, social, emotional
needs, and others as appropriate.

o

. Ministries are carried out formally by the pro-
grams and activities of the church and informally
by people living the Christian life from day to
day. Our programs and activities, in addition to
directly carrying out ministries, can be means of
equipping our people to carry out God's work on
a day-to-day basis.

3. We have resources (time, talent, facilities, etc.)

to allocate for the furthering of these ministries.

These include internal resources from our own

people and staff, and external resources from

denomination, other Christian groups, etc.

4. Our goals define concrete steps that we choose to
take in furthering our various ministries. (The
furthering of a ministry may require that we
pursue more than one goal simultaneously.)

5. Goals must be assigned priorities — all are not of
equal importance. Some goals will take precc-
dence over others.

6. To provide a bhasis for scheduling, goals should
have at least a general time of completion as-
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signed to them; also, the completion of some
goals logically precedes others. (Our scheduling
must be open to modification, however—a serv-
ant and not a master.)

7. Taken together, decisions which define goals and
specify priorities perform the important function
of allocating resources to the ministries God has
given us to undertake.

8. These decisions should be made periodically by
comparing our performance in our various areas
of ministry with God-given norms or standards.
Goal setting is therefore an on-going process.

9. These important decisions are logically the re-
sponsibility of the staff and church board.

10. These decisions on goals and priorities involve
difficult choices—we probably will find many
more worthwhile things to do than can be ac-
complished simultaneously with available time
and talent.

11. These decisions require much prayer and inter-
action among staff, board members, church com-
mittee chairmen, etc.

12. Good decisions on goals and priorities cannot be
made without quality information regarding
Scriptural norms, the various needs of our people
for ministry, the talents of our people and their
callings to various areas of ministry, the time,
talent, and other resources available inside and
outside the church, the various needs of people
in “our neighborhood,” specific opportunities for
evangelism in “our neighborhood,” the various
needs of “our world,” and important economic,
social, political, etc. impacts of the world upon
our church and neighborhood.

13. Finally, every church faces a number of institu-
tional alternatives which include dissolution, re-
location, merger with another congregation,
changes in staff, changes in facilities, or to remain
“as is” vis-a-vis these options. (Another objective
of the goal setting process is to determine which
of these alternatives God wills for us as a church.)

Some Basic Principles for Goal Setting

Extensions of the foregoing analysis and examination
of some of the available literature®*78% lead to the
following set of principles for goal setting,

1. God has purposes for his church. OQur ministries
to the world and ourselves are the means where-
by we fulfill these purposes. Goals define the
specific things we must do to carry out these
ministries.

A goal is tangible and specific enough to pro-

vide a basis for action. We should be able to

determine whether or not a goal has been at-
tained.

3. Since all tasks are not of equal immediate im-
portance and since there is sometimes a logical
time sequence in the way we implement goals,
we must attach priorities to goals.

4. Implementing goals affects the future. We will
have a different set of opportunities and prob-
lems facing us because we have taken overt
action in implementing our goals. We can there-

fore shape the future in ways that are pleasing
to God.
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GOAL SETTING IN A CONGREGATION

Because goals affect future opportunities and
challenges and because we live in a rapidly
changing world, goal setting must be an on-
going process through time—we must period-
ically establish new goals and, in some cases,
modify and/or retire old ones.

The organizational structure of our church
should be set up to provide for periodic evalu-
ation of progress in various areas of ministry and
re-definition of goals for the immediate future.
We can’t expect to “cast long range goals in
concrete”. God promises us only enough light
for the next few steps. This does not mean,
however, that we don’t do any long-run goal
setting.

We are called to many ministries—evangelism,
education, nurture, and meeting physical needs.
Each of these ministries may require several
goals for their implementation at any given time.
It follows then that we as a church will have
sets of goals serving our various areas of min-
istry.

. To be operationally useful these sets of goals

must be mutually consistent—that is they must
not seriously work at cross-purposes.

In many cases we can and should develop our
goal sets so they are mutually supportive. (i.e.
a goal to provide spiritual nurture may enhance
goals in evangelism, Christian education and
family life.)

To be operationally useful, goals must be feas-
ible. They must be attainable with available
time, talent, and other resources. They must be
consistent with the “nature of things”, “where
people are at”, etc. (This is another.important
specific area for prayer in the goal setting
process. With God’s strength we can do some
amazing things, but it is also easy to be unreal-
istic in our expectations.)

We shouldn’t be surprised if we make some
mistakes. This is another reason why we need
to periodically review and update goals.

The alternative to completely avoiding mistakes
is to remain immobile.

Goals for a church are, in part, an extension of
goals of the people in the church.

It follows that the people of the church must be
directly involved in the goal-setting process.
The goal setting process should be organized to
provide for this involvement. (This can be done
through appropriate questionnaires, congrega-
tional meetings and broad representation in the
group responsible for drafting a goals state-
ment.)

Goal setting also requires appropriate informa-
tion describing the needs and challenges of our
neighborhood and world. The goal setting pro-
cess must be organized to define and acquire
this needed information.

Goal setting is not an easy thing to do for a
number of reasons. It may require us to give up
some things that are safe and comfortable and
venture in faith into what is untried and un-
known. 1t iy also very easy to get lost in the
forest. The need for dedication to follow where
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While the Bible has little or nothing
to say about goals, it speaks at length
about a closely related concept—wis-
dom.

God leads is patently obvious. (It's particularly
easy to get lost when that is what we really
want!) Also the need for a broad undergirding
in prayer cannot be overemphasized—particu-
larly at the key decision points in the goal setting
process. We are engaged in spiritual warfare
against “. . . principalities, against the powers,
against the world rulers of this present dark-
ness, against the spiritual hosts of wickedness
in the heavenly places”.

19. However, we can trust that God is the victor in
the spiritual battle and that if we are faithful He
will guide us with his gift of wisdom and em-
power us to carry out his work!

How is Goal Setting Done?

We now present an approach to goal setting that is
based upon the foregoing principles and discussion.
This is more or less the approach that has been fol-
lowed at the University Reformed Church at East
Lansing, Michigan. (For more on practical aspects of
goal setting see References 3 and 10.) While most of
the work on this particular goals study was accomp-
lished in a three month period from September to
December 1975 due to unusual time constraints, the
process may well take 6-12 months to accomplish under
more normal conditions.

Major phases of the process as implemented are
as follows:

1. A study to determine congregational needs for
ministry, and needs for nurture to equip people
in the congregation to play an active role in
carrying out God’s work.

2. A study of the characteristics of our church’s
neighborhood and community to determine such
things as population trends, needs for social min-
istries and further opportunities for evangelism.

3. A study of the congregation’s membership and
financial trends.

4. A tentative draft of the goals statement by a
broadly constituted goals committee (based on
the information acquired in 1, 2, and 3 above.)

5. Intensive interaction with the church board and
chairmen of congregational committees to refine
the tentative goals statement.

6. Review of the refined goals statement with the
congregation as a whole and further refinement
based on this interaction.

Significantly, the planning and execution of each of
these phases was supported by the prayers of many
people. Members of the goals committee kept indi-
viduals and groups in the church informed about the
current prayer needs of various phases of the goals
study. The goals statement that resulted from the six
phases above is currently being implemented by the
board, committees, and individual members of the
church.
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The Survey of Congregation Needs

The purposes of this survey were to determine
specific needs within our congregation for ministry,
and to determine specific areas in which we as indi-
viduals or as a congregation need help or nurture in
order to be more effective in carrying out God’s work
in various areas of ministry.

A questionnaire was designed to provide this infor-
mation by age, sex, and family status. Clearly a bal-
anced questionnaire should address all the areas of
human need God is interested in meeting through his
church. (For every one of these needs there should be
an area of ministry in Figure 2.) A list of these needs
might include personal salvation, meaningful worship,
spiritual growth, need for love and acceptance, various
physical needs, need for development of gifts and
talents, good interpersonal relationships, and sound
and relevant Christian Education.

Similarly the questionnaire should also deal with
specific areas in which people may need equipping
in order to serve others, such as training for sharing
faith effectively, training for effective Christian Educa-
tion (teacher training), training for effective parenting,
training for Christian counseling, training for nurturing
newer Christians, development of personal gifts, and
help in determining Christian lifestyle in an era of
crises.

The questionnaire included about 40 of these kinds
of items and three open-ended questions designed to
elicit suggestions on priority goals and programs. Our
people responded to the questionnaire using a coded
sheet that could be read by machine (except for the
open-ended questions.) This permitted rapid tabulation
by computer by various age/sex/family status cate-
gories at low cost. For us the total cost of forms and
computer processing was less than $0.10 per person.

The Study of the Neighborhood and Community

The three main purposes of this study were (1) to
determine further opportunities for evangelism, (2)
to determine physical and social needs God would
have us meet, and (3) to identify population and other
trends that have significant impact upon the work of
our church.

Since population and other trends often affect oppor-
tunities for evangelism and needs for other ministries,
it is often wise to study this area first. U. S. Census
data (1970), while somewhat dated, can provide much
detailed information by census tract: populations by
age and ethnic group, information on income and
employment, ete.’®* We found that city and regional
planning agencies can provide valuable population
projections which provide estimates of future popula-
tions by age categories. This information can be useful
in indicating population age groups that may need
more or less attention in the future. These same
agencies may also be able to provide information on
zoning, changing ethnic composition and other factors
that may affect opportunities and needs for ministry.
Members of the congregation should not be overlooked
as sources of information. Other useful sources of in-
formation might include school districts and real estate
agents.

Important sources of information on the physical
and social needs of our neighborhood and community
include the private and public agencies involved in
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meeting these needs in the area. Some good questions
to ask these agencies are: What is your agency doing?
What are high priority needs that are not being ade-
quately met? How can our church best help in meeting
important needs? Again, people in the congregation
are a good source of information. Other churches can
also be a good source of information on unmet needs
and possible ongoing programs which can be tied into.
(In our church we have received much valuable in-
formation on potential social ministries from a nearby
church which had a comprehensive social action pro-
gram for a number of years.)

The information acquired above should prove use-
ful in evaluating opportunities for evangelism. A de-
tailed look into other evangelical Christian churches
and organizations and their work in the area is a
must. A key question here is: What groups are not
being adequately reached with the gospel? (We found
that a large group of young married students was in
this category. This, in part, motivated a goal to ex-
pand our outreach to these people.) It is also important
to ask ourselves what groups it is most natural for us
to relate to in evangelism—we had a number of active
young couples who could relate well to this inade-
quately evangelized group. Again, people in our own
congregation can provide useful information based on
their knowledge of the neighborhood and their neigh-
borhood and work relationships.

Study of the Congregation’s Membership and
Financial Trends

Congregational statistics over a period of several
years can provide useful information for goal setting.
Several pieces of information can be particularly useful
if plotted as graphs over a number of years. These
include total baptized membership, total received on
confession of faith per year, total new converts from
outside the church per year, transfers in and out by
letter per year, total communicant membership, total
inactive membership, total baptisms and adult baptisms
per year, Sunday School enrollment, total annual giv-
ing per year, and total giving to benevolences per year.

Graphs of membership-related quantities over time
can help in quickly identifying trends we may want to
counteract or further support. Graphs of total giving
and benevolences can also be useful; however, we
need to adjust congregational data to eliminate inflation
effects that obscure the real picture. This can be done
by multiplying annual data by the adjustment factors
given in Table I

Table 1
Adjustment Factors for Removing Inflation Effects
in Graphs of Congregational Giving

Year Adjustment factor!!
1967 1.00
1968 .96
1969 91
1970 .86
1971 .82
1972 .80
1973 75
1974 .68
1975 .62
1976 59
1977 .55
1978 (est.) .51
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This factor converts dollars for any given year into
equivalent 1967 dollars. This is done by multiplying
the financial data in any given year by the appropriate
adjustment factor. If we graph all our annual giving
in terms of 1967 dollars we see what’s happening to
the real buying power of our contributions from year
to year.

Another item we haven’t mentioned so far is the
trend in age distribution of our congregation. It may
be difficult to graph this exactly, but we should try
to assess what’s happening to our congregation. For
example, Is the number of elderly increasing or de-
creasing? Is the number of children and teen-agers
increasing or decreasing?

With additional work we can get some projections
of membership, giving, and anticipated expenses under
several alternative outreach strategies we may wish
to investigate. We did this and the results were useful
in helping arrive at several key outreach and finance
goals.

Tentative Draft of the Goals Statement

After the information from the prior phases has been
acquired, disseminated, and prayerfully assimilated,
important congregational goals should begin to come
into focus. Our initial step was for a Goals Committee
to develop a set of goal areas roughly corresponding
to the areas of ministry in Figure 2. These were based
on the information above. The Goals Committee then
in a lengthy “brainstorming” session suggested specific
goals for each of the goal areas. Again, many of
these were suggested by information from the prior
phases discussed. The finalized goal areas were spiritual
life, community, outreach, Christian education, wor-
ship, family life, social ministries, finances. and miscel-
laneous.

The rough goals suggested by the brainstorming
session were written up in more polished form by
members of the Goals Committee. This draft of the
goals statement then became the basis for intensive
interaction with the church board and chairmen of
congregational committees. Three lengthy meetings
were devoted to this process which resulted in further
refinements and a (still tentative) draft to be re-
viewed with the congregation.

Interaction with Church Board and Congregation

This interaction is clearly of the highest importance.
The goals statement of the church must represent the
goals of the staff, board, and congregation and not
just the goals of a few at the top. While it is im-
portant for a committee to provide leadership and lay
groundwork, the board and congregation must be al-
lowed freedom to mold and shape the goals as God
leads them in light of available facts and information.
In order for the board and congregation to play a
meaningful role they must, of course, have pertinent
information from the congregational study, neighbor-
hood-community study, etc.

At East Lansing the congregation was directly in-
volved in the goal setting process through the congre-
gational survey and through representation on the goals
committee. They were kept abreast of the progress of
the goals study and were encouraged to pray specifical-
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ly for the key steps in the process as they approached.
Finally, the congregation reviewed the final draft of
the goals statement prepared by the board and goals
committee. At that meeting additional changes and re-
finements to the statement were suggested but, im-
portantly, there was also a consensus that the goals
statement represented, generally, God’s direction for
the church in the months and in some cases, years

ahead.

More on the Writing of the Goals Statement

A few more words are in order on the actual drafting
of a goals statement. As mentioned it is appropriate
to write a set of goals for each of the areas of ministry
central to the calling of the church. It is always a
challenge to state goals explicitly enough to lead to
meaningful action.

Mager in his readable book Goal Analysis® provides
a valuable guide to stating goals in a clear and work-
able form.

The establishment of priorities is valuable in pro-
viding guidance for implementation in the face of
always present limitations of time and talent. A three
level priority system is one possibility that has proven
workable:

Priority A: Time, talent, and other resources will be
made available to ensure goal attainment.

Priority B: These goals will be pursued as vigorously
as possible in light of available time, talent, and other
resources. However, in some cases Priority B goals may
require some minimum level of effort. They should also
be periodically reviewed for possible re-classification.

Priority C: In light of higher priorities, these goals may
receive little or no attention. Priority C goals should be
periodically reviewed for possible upgrading to B or A.

Goals are of course dropped from the agenda when
attained or no longer relevant. Factors to consider in
assigning goal priorities are centrality to the ministry
of the church, the logical need for some goals to be
completed before others can be started, and resources
available to attain particular goals,

Experience has shown that setting priorities is a
very challenging task. After much discussion apd prayer
we found ourselves with more than 20 “A” priority
goals. This seemed unrealistic but in the months since
the drafting of the goals statement it has been exciting
to sce a number of groups and people in the congrega-
tion adopt various goals as their own and begin work-
ing toward their attainment. God’s plan for us is
comprehensive and we shouldn’t be surprised when
we find our goals statement challenging!

A final word: since periodic evaluation and updating
of goals is necessary to remain open to God’s con-
tinuing leading, one goal in the goals statement should
provide for this. We established as a goal, “To review
goals and priorities at least bi-annually to determine
progress toward goals and appropriate adjustments in
goals, priorities, and emphasis in attaining goals.”

Conclusion

Space does not permit us to pursue the next logical
topic: implementation of goals in the church. While
considerable work has been done in this aread4710
there appears to be need to consolidate and expand
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what has been done and make it available to more
churches in usable form. This is particularly true in
the case of helpful management techniques such as
PERT? and appropriate uses of modern computers.

There is much more to be said (and undoubtedly
learned) about this subject. In retrospect, it would
have been helpful for us to studv available congrega-
tional and outside resources more intensively. It also
would have been useful to have had more congrega-
tional involvement along the wav. Further, there are
particular classes of churches, for example those in
rapidlv changing neighborhoods, that present special
challenges in goal setting® Goal setting can be an
effective tool in our Lord’s service and it behooves us
to dig deeper and to share our insights and experiences
widelv. There is perhaps a need for more interaction
among Christians who have common interests in de-
veloping and applving this means of service. This
author is willing to act as a contact person for those
who would like to explore this further.!?
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Notes on “Science and the Whole Person”—

A Personal Integration of Scientific and Biblical Perspectives

Part 8

Ethical Guidelines

B

-

A

In several of the following installments, we consider
a number of different practical issues in which science
and Christian faith both come into focus. Before con-
sidering these specific issues, however, we take the
opportunity in this installment to survey a few basic
ethical guidelines of a more general nature. As in the
last chapter we pointed out some of the insights into
“man come of age” provided by Dietrich Bonhoeffer,
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so in this chapter we continue this investigation of the
thought of Bonhoeffer somewhat further into the
matter of Christian ethics.

Christian theology comes to life in Christian living.
In this context abstract principles must be translated
into concrete action. Of the various possible frame-
works for describing Christian doctrine and ethics:
that of “either-or”, “both-and,” or “neither-nor,” all
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can be interpreted in both a positive and a negative
sense, depending on the application made. Bonhoeffer’s
Ethics' provides a large number of striking examples
of the power of a positive use of the “neither-nor”
formulation. Although this book is part of an uncom-
pleted text more than 30 years old, its message is
prophetic and relevant for us today.

Frameworks for Describing Ethics

Discussions of Christian doctrine or ethics are fre-
quently cast into the form of one of three types of
comparisons: “either-or,” “both-and,” and “neither-
nor.” The “either-or” approach is essentially one of
antithesis. A modern writer with whose style such an
approach is commonly associated is Francis Schaeffer.
Schaeffer’s emphasis on antithesis as opposed to syn-
thesis, and his argument that the loss of antithesis via
Hegel is the beginning of the road to modem despair,?
strengthen this association. He is explicit about this
and identifies a “both-and” approach as part of the
structure of disintegration, “Truth as truth is gone,
and synthesis (the both-and), with its relativism,
reigns.” Schaeffer seeks to defend the reality of
certain antitheses, e.g., either a man is a Christian or
he is not, just as on a purely human level either a
woman is pregnant or she is not, but in setting forth
this defense he perhaps argues more broadly than
intended. In the Appendix to The Church Before the
Watching World*, Schaeffer uses a “neither-nor” for-
mulation with a concept of “freedom within circles” of
doctrine, as long as one does not proceed to extremes
in one direction or the other. Here he comes close to
a “both-and” approach in such topics as the person of
Christ: Christ is neither only man nor only God; Christ
is both man and God.

With these kinds of comparison in mind, it is in-
teresting to read the words of D. Elton Trueblood,

Always the great Christian word is and. In a number of
situations the Christian insight is that either-or produces
a heresy while and can bring us close to reality. . . . It
is part of the Christian understanding of reality that all
simplistic answers to basic questions are bound to be
false. Over and over, the answer is both-and rather than
either-or.5

Here the emphasis is on false dichotomies, between
arguing for either the love of God or the love of man,
rather than on both; between arguing for preaching
the Gospel or serving the neighbor, rather than on
both; between arguing for the sovereignty of God or
the responsibility of man, rather than on both.

A few pages further on in the same book as that

containing Trueblood’s words, the following remarks
by Douglas D. Feaver bring out another facet,

This continuing series of articles is based on courses given ut
Stanford University, Fuller Theological Seminary, Regent Col-
lege, and Menlo Park Presbyterian Church. Previous articles
were published as follows. 1. “Science Isn’t Everything,” March
(1976), pp. 33-37. 2. “Science Isn’t Nothing,” June (1976), pp.
82-87. 3. “The Philosophy and Practice of Science,” September
(1976), pp. 127-132. 4, “Pseudo-Science and Pseudo-Theology.
(A) Cult and Occult,” March (1977), pp. 22-28. 5. “Pseudo-
Science and Pseudo-Theology. (B) Scientific Theology,” Sep-
tember (1977), pp. 124-129, 6. “Pseudo-Science and Pseudo-
Theology. (C) Cosmic Consciousness,” December (1977), pp.
165-174. 7. “Man Come of AgeP” June (1978), pp. 81-87.
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Ethics is not a matter for intellectual de-
bate; ethics is a matter for living the
life of Christ.

Trueblood vividly reminded us of the “gutters” on either
side of the Narrow Way--the one of personal piety, the
other of social concern. He rightly emphasized the holy
conjunctions both-and, over against the heretical either-
or. But I fear the situation today is neither holy nor
heretical; instead we have the demonic neither-nor—
neither personal piety nor genuine communal relevance.6

Thus we come full circle with a negative use of
“neither-nor” to compare with Schaeffer’s positive use
described above. It is evident that there is nothing
intrinsic in any of these formulations that guarantees
one to be more faithful to truth than another, but
rather the objects of each set of conjunction pairs
determine the type of usage and interpretation. We
say Yes to “either a Christian or not a Christian,” but
No to “either personally pious or socially concerned.”
We say Yes to “both true God and true Man” for the
person of Christ, but No to “both sin and expression
of love.” We say Yes to “neither one God without di-
versity nor three Gods,” and No to “neither a sov-
ereign God nor a responsible man.””

Of all these forms, that of “neither-nor” has a par-
ticular crispness in helping the Christian avoid the
extremes. As human beings we tend to oscillate be-
tween extremes, finding it difficult to come to dynamic
equilibrium at a balanced position. Few examples of
the effectiveness of the “neither-nor” approach are
more illuminating than those presented in Ethics by
Dietrich Bonhoeffer. One of the advantages of the
“neither-nor” approach is that it allows us to define
errors clearly even in situations where we cannot de-
fine truth clearly.

What Christian Ethics Is

In normal discourse, the term ethics means to know
good, to do good, and perhaps to be good. Bonhoeffer
stresses the radically different view of ethics appro-
priate for Christians. To speak of ethics is not to speak
of rules of right and wrong, of knowing or seeking to
know right from wrong, or of any kind of abstract
consideration of principles, laws, or knowledge—but
it is to speak only of the way in which “Jesus Christ
takes form in our world.”® Ethics is not a matter for
intellectual debate; ethics is a matter for living the
life of Christ.

The form of Christ does not take form in us by
our own efforts but it is a work of God in our lives
(Galatians 4:19) in keeping with the biblical descrip-
tion of our sanctification as our transformation into
Christ’s image.

For those whom he knew he also predestined to be con-
formed to the image of his Son. (Romans 8:29)

Do not be conformed to this world but be transformed
by the renewal of your mind. (Romans 12:2)

And we all, with unveiled face, beholding the glory of
the Lord, are being changed into his likeness from one
degree of glory to another. (I1I Corinthians 3:18)

that I may know him and the power of his resurrec-
tion, and may share his sufferings, becoming like him in
his death. (Philippians 3:10)
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To be conformed to Christ, is first of all to be con-
formed to the Incarnate One, God incarnate in man—
and hence to be a real man. To be conformed to Christ
is secondly to be conformed to the Crucified One—
and hence to be a man sentenced by God for sin. To
be conformed to Christ is finally to be conformed to
the Risen One—and hence to be a new man before God
(Colossians 3:3).

One starting out to consider ethics from a specifically
Christian perspective must discard both the question,
“How can I be good?” and “How can I do good?”
and must ask instead only, “What is the will of God?™®
To concentrate on being good or doing good presup-
poses that one’s self and the world are the ultimate
reality, rather than that the ultimate reality can be
only God, Creator, Reconciler and Redeemer. To
inquire about the goodness of self or the world is
possible only after inquiry about the goodness of God,
and this “question of good can find its answer only
‘in Christ.”19 Abstract goodness apart from the reality
of life in the world has no meaning; there is no pos-
sible separation between man and his acts, as Jesus
said, “Every sound tree bears good fruit, but the bad
tree bears evil fruit.” (Matthew 7:17)

The knowledge of good and evil seems to be the aim of
all ethical reflection. The first task of Christian ethics
is to invalidate this knowledge. . . . Man at his origin

knows only one thing: God. . . . The knowledge of good
and evil shows that he is no longer at one with his
origin.11

God can be truly known, only if only God is known.
To know good and evil is to confirm separation from
God (Genesis 2:17); man’s knowledge of good and
evil can only stand against God. Ethics, therefore, in
its uniquely Christian perspective must be directed
toward knowing God and in the formation of the form
of Christ in us and in the world through us.

Victory in Christian ethics can be won neither by
the reasonable man, nor by the fanatic, nor by con-
science, nor by duty, nor by freedom, nor by concen-
trating on private virtue, but only by the man who
can combine simplicity with wisdom. The reasonable
man fails because he considers that a little reason is
sufficient and therefore strives to save through educa-
tion; he does not recognize the spiritual dimension of
the human condition. The fanatic fails because he be-
lieves that purity of the will is sufficient to oppose
evil; he fails to take account of reality and cannot
handle the frustration of real circumstances. The man
who trusts in conscience is all too willing to trade a
peaceful conscience for a clear one, and fails to realize
that a bad conscience can be healthier than a deceived
one. The man who trusts in duty fails because he
places his responsibility on an authority figure, but
all too often he find that that authority figure has
played the part of the Devil himself. The man who
values freedom above all else is willing to act without
regard to principle,

He will easily consent to the bad, knowing full well that
it is bad, in order to ward off what is worse, and in do-
ing this he will no longer be able to see that precisely
the worse which he is trying to avoid may still be the
better.12
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The man who prizes his private virtue above all lives
scrupulously within himself, but fails to be sensitive
to the needs around him; what he fails to do will
finally leave him no peace.

Only the man who can combine simplicity with wis-
dom can gain the victory in Christian living. Unlike
the double-minded person of James 1:8, he is not
hampered by abstractions but is bound by love for
God. Since his simplicity looks only to God, it is able
to look at the reality of the world without failing.
In this way simplicity becomes wisdom, and the only
man who is wise is the man who sees reality in God.

There is a place at which God and the cosmic reality are
reconciled, a place at which God and man have become
one. . . . This place does not lie somewhere out beyond
reality in the realm of ideas. It lies in the midst of his-
tory as a divine miracle. It lies in Jesus Christ, the Rec-
onciler of the world. . . . Whoever sees Jesus Christ does
indeed see God and the world in one. He can hencefor-
ward no longer see God without the world or the world
without God.13

To the biblical, “The fear of the Lord is the beginning
of Wisdom” (Psalin 111:10), Bonhoeffer adds, “To
recognize the significant in the factual is wisdom.”4

Man

Man is to be regarded neither with contempt nor
with idolization.

Out of love for man, God Himself became man.
It is not toward ideals that God’s love is directed,
but toward real men in a real world. In the Incarna-
tion, God becomes a real man. The realization of the
significance of the Incarnation leads one to regard
man neither with contempt nor with idolization.

The tyrannical despiser of men exploits the worst
aspects of human nature for his own purposes; the
greater his contempt for men, the greater his tendency
to exalt himself for deification or idolization. But the
good man is also guilty of despising men if he sees
what is going on and still withdraws to leave his
neighbor to his fate. Even an honest kind of philan-
thropism is guilty of despising man if it leads to in-
dulgence for evil, overlooking of baseness, and the
excusing of the reprehensible; once again it is the real
man who is despised because the real man is denied.

It is only through God’s being made man that it is pos-
sible to know the real man and not to despise him. . . .
the reason why we can live as real men and can love
the real man at our side is to be found solely in the in-
carnation of God, in the unfathomable love of God for
man.15

Contempt for the real man and the idolization of man
go hand in hand. Wherever one is found the other will
follow. Neither the one nor the other is possible for
the man who sees Jesus Christ.

Success

Success is neither to be simply identified with good,
nor are we to hold that the good alone is successful,
nor that all success is the product of wickedness.

For life in the world apart from Christ, success is
often the only and sufficient justification for any ac-
tion or program. In this framework the crucified Christ,
sentenced for the sins of men, remains an enigma,
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As we see him, however, we recognize that success
can never be taken as the standard for the Christian.

To claim that success defines what is good is pos-
sible only in the complete absence of moral sensitivity.
To claim that only the good is successful leads to a
false optimism that must ultimately require the falsi-
fication of historical facts. To claim that all success
comes from wickedness leads to unproductive criticism
of the past and a failure to act in the present. “Christ
confronts all thinking in terms of success or failure
with the man who is under God’s sentence, no matter
whether he be successful or unsuccessful.”!s

Death

Earthly life is to be seen neither as all nor as
nothing.

The crucified Christ is also the risen Christ, and
Christ’s resurrection does away with all idolization of
death. If death is the last thing, then life must be
either all or nothing. To believe fanatically in the
finality of death forces one either to clutch madly at
everything in life, or to reject everything in life. The
idolization of death is evident in a time when talk is
everywhere about building for eternity, but in which
life itself has no value.

Time

Neither the past nor the future are to command our
total devotion.

Those actions that stem from attention to only the
past or to only the future are in fact rejections of both
past and future. The real past is rejected in favor of a
mystical glorification of days that never really were.
The real future is rejected in favor of a transcendent
preoccupation which enables one to evade the responsi-
bility of tomorrow.

When both the real past and the real future are
rejected, it is as if man hovered over the “void,”
attempting to snatch the moment. Under such con-
ditions it is impossible to sustain periods of tension
or necessary periods of waiting; all must be resolved
at once with the simplest solution conceivable. Slow
pain is more feared than death; there are only two
viable alternatives: health or death. Great convictions
are replaced by the path of least resistance; challenges
of personal responsibility are avoided in favor of com-
pliance with authority. Instead of the dissemination
of truth, we face the spreading of manufactured in-
formation and propaganda. Pragmatism rules the day,
and whatever is useful is declared for that reason to be
just. Trust gives way to suspicion. Only one thing
remains: the universal fear of the “void.”17

Reality

Reality is to be defined neither in terms of em-
pirical positivism nor in terms of idealism.

The two hallmarks of Bonhoeffer’s theology and
ethics are their Christo-centricity and their emphasis
on the real. His treatment of reality is therefore a
central point in his ethics, and his attempts to circum-
scribe reality give rise to a number of “neither-nor”
formulations.

This participation must be such that I never experience
the reality of God without the reality of the world, or
the reality of the world without the reality of God.18
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“Whoever sees Jesus Christ does indeed see God and the world
in one. He can henceforward no longer see God without the
world or the world without God.”

The empirical positivist errs by identifying the good
with nothing more than the expedient, the useful and
the advantageous. But even this is superior to the
idealist who is concerned with the attainment of im-
possible goals unrelated to the real, with abstractions
and ethical ideals. The weakness of the positivist is
that his reality is circumscribed by what is empirically
verifiable, “which implies denial of the origin of this
reality in the ultimate reality, in God.™®

Traditional Christian ethical thought blocks the road
to perceiving ethics in terms of rea%ity because of the
common emphasis on “two spheres, the one divine,
holy, supernatural and Christian, and the other world-
ly, profane, natural and un-Christian.”?® No progress
can be made until it is realized that we are called
to choose neither the one nor the other of these two
spheres, but rather to see the unity of the one reality
which exists embracing both divine and worldly, holy
and profane, supernatural and natural, Christian and
non-Christian. History provides examples of the ex-
tremes that must be avoided. On the one hand there
is the devout monk, who withdraws to the monastery
to concentrate wholly on the first sphere; on the other
hand there is the secular Protestant, who becomes so
caught up in the second sphere that he can no longe
perceive the first. :

To think in terms of these two spheres is to make
secular and Christian oppose each other, to pit the
natural against the supernatural, the profane against
the sacred, and the rational against the revelational.
These two aspects of reality are certainly not identical;
yet they have a unity which is derived from the reality
of Christ,

It is possible neither for Christianity to thrive apart
from the world, nor for the world to thrive apart from
Christ. A world in isolation from Christ falls victim to
license and self-will. Christianity withdrawn from the
world falls victim to the unnatural and the irrational,
to presumption and self-will. The Christian’s worldli-
ness does not separate him from Christ; his Christian-
ity does not separate him from the world. The Christian
belongs wholly to Christ; at the same time he stands
wholly in the world.

The Ultimate and the Penultimate

Neither the ultimate nor the penultimate must be
taken exclusively.

The final, last and ultimate word for the Christian
is the justification of the sinner by the grace of God.
The whole of his past is comprised in the word of for-
giveness; the whole of his future is safely held in the
faithfulness of God. His past sin is swallowed up in
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the love of God in Christ; his future in a life proceed-
ing from God is without sin (1 John 3:9). There is no
word of God that goes beyond his mercy; it is his final
word. Yet it comes at the end of a span of time during
which the man has passed through accusation and
found himself under the sentence of God. The way
to the ultimate must of necessity pass through the way
of the penultimate. But the penultimate has no value of
its own, only the value it receives in relationship to the
ultimate. Two extreme attempts at solutions have been
proposed, both of which must be rejected since they
make the ultimate and the penultimate mutually ex-
clusive.

One solution sees only the ultimate; Bonhoeffer calls
it the “radical” solution. It sees only the complete
breaking off of the penultimate, views Christ as the
destroyer and enemy of all penultimates, and fastens
on the last word only and the last conduct only to such
an extent that the effect on this world is judged to be
of no consequence.

The other solution sees only the penultimate; Bon-
hoeffer calls it the “compromise” solution. It sets the
last word apart from all preceding words and holds
that the penultimate retains its right on its own grounds.
It concentrates on the penultimate, since the end is not
yet here; it deals with men only as they are, not as they
are called to become in Christ.

The “neither-nor” aspects of Bonhoeffer’s treatment
of the radical and compromise solutions can be most
graphically shown in the form of the following table
of comparisons. It is evident that elements of the class-
ic personal evangelism vs. social gospel conflict are
also included here. Only the proper relationship be-
tween the ultimate and the penultimate, a relationship
with precarious dynamic balance, is adequate for a
Christian following Jesus Christ.

Advocates of the radical solution must come to real-
ize that Christ is not radical in their sense. Advocates
of the compromise solution must come to realize that
Christ does not make compromises. There is value
neither in the concept of a pure Christianity in itself,
nor in the concept of man as he is in himself; there is
value only in the reality of God and the reality of man
which becomes one in Jesus Christ. It is not some kind
of Christianity that has value, but it is Jesus Christ
himself. It is only in Christ that the solution of the
ultimate-penultimate problem lies: his Incarnation
shows the love of God for his creation; his Crucifixion

shows the judgment of God upon all flesh; his Resur-
rection shows God’s will for a new world. These three
revelations are revelations of one God; they cannot
be separated.

The Christian life calls for neither the destruction nor
the sanctioning of the penultimate. The reality of God
meets the reality of the world in Christ and allows us
to share in this real encounter; it is an encounter be-
yond all radicalism and beyond all compromise. The
ultimate leaves room for the penultimate, yet a thing
becomes penultimate only through the ultimate, The
ultimate is coming and the penultimate is here to
prepare the way.

In relation to justification of the sinner by grace, two
things are penultimate: being man and being good. It
is only by reference to Jesus Christ, who has come and
who is to come, that we can know what it means to be
man and to be good. It is possible for us to be human
and good because he has come; we must be human and
good because he is coming.

The Natural

The natura! is to be identified wholly with neither
the creaturely nor the sinful.

The concept of “the natural” as an ethical guide has
been generally forsaken by Protestants, and has been
retained primarily in Catholic circles. Although there
are undoubtedly ambiguities in its use as a viable con-
cept, there is also something lost if it is completely
neglected. Subjects such as abortion, euthanasia, contra-
ception, suicide and sterilization cannot be treated
without some consideration of “the natural” and some
evaluation of “the natural” as a meaningful guide. We
consider these topics in greater detail in subsequent
installments, giving here a brief overview of Bonhoef-
fer’'s perspective without necessarily indicating our
agreement with it on all points.

The natural is distinct from the creaturely because
of the effects of the Fall. The natural is distinct from
the sinful in order to include the creaturely, ie., the
good creation of God. Bonhoeffer offers the following
definition of “the natural,”

The natural is that which, after the Fall, is directed to-
wards the coming of Christ. The unnatural is that which,
after the Fall, closes its doors against the coming of
Christ. . . . The natural is the form of life preserved by
God for the fallen world and directed towards justifica-
tion, redemption and renewal through Christ.22

Comparison of Radical and Compromise Solutions?!

Radical

Penultimate destroyed by ultimate,
Ultimate does not admit penultimate.
Sees God as Judge and Redeemer.
The end is rendered absolute.

Hatred of the established, of creation.
Hatred of time.

Hatred of patience.

Hatred of wisdom.

Hatred of moderation and measure.
Hatred of the real.

Gives rise to ethic based solely on Cross or Resurrection.

138

Compromise

Ultimate excluded from penultimate.
Penultimate does not admit ultimate.

Sees God as Creator and Preserver.

Things as-they-are are rendered absolute.
Hatred of ultimate, of justification by grace.
Hatred of eternity.

Hatred of decision.

Hatred of simplicity.

Hatred of the immeasurable.

Hatred of the word.

Gives rise to ethic based solely on Incarnation.
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Alternatively, the difference between natural and un-
natural is the difference between a proper and a mis-
taken use of freedom.

The natural is already established and present in the
created world; neither individual, nor community, nor
institution decides what is natural. The purpose of the
natural is to safeguard life; the unnatural is the enemy
of life. The unnatural requires organization; the natural
is simply there.

Life must be viewed neither in terms of vitalism nor
in terms of mechanization. Life which sets itself up as
an absolute destroys itself. Vitalism is an absolutization
of life as an end in itself; mechanization is an absolu-
tization of life as a means to an end. Natural life
stands between these extremes. Both vitalism and mech-
anization express despair toward natural life.

Life is neither only an end in itself nor cnly a means
to an end. In relation to Christ, the status of life as an
end in itself is understood as creaturehood, and its
status as a means to an end is understood as participa-
tion in the Kingdom of God. Within the framework of
natural life, the status of life as an end in itself is
manifest in the rights with which life is endowed, and
the status of life as a means to an end is manifest in the
duties which are imposed upon it.

Bodily life carries within itself the right to its own
preservation since it is the will of God that life on
earth should be in the form of bodily life. It is there-
fore the “first right of natural life” to safeguard “the
life of the body against arbitrary killing.”2? “Al] deliber-
ate killing of innocent life is arbitrary.”? This perspec-
tive leads Bonhoeffer to be extremely cautious with
the practices of abortion and euthanasia. In the case of
euthanasia, he recognizes the difference between “al-
lowing to die” and “killing” to be valid, but finds that
many arguments stem from the utility of life as the
deciding criterion. The destruction of human life can
in general be justified neither on the grounds of con-
sideration for the patient nor on the grounds of con-
sideration for the healthy. The argument that human
life should be destroyed when it has lost its social use-
fulness, or that innocent sick life can be properly de-
stroyed in the interest of healthy life, spring from a
utilitarian view toward life and from an improper strug-
gle against the character of the fallen world itself. “In
the sight of God there is no life that is not worth living;
for life itself is valued by God.”?

The human body must never become a thing, an
object, completely in the power of another man to do
with as he pleases. Rape, exploitation, torture and arbi-
trary confinement of the human body are all violations
of natural life.

A Good Life

Life must be made neither a purely private con-
cern nor the occasion for participation in “enthusiasm.”

Because the concept of the good must be bound to
the concept of the real, the ethical abstraction of an iso-
lated individual with a knowledge of good and evil,
facing incessant decisions between clearly recognizable
good and clearly evil, must be forsaken. When life is
a purely private concern, then a man’s loyalty to his
own principles is represented as the good, without con-
sideration for the effects on other men. When we be-
come “enthusiasts,” we join the ranks of political fanat-
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Our life is lived in the tension between
the “yes” of Creation, Atonement and
Redemption, and the “no” of Condem-
nation and Death. A man who knows
Christ must always hear the “no” with
the “yes,” and the “yes” with the “no.”

ics, ideologists, and importunate reformers whose failure
is guaranteed, since they do not come to grips with life,
with man, as they are in reality.

When Jesus says, “I am the life,” (John 11:25,
14:6), he binds every thought of life to his person.
Life can never be separated from the person of Jesus
Christ (Philippians 1:21, Colossians 3:4).

If we leave him out of our reckoning, as the origin, the
essence, and the goal of life, of our life, if we fail to
consider that we are creatures, reconciled and redeemed,
then we shall achieve no more than mere biological and
ideological abstractions.26

Our life is lived in the tension between the “yes” of
Creation, Atonement and Redemption, and the “no” of
Condemnation and Death. A man who knows Christ
can hear neither the “yes” only, nor the “no” only,
but he must always hear the “no” with the “yes,” and
the “yes” with the “no.”

Responsible Living

The possibility of responsible living arises from the
realization that man is neither wholly free nor wholly
bound. Life is bound to man and to God, and a man’s
own life is free. Without this bond and this freedom
there can be no responsibility.

Responsible living evokes the concept of “deputy-
ship,” of representing other men (e.g., as father, states-
man or teacher) selflessly. Deputyship must avoid two
abuses: one must neither set up one’s own ego as an
absolute, nor must one set up the other man as an abso-
lute. Both abuses set up false absolutes, not recognizing
the ultimate authority for responsible living in Jesus
Christ. The first leads to tyranny and exploitation; the
second makes an idol of responsibility per se.

The responsible man does not live in an ideal or
abstract world, but in the world of reality. His conduct
is therefore dependent on his neighbor and the context
in which they live. But this is not an advocacy of “sit-
uational ethics” in which every powerful pressure is
vielded to; such a response would be irresponsibility,
not responsibility. Two extremes must be avoided:
neither servility to the factual, nor opposition to the
factual in the name of a higher reality.

Action in correspondence with reality, ie., in cor-
respondence with Jesus Christ, neither sets up a “secu-
lar principle” and a “Christian principle” as conflicting
perspectives, nor does it consider the secular and the
Christian to be identical. The former leads to the set-
ting up of eternally conflicting laws of reality which
are the substance of Greek tragedy, but such a tragic
reading of life has been overcome by Jesus Christ. The
latter neglects the fact that the reconciliation between
God and the world achieved by Christ consists not in
abstractions of conflicting principles but “in him as the
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one who acts in the responsibility of deputyship, as the
God who for love of man has become man.”??

Responsible living requires that man commit his life
and ways into the hands of God, and live day by day
by God’s grace; the man who acts on the basis of ab-
stract ideology sees himself as justified by the idea
itself.

In the outworking of responsible living, both obe-
dience and freedom must be united. We must have
neither obedience without freedom—which is slavery,
nor freedom without obedience—which is arbitrary self-
will. For the responsible man is called upon to choose,
not simply between right and wrong, but also between
right and right, and between wrong and wrong.

Summary

In this installment we have explored a form of ethical
formulation—the “neither-nor” approach, and an ap-
proach to ethical guidelines—the system developed in
embryonic state by Dietrich Bonhoeffer. While being
committed to neither in any kind of absolute sense, we
have explored their utility and relevance for modern
man.

The “cither-or” formulation of doctrine and ethics,
often vigorously expounded as the means of retaining
antithesis in Christian thought, must frequently be sup-
plemented by a “both-and” formulation. In many cases,
furthermore, a “neither-nor” formulation provides the
best method for avoiding extremes without restrictive
or unrealistic attempts to define or delimit the desired
middle ground. To see things in a “neither-nor” frame-
work indicates why the “either-or” formulation is fre-
quently inadequate for the full expression of the bib-
lical perspective on doctrine or ethics. This follows
from the realization that we may often be able to sav
what something is not, even when what it fully is lies
beyond our grasp and understanding. Most of the
creeds of the Church came into being with this kind of
goal.

In sharing some of the striking examples of “neither-
nor” formulations which characterize the incomplete
Ethics of Dietrich Bonhoeffer, we have sought to em-
phasize Bonhoeffer’s biblical insistence on both the
Christocentricity and the importance of reality for any
adequate Christian approach to ethics. The Christian
approach to living grows out of a personal relationship
with God in Jesus Christ, a relationship through which
the Christian is continuously transformed more and
more into the image of his Lord (the process of sanc-
tification). This personal relationship and daily walk
must be at the basis of any Christian discussion of
ethics, rather than abstractions, idealizations, or search
for knowledge.
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Topics for Discussion

1. In describing the relationship between science and Christian
faith, which of the formulations: “either-or,” “both-and,”
or “neither-nor,” is most effective? Construct positive
examples of each approach.

2. Show how the major interpretations of the Lord’s Supper
can be categorized in terms of which formulation: “either-
or,” both-and,” or “neither-nor,” is chosen for expressing a
particular interpretation.

3. What is the major difference between standard concepts of
ethics as the choice of right or wrong in a particular situa-
tion and Bonhoeffer’s concept of a uniquely Christian ethics?
Do you find this difference substantive?

4. What is the basis for ethical choice outside of the Christian
context? Can ethical relativism be avoided?

5. Does an acceptance of Christian ethics as “the form of
Christ taking form in us” rule out the use of scientific under-
standing to guide us in ethical matters?

6. Theodosius Dobzhansky writes, “The Book of Genesis gives
an unexcelled poetical account of the decisive evolutionary
step from animal to man (Gen. 3:22). The capacity to know
and to forsee the consequences of one’s own and of other
people’s actions is, indeed, the fundamental biological pre-
condition for becoming an ethicizing being.” (Zygon 8, 261
(1973)) Does the acquiring of the knowledge of good and
evil mark the beginning of the human condition, or does it
mark a departure from what it means to be truly human?

7. What is the Christian basis for the intrinsic value of a hu-
man being? Can there be an intrinsic value of a human be-
ing if this is not derived from religious sources?

8. Consider the common conflict between loving one’s neigh-
bor and loving mankind in terms of the difference between
the real and the ideal.

9. Discuss how acceptance of the “two spheres” concept has
affected our ideas of education, worship, welfare, sex and
vocation. How does a realization of the unity in Christ affect
these ideas?

10. In terms of Bonhoeffer’s categories of “radical” and “com-
promise” solutions, consider the political revolutionary and
the practical politician.

11. Indicate how the concept of “the natural” as an important
consideration in ethical thought has been revitalized by our
environmental concerns.

12. What are some of the major weaknesses of taking “the nat-
ural” as an ethical guide? Consider shaving, being immun-
ized against polio, using contraceptives, and flying in air-
planes. Is it “natural” for married couples to have children?

JOURNAL OF THE AMERICAN SCIENTIFIC AFFILIATION



ETHICAL GUIDELINES

Which is more unnatural: to practice birth control by use
of contraceptives or by abstinence?

13. Does Bonhoeffer's assertion that “life itself is valued by
God” have a biblical foundation? Which is better: not to be
at all, or to exist with physical and mental suffering?

14. Which is easier for the human being: relational living or
ideological living, i.e., action growing out of reality or out
of abstractions? Why?

15. When called upon to choose between wrong and wrong,
is no choice the best choice of all? Is no choice possible
most of the time?
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EDUCATION FOR THE REAL WORLD by
Henry M. Morris, San Diego, California: Creation-Life
Publishers, 1977, 192 pp., $3.95.

Imagine a school where Chaucer and Shakespeare
are prohibited because they are “spirituallf/ danger-
ous.” Within this setting, picture a science class where
students are programmed to believe that evolution is
occultic. And visualize a majority of the teachers sub-
stituting handouts for texts because there are no “suit-
able” textbooks available. This is what Henry Morris
describes as an “education for the real world.”

Morris says that because Christian education is
based on God the Creator, Redeemer, and Revealer,
students must be exposed only to that which espouses
this world view. Learning should occur primarily at
home, though the Church and the school are ordained
to reinforce and extend parental teaching. Further-
more, Morris believes that learning occurs only through
listening. “Teaching is not the discovery of truth, nor
sharing the truth; it is indoctrinating the truth.”

After declaring that evolutionism and creationism
are the only existing world views, Morris traces evo-
lutionism back through humanism to pre-Socratic idol-
atry to Babel and ultimately to Satan, This leaves Chris-
tians with one valid world view: creationism—that is,
if believers can accept Morris’ historical “analysis.” A
Clristian education, then, indoctrinates the creationist
schema.

Morris allows the use of empirical data from Chris-
tian or non-Christian sources in studies of natural sci-
ence, but rejects most of the available material in the
social scienccs and humanities because he believes that
a large percentage of this is anti-Christian, That which
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opposes Morris’ world view should be taught only if it
commands monumental secular attention, and then only
to advanced students who “need to be armed against
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them, not merely conditioned to understand them.”

The administration of Christian education closely
follows the aforementioned criteria. In descending or-
der of importance, Morris maintains that Christian
schools should require studies in Bible, communication,
history, natural science, geography, and government;
beyond these, other humanities, professional, and voca-
tional courses can be offered if time, need, and re-
sources permit. Teachers are to be selected on the basis
of moral purity, academic dedication, biblical maturity,
and experience and wisdom. Indoctrination should be
accomplished primarily through lectures, though there
may be some class participation, directed studies, and
practica.

Only insofar as Morris calls for a re-evaluation of
Christian education is his book valuable. Unfortunately
its flaws outweigh this merit. Morris pays lip service to
sound exegesis; in this book, that which is sound is
that which agrees with Morris. Secondly, the idea of
indoctrination usurps the Christian experience of dis-
covery and individuality. It seems that Morris wants
to manufacture fundamentalists en masse. A third major
flaw is Morris’ narrow concept of curriculum: graduates
of the Morris school will not be equipped to deal effec-
tively with the variety within secular society. These
students may be prepared for the real world, but they
will flounder in the temporal one.

Reviewed by John P. Ferré, Department of Communication,
Purdue University, West Lafayette, Indiana

THE RELEVANCE OF NATURAL SCIENCE
TO THEOLOGY by William H. Austin, New York:
Barnes and Noble, 1976, 132 pp., $22.50.

The author of this book is Associate Professor of
Philosophy at the University of Houston. This book
was researched and written during a fellowship from
the National Endowment for the Humanities in 1972-
1973.

The question is posited: “In what ways (if any) is
it in order for theologians, in doing their theological
work, to take account of the discoveries and theories of
natural science?” Many people believe that science is
irrelevant to theology because the two disciplines deal
with entirely different areas or realms so that science
has nothing to do with religion. Austin’s thesis is that
natural science is relevant to theological doctrines, i.e.,
religion and science are not mutually exclusive. He is
not concerned with the relevance of theology to science
or with the social and behavioral sciences.

Several arguments for the irrelevance of natural
science to theology are examined and found inadequate.
Not all possible arguments are included in Austin’s
discussion but fair representations of the main types are
refuted.

Science is relevant to theology although it is not
entirely clear how. Austin concurs with Whitehead that
science can contribute to theology by helping it elim-
inate non-scientific conceptions. There is the tempta-
tion to get rid of scientific intrusions by underta ing
a systematic reinterpretation of theology so as to guar-
antee that science is irrelevant to theology. This is
happening with the doctrine of providence, writes
Austin. It is the major theological doctrine likeliest to
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be immediately affected by natural science.

This book does not take a Reader’s Digest approach
to the topic. On Rudolf Flesch’s readability scale, it
would rank low because of long sentences, difficult
words and few personal references. This treatment is
for scholars who are interested in an enlightened dis-
cussion of the issues involved in how natural science
relates to theology.

This book is evidently intended for a small audience
because of its topic. Its price tag will assure a limited
circulation,

Reviewed by Richard Ruble, Department of Psychology, John
Brown University, Siloam Springs, Arkansas 72761.

THE ART OF MANAGEMENT FOR CHRISTIAN
LEADERS by Ted W. Engstrom and Edward R. Day-
ton, Word Books, Waco, Texas, 1976, 281 pp. $6.95.

Although this book was designed as a guide for man-
agers within Christian organizations, the authors ac-
knowledge that many secular groups practice the sug-
gested managing techniques. Every interested member
of any organization will find something in this book
which could make him or her into a better employee.

While this book is primarily intended for the man-
ager, the individual aspiring to a position of greater
supervisory responsibility will find this volume a valu-
able guide for developing the proper attitudes, skills,
and habits required of a good administrator. Even
secretaries will find suggestions which would help his
or her supervisor be a better administrator in their or-
ganization.

The serious reader should be able to translate the
majority of the ideas of this book into practice. To aid
in further development and understanding of complex
ideas, the authors have included a short bibliography on
the last page of many chapters. These suggested read-
ings, categorized by chapter theme and also accom-
panied with short annotated remarks, make the book a
valuable tool for further directed study. This bibliogra-
phy merits the price of the book.

“Goal Setting” and “Managing Your Time” are two
major sub-themes in the book. Both authors are experts
in these fields and effectively show how these tools
can be effective aids for the successful administrator.

This book illustrates that the authors are experienced
and knowledgeable supervisors. However the book does
not read easily. The beginning of the book is rather
abrupt. Chapter three with a few minor changes could
function as chapter one and provide a more gentle
entrance into the subsequent ideas. In places awkward
sentence structure and superfluous words detract from
the flow of information.

This is a needed book and should be a reference for
every Christian leader. It is directed to the area of
the Christian community which can utilize every con-
cept found between its covers. The authors are to be
commended for this effort.

Reviewed by Leon W. Kemper, Coordinator of Administrative
Services, College of Liberal Arts, Arizona State University,
Tempe, Arizona.
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New Insights into Thermodynamics

Scientific work which refutes the claim that the theory of
evolution contradicts or violates the Second Law of Thermody-
namics, has been awarded the 1977 Nobel Prize in Chemistry. Dr.
Ilya Prigogine’s work extends the laws of thermodynamics to
systems far from equilibrium. The Second Law of Thermody-
namics is often described as if it applied to all systems under all
circumstances and conditions. Although the Second Law predicts
that reactions of matter near equilibrium conditions tend toward
greater homogeneity and less complexity, there are many reactions
in natural systems far from equilibrium that increase in com-
plexity.

Prigogine’s initial observation of this type of reaction in hydro-
dynamics was the formation of convection currents and vortices
in a fluid subjected to a temperature gradient. Such systems are

maintained at the cost of some energy (the fluid being unevenly
heated). Vortices are highly correlated motions and convection
currents are orderly and directional. Non-equilibrium differences
of temperature create molecular order. Prigogine admitted that the
theorem of minimum entropy production for near equilibrium
systems that he proposed in 1945, is not valid. His Nobel Prize-
winning work indicates that the condition necessary so that new
structures may appear is a catalytic or cross-catalytic step.

Many reactions of this type have since been discovered experi-
mentally in biological systems. Life processes work under non-
equilibrium systems, and living matter consists of structures that
exist in states that are far from equilibrium. Examples cited are the
growth of an entire plant from a seed and the formation of amino
acids from primordial soup. Nature is full of processes that
spontaneously bring order from chaos and that thrive in seeming
contempt of the Second Law of Thermodynamics.

Prigogine’s work reconciled the Second Law with the obvious
facts of life. He realized that in certain systems — self-catalytic
chemical reactions, for example — perturbations that get far
enough away from thermal equilibrium will no longer subside but
will continue to grow. Such a system eventually can reach a new,
stable configuration far from equilibrium; it will then maintain
itself against thermal disruption by a continuous throughput of
matter and energy, which carry off internally generated entropy to
the outside.

Prigogine’s work, according to his article in Physics Today,
November 1972, may be providing a theoretical framework for
understanding the ultimate example of ‘‘self-catalysis’” — the
origin of life. Only the unwary or uninformed would fall prey to
the invalid argument that the Second Law of Thermodynamics
contradicts biological evolution.

Jerry D. Albert
Mercy Hospital Medical Research Facility
San Diego, California
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Reviewer Ignores Publication Dates

After reading Paul Seely’s review of a work of mine, Genesis
and Early Man (J ASA:29 (4), 1977), | wondered whether he is
aware of the inevitable delays that sometimes accompany
publishing.

The original Paper dealing with the origin of speech was written
in 1956 and published in 1957. Eighteen years later (1975) it
reappeared when Zondervan Publishing House decided to reissue
the original Doorway Papers in a series of ten hard cover volumes
in essentially their original form.

Almost all the work with chimpanzees by the Gardners, the
Hayses, and particularly by David Premack was reported in the
literature available to me subsequent to the publication of the 1957
Paper. When in 1976 Zondervan published Volume 1V in the same
series, this later work with chimpanzees was evaluated and incor-
porated in some detail in that volume.

Apart from the fact that there is still not unanimity of opinion as
to the precise meaning of these more recent experiments, it seems
important that a serious reviewer should take into account the date
of publication of any such work whether he agrees with its
conclusions or not.

Moreover, it does not speak too well for the reviewer's
thoroughness that he omitted to give the name of the publisher, the
date of publication, the number of pages, or the price. This is a
customary courtesy to any publisher who supplies reviewers’
copies.

Nor was the review written in a very happy Christian spirit, a
circumstance which is rather sad since it appears in a Christian
Journal.
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Arthur C. Custance
P.O. Box 291
Brockville, Ontario
Canada K6V SVS

Ed: We apologize for the inadvertant omission of publication data
on Genesis and Early Man. Regretably, numerous attempts by
us to date have been unsuccessful. We will be indebted to any-
one who will supply us with this information,

Disagree with Spinka on Abortion

Re: “‘Society and Abortion,”’ Journal ASA 30, No. 1, March,
1978, Spinka implied that mentally retarded children were better
off not being born. This is a very narrow, one-sided approach to a
problem which has many ramifications. One whom has worked
extensively with retarded children, at least educable and trainable
mentally retarded children, finds that in many ways these citizens
can be happy, well-adjusted, productive contributors to society.
While those of us who are not retarded may have a feeling of
superiority, believing we are *‘better than they are,” this is a very
narrow view which extensive work with retarded children and
adults usually rectifies. Within their own world they can be quite
happy and not uncommonly find more rewarding lives than non-
retarded people. As a whole these people are much less of a burden
on society than criminals, the insane, and some may add, infants,
the chronically sick, the unemployed and a number of other
groups. My own personal experience is that 1 have never seen
happier children than those who are supposedly ‘‘suffering’’ from
“Down’s syndrome.”’ At Bowling Green State University, [ am
involved in teacher training programs where a number of our
students are preparing for careers in working with the mentally
retarded. These students find this work extremely rewarding and
fulfilling. It is time we remove some of the prejudices and
misconceptions against this group of Americans we have labeled
retarded. Relative to the desirability of aborting a child who would
most likely be retarded, I for one, would not want to make the
decision that another person, even if that person is retarded,
should not have life. Nor would I want to make the decision that a
child born with another defect, whether structural or otherwise, is
better off not alive. If anyone should make this decision it should
be the child himself. If the child makes the decision in the negative,
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it is termed suicide, which is likewise condemned by society. At
least among retarded children, this alternative is rarely evoked,
even when the means available to do so are readily available.

Jerry Bergman

Department of Educational Foundations and Inquiry
Bowling Green State University

Bowling Green, Ohio 43403

I wish to comment on the article ‘““Society and Abortion’ by
Harold M. Spinka (Journal ASA, March, 1978). Because I believe
that it is dehumanizing to crush innocent human life within its
mother’s womb, I must express my horror and sadness at the
merciless extermination of over a million unborn human lives
annually in our country. It is astonishing to me that Spinka’s
sought after ‘‘sober understanding’’ takes little note of these
tragedies. Nor do I believe that it is either fair or accurate to
describe the position that I, as well as many others, take on this
issue as ‘‘extreme emotionalism.”’ I would rather that the author
had the ability or willingness to distinguish between those who
clamor to kill innocent lives and those who plead to save them.

The tone of Spinka’s article appears to be basically unchristian.
- It is not in keeping with the mind of Christ to kill unborn human
offspring. In many respects the article is unreasoning and
misleading. To cite one example, he states that St. Augustine
““held that to kill a formed fetus 40 days or older is homicide.”’
This leaves open the interpretation that St. Augustine would not
have objected to killing a fetus prior to 40 days after conception.
Yet such an interpretation would be far from appropriate. It is
clear from Augustine’s writings that he condemns all direct
abortion after conception as a damnable sin. This strong
condemnation should have been stated.

A basic conclusion of Spinka’s logic is that ‘‘we should be
grateful and thankful for the additional guidance and direction
provided for us in this complex problem by the U.S. Supreme
Court.”” On the contrary, the abortion decision of January, 1973,
by the U.S. Supreme Court is a moral and ethical disgrace which
denies the most basic of human rights to members of our human
family here on our home shores. Until we as a nation refuse to
accept the attitudes and practices of abortion, we will remain a
people of faulty conscience, little truth, imperfect laws, limited
justice, no righteousness, no holiness, no peace and no proper
order.

While we work together for the betterment of mankind using
democratic principles, let us not favor the opinions of a purely
secular person over a religious one. Nor should we discount the
input to public policy formation of persons whose basis for human
betterment is their perception of the mind of their Creator.

Finally, 1 would like to add that in all spheres, but most
especially in the moral and ethical spheres, we really do have one
man rule. A Christian must never forget, but always profess with
the author of Philippians that ‘‘Jesus Christ is Lord.”” He is our
guide and our ruler.

Carl A. Konschnik
10207 Ridgemoor Drive
Silver Spring, Maryland 20901

I am a practicing Family Physician having passed my Specialty
Boards in Family Practice, having graduated from the University
of Nebraska College of Medicine in 1958 and having attended
Wheaton College from 1951 to 1954. In our practice we handle
approximately 200 obstetrical cases in a year and recently our
clinic acquired an ultra sound machine of the latest variety which
includes real time scanning. Its use is most extensive in obstetrics.
We routinely scan all of our obstetrical patients at five months to
see if the development of the baby is normal and also to see where
the placenta is implanted. We also scan them at any time that we
feel there is any problem. This may be as early as three weeks after
conception.

My reason for the above information is to establish my qualifi-
cation and my reply to the article by Harold M. Spinka, M.D. and
his article entitled, ‘‘Society and Abortion’” from the March 1978
Journal ASA. 1 think his article is typical of the somewhat
appalling nature of scientific literature that comes to the Christian
community in that someone who is not qualified writes with regard
to a subject and then is held out to be an authority. My question is,
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How can a dermatologist write anything with more than a
superficial knowledge with regard to abortion? Dr. Spinka
probably handles no obstetrical cases and, therefore, does not
have to face the realities of obstetrics and abortion in everyday
practice. With regard to his indications for abortion, under
number one he states, ‘‘In both defensive and offensive wars, and
criminal justice and death sentences, and in large hospitals where
there are not enough respirators or kidney machines to meet the
demand, society must make the difficult choices of who shall live
and who shall die. Therefore, abortion is also controlled by
society.”” I would thoroughly reject this statement. First of all
from the standpoint that if we know if the baby is healthy, which
we can know from ultra sound and amniocentesis, it is therefore
not a matter of letting a person die because we do not have enough
kidney machines to take care of them. It would, rather, in my
opinion be a case of murder, due to neglect.

For my position there are relatively few indications for abortion.
I do feel that if we know that the fetus is defective and cannot
survive outside the womb, such as in cases where there is an
anencephaly or renal agenesis or other chromosomal defects which
do not allow for survival of the infant, or if the infant is going to
be severely damaged to make life miserable, then this is perhaps an
indication for an abortion. The other indication, of course, as
Spinka states is for the health of the mother. I think if the
pregnancy is such that it will pose a definite threat to the life of the
mother, then certainly the pregnancy should be terminated.
However, with our newer scientific methods we find that we can
make pregnancy safer than it was a number of years ago.

With regards to rape and incest, I have some mixed feelings.
Certainly, the Bible seems to be clear that adulterous or illegal
pregnancies are to be terminated. However, I think that one has to
be extremely careful in making these judgments and we must
consult with the clergy and with the patients themselves and thus
come to a decision whether an abortion should be done in these
cases. Also, the only reference to this is in the Books of the Law
and may not be applicable in our day of grace.

With regard to his section under abortion and government laws,
he cites a number of incidences in ancient society where abortion
was allowed. I think this is merely historical “‘irrelevance’’ and is
of no point in a discussion of this kind. The societies which he lists
were idolatrous, godless societies and, therefore, their standards
have no bearing on the standards that we should have today.
Under his statement with regard to when the soul enters the body,
he has given a rather comprehensive although somewhat confusing
review. I was rather confused by his statement that in 1869 Pope
Pious X dropped the forty day rule and this was reconfirmed in the
current Canon law code in 1918. I checked with our local Catholic
priest and evidently what Spinka means here is the Catholic
Church accepts the fact that the soul enters the fetus at the time of
conception.

With regard to his statement on the recent U.S. Supreme Court
ruling, he states, ““We should be grateful and thankful for the
additional direction provided for us in this complex problem by
the U.S. Supreme Court.”” My disagreement reaches a peak here.
The only thing I think we have to be thankful for here is that we
are able to see through our eyes as Christians the thoroughly
godless part that this decision has played in our society. Why we
should choose to take the opinion of men, some of whom have
demonstrated their lack of any regard for the principles that God
has set before us, and then use them as standards for our decision,
is more than I can understand.

I believe, as do our Catholic friends, that the soul enters the
fetus at or very near the time of conception. Certainly newer tech-
niques of diagnosis in pregnancy such as ultra sound, which I
mentioned above, have convinced me as to the fact that within
three to four weeks the fetus is a living creation that has the God-
given potential for humanity at a very early stage. An infant moves
extremely early within the uterine cavity and the heart can be seen
to be beating at three to four weeks. Therefore, I feel that abortion
at any stage of pregnancy is comitting a criminal act against the
laws of God. I feel that abortion is wrong except in very rigid cir-
cumstances and these I have mostly listed above. I also feel that a
magazine of the caliber of The Journal of the American Scientific
Affiliation should be more careful in its selection of articles to
print on such delicate subjects which may have a great deal of
impact on people who will be reading them.

Gordon O. Johnson, M.D.
The Fairbury Clinic P.C.
825 22nd Street

Fairbury, Nebraska 68352
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