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The aAaSYyMMETI1IC faces of dependence
Latın Amerıca 15 Roman Catholic CONtLINENT Only Brazil there dIC LLLOIC

Roman Catholics than there dIC Lutherans al] VCT the world 10 SdYy this 15

INOTC than establish sociological datum and 1t 15 also deceiving it 0)81%
1AaAW theological conclusions Out of Roman Catholicism stand the

cultures of Latın Amerıca fence stands the that also beyond
those formal limits imposed 11

'his lends itself urther suggest10ns. In remembrance of the 50
of colonization dIC bound denounce the virtual ex1istence of fences

but simultaneously also testify the marvelous anomalies an through
which OUT cultural life unfolds itself without rTresSiStenCeEe the of Order
that 15 being imposed aM yet without being entirely subjected 1t either 'his
15 indeed paradoxical Werner Herzog his »Fitzcaraldo«

parable that circumscribes this S1£tUAat1ıon by telling the STOFLY of Iriısh 11141l

LIyINg build house the heart of the Amazon It might CVCN be one
and the Theater of Manaus planted the beginning of this CCEHNTULY, the

midst of the Amazon forest PIOVCS 1t But symphony o0€es NOLT order forest
The 15 that OUT SOC1let1leESs dIC ensembles of incompatible realities Charac-
141e 15 the of otherness (»alterity«] that defies anı Yy linear causal analy
S15 High technological advances COEXI1IST with world V151011S5 with PIC
modern cultures An ofticial ecclesial theology 15 held but faith 15 expressed
kaleidoscope of symbols believes and practıces glued together by SYNCrELLSM
»Order« 15 raised nationalJ but the passıonate seduction of SPON-
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tane1ty 15 NOtT subjected control. The »official« STOTLY has 1ts underside with-
OUuUt linear CONtINULFY with ıt
er if there 15 causal relation between both these levels, there 15 indeed the

maıntenance of the disparity between them 1n all 1ts aSpeCts: sociological,
political, eECONOMIC, cultural and religious.

The experience of otherness, the alterity, and 1ts unharmony with the officjal
face of Latın Amerıcan socletles 15 the characteristic mark of autochthonous
theological reflection 1n the contıinent. Such reflection 15 being intormed DYy
enquirlies into the cultural, sociological, political and econOomıIıc nature of the
Janus face of OUI sOc1etles. O describe 1t, the CateZgOry of dependence has een
sed

The notiıon of dependence po1lnNts the asymmetrıc relation between these
tWO faces. Such relation 15 NOT simply OTMNC of domination. There 1S COTININOIN

dominion. Dependence describes rather the control exercised OVCT the under-
side of life, keeping ıt 4S underside, but O€s NOLT ave direct control VCTwhat
takes place 1n the submersed reality 4s such. There 15 only negatıve relation, 1n
which the of ıfe ATC substracted from those who SUFTrVIve 1ın the sub
mersed world Hence, dependence 15 CONCECDL that defines this relation of
asymmMmeLtrIYy 4NpeITE Dependence reproduces itself 1n all imensions
of ex1istence: 1n CCOMNOILLLY, 1n soclety, 1n politics, 1n culture, an in religion. The
reality it desecribes pertaiıns both the asymmMetr created within OUT socletlies
and the IYy1n the relation between north and south.

Liberation 15 then defined the Oovercomıng of dependence. The relation
between these LW 15 AT the TOOT of all reflection about the 1mpass
live 1n Ideas about liberation be achieved 1n progessive DIOCCSS ATC

rejected. The poıint 15 that the problem from which 15 determined DYy
Structure of relations and by the Juncture of aCtOrs that ave caused and
perpetuated the mentioned above.

The question being raised 15 for the distinct contribution that Lutheran
theology Can make It 15 recogn1ıze the connectedness, the rooted-
55 of the INQqULLY the nNnature of being human self 1n this reality, UNCOVECTI

the hidden and submersed dimension of life 1n 1ts full earthiness, Lutherans
commited the »finıtum infiniti«. Probing the underside of life eed

gaın language speak of God 1n the hiddenness of God; ralise the
of the eus absconditus sub contrarıa specıe, knowing that the

epiphany Cannot be read directly 1ın the of history.
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4 The scandal of particularity
NOW, hat 15 1t that makes »dependence« and thus also »liberation« theological
categorles‘ It 15 ell NOW that Friedrich Schleiermacher has raised the CategOrYy
of dependence the aDCX of PICeLY an has made it the ground of theological
reflection.? In Schleiermacher, the CONCECEDPL of dependence 15 drawn analogically
from the psychological relationship of the child the parent, the DEISON the
COUNTTY, from the biological relationship between the human and NnNature The
analogical interpretatıon 15 hermeneutical that Schleiermacher
adopts ralse the phenomenon of dependence from the particular 21nl relative
realm of experience the absolute and unıiversal realm of dogmatic truth. FOr
him, dependence becomes relevant theological CategOry through analogical
induction.

We AVC SCCH above that 1n Latın America the notion of dependence has
historical references and 1S defined by the IYy and NOT bDy genetic (JI

causal relationship, 1n the that OI! factor 15 the presupposıtıion for the
other. Hence it oes NOLT function 1n Latın Amerıcan theology analogical

LILOVC from SOClety dogmatics. It has rather served bring
theology the ground of submersed history. When Latın American
theology defines itself secound aCT, TE also defines itself »Second WOTd«
1ın relationship the »first word«® of the soc1ial and human SCIENCES which AIiCcC

attempt of galinıng language 1ın approaching the phenomenon of dependence.
And this has the precise meanıng that theology 0€s NOLT ralıse itself analogically

the realm of universal dogmatic truths, but 1t inserts itself 1n the 3al
particular ground of historical practice and retlection. Although it might sound

COTININON place, it 1S deep theological CONvıction that the lack of food 15 1n
itself theological problem and NOL hermeneutical OCCasıon ralse the
question of the unıversal and spiritual hunger and thirst for the »Word of (z0d«

Carolina Marıa de Jesus, the from the slums of S20 Paulo that became
famous with the diary cheJ had stroke of theological geN1IUS when che

under the ate December 25 (Christmas]: »]J040 CAainec 1n Sayıng he had
stomachache. NOW what 1t W Aas for he had rotften melon. Today they

Friedrich SCHLEIERMACHER: Der christliche Glaube. 7th ed./ ed by arfın Redeker. Vol
1960, S 4}
Hugo SSMANN: Teologia desde la praxıs de la liberaciön: CNSayO teolögico desde la merıca
dependiente. Salamanca 1973, sof
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threw truckload of melons Cal the I1Vver. on’t  / know why 1t 15 that these
senseless business-men COILLC throw their rotted products (n the favela fOr
the children SCC and E4T: In Op1n10n, the merchants of S2aO Paulo dIC

playıng with the people ike ('aesar when he tortured the Christlans. 3ut the
Caesars of today dIC than the (Jaesars of the past The others WECIC

punished for their faith And WC, for OUT hunger! In that CIA, those wnı didn’t
want die had StOP loving Christ. But CannOt StOp loving eatıng. +

Carolina’s cr1ıt1c1sm of religion 15 sharp and perceptive when che denounces
the representatiıon of Christ 4S universal dogmatic that could be
sustained suspended without alıYy connection with the particular problem of
her SON’S stomachache and with the eCONOMIC practice of the merchants of S20
Paulo C he question put Oorward 15 this Can theology ave language able
address and relate these particular problems that CMCISC 1ın the submersed
world without talling back into universal answers‘®

In Latın Amerıcan literature, 1n the »marvelous realism« of Alejo arpen-
t1er, 1n the »magıCc realism« of Gabriel (:arcıa Marquez and INalıy others,
observe description of reality 1n which marvelous »spiritual« POWCLIS AdIC

inserted 1n the mi1idst of everday experiences, risking the particular. 1€ 15 such
methodological LHNOVC that theology 1n Latın Amerıca 15 aCCOMPanNYyıng when it
defines itself 4s reflection the practice of Christians when they EXpefienNce
the )>logj_C(( of dependence being broken OWN The challenge of the particular
deserves theological 4AUSWCI that Ocates God’s novelty 1n the relative realm of
history, indeed of submersed history. 'his 15 risky endeavor, but flee from 1t
15 fall 1n the superfluous Carolina Marıa de Jesus noticed. It 1Ss NECCCSSaALY
ma1ıntaın that God 1S graC10USs, but NOtTt superfluous. Otherwise the specter of
docetism 111 continue haunt And 111 surely take critic1ısm the
words of Cesar Vallejo: » My God, if YOU had een INAall, yOu would NOW how

be God.« eorg Friedrich Wilhelm Hegel might ave Pen quıte right when
he suggested, NOt without 1rONY, that »when the absolute 15 driven AWAY from
the gardens where 1t walks about and falls 1n the/ it becomes fish«.5

h1is relocatiıon of theological reflection the particular ground of history 1S

Carolina MARIA ESUS Quarto de despejo: diärio de un tavelada. iıoth ed R10 de Jane1ro
1983, 16
eorg Wilhelm Friedrich HEGEL: Werke 1n ZWanzlg Bänden. Vol Jenaer Schriften SOI 807

1970, 543
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quıte radical proposal and scandalous In 1ts claims that historical needs deter-
mined by the phenomenon of dependence AT also religious needs that deserve

be addressed theologically 2äR the level 1n which they AL raised. This
that dependence and liberation dIC also theological categor1es without being
kidnapped an taken the paradisical gardens of dogmatic certitudes. Libera-
tion 1S NOLT merely the from dependence, but also the eEXpression of the
divine and AsCI1CY 1n the particularities of history.

est think that this sounds like theological redundancy let ralıse the
basıic problems, playing bit of the devil’s advocate.

Since the Roman Catholic Bishop’s Conterence of Latın mer1ıca Ep1Sscopacy
gethered 1ın Medellin, Colombia 1968], dependence has een understood
expression of evil.® But such understanding of evil that OCUSES the
particular 15 the CasS Y target of dogmatic cr1ıt1ic1sm. äar attack has united several
theological trends and CVEeENn contessions agaiınst Latın American theology.
»Evangelicals« have, for long, criticed liberation theology for NOtTt g1V1INg prl1or1ity

the SOUTICEC of all eviıl which lies 1ın the human heart. More recent1y. the
Vatıcan Congregatıon for the Doectrine of Faith has issued the »Instruction
certaın aSpeCTS of the ’Theology of Liberation««, playing the SAaTiINıC old s 10)88°4
» New lLestament revelation teaches us that S1N 15 the evil, SINCE 1t
strikes InNnan 1n the heart of his personality. The first liberation, which all
others MUST make reference, 15 that from S1N. Unquestionably 1S 1t STreSSs the
radical character of the deliverance brought Dy Christ and offered all, be they
politically free slaves the 1NCW reedom procured by the of Christ
should necessarily ave effects the social level.«7

Lutherans should be teeling sinfully proud 1n thinking that Luther’s condem-
natıon of the works for justification 15 finding 1ts day 1n the SU  a HGE ILLOIC After
il aren’t Lutherans those who ave much insisted that 4TE saved Dy faith
alone and that this faith 111 produce effects, bring forth g00d fruits?

Behind this cr1itic1ısm there 1S distinetion between the dogmatic articulation
of general SIN and universal eed of .  J and SOCI1eEtLY where SOINC CONSCYHUCNCES
of sS1N an! SOINC fruits of faith apPPCal There 15 causal relationship between

ELAM Conselho Episcopal Latino-Americano): 1greja atual transformacäo da America
Latiına conclusoöes de Medellin 1968) Petröpolis 19/3, 5 I (1 SIE) 55 2 S 8f) IS (1O SE} 146
(1I4 S 4)
IHE ATICAN CONGREGATION FO IHE DOCTRINE FAITH: Instructions certaın aspects of
the »Theology ot liberation«. National Catholic (21 September 1984), - |
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faith and fruits that entails different interpretations. In classical Lutheran
theology, in Lutheran orthodoxy this causality CannOot be normed, e the fruits
CannoOot SCIVC crıterıon judge the tree In pietism and puriıtanısm, the causal
result tends become hard COITIC evidence 4an! CasSsuic of faiıth.8 But 1n both
C  J the illustration of the tree and 1ts fruits 15 misused when the rree becomes

universal and the fruits the particular effects. The tree that produces
good OTaAaNSC 15 go0od OTaNsC EXCE: the 381 »{TEE« 0€Ss nNnOt produce OTAaNsC,
1NOT 0oes 1t produce apple.

888 The language of justification
l have argued elsewhere? that the Lutheran scheme of law and gospel has een
sed 1n this dogmatic 1n which the unıversal relationship between the law
that condemns and the gospel that becomes the organizational and
methodological principle for theological reflection. The law-gospel correlation
15 understood correlation between the theological uUus«c of the law (dogmati-
cally drawn from the universality of sin and the gospel.1° 1f the gospel 1S the

the question raised Dy universal S1IN, then the word of 1S
addressed the individual 1n 1ts universal the sinner, detined independ-
ently from the content of particular sintul AaCTS 'his individual stands along
with the entire human raCcCl, all at the SaInıc Jevel. 1n face of C2od Luther and
those who followed him this point 'T’he Vatican Congregatıon fOor the
Doectrine of Faith included) assured the equality of Dy guaranteeing the
equality of SIN SO far g00d: Paul’s lesson W as earned and CVCI) redicalized
| 3811

According this V1eW, justification becomes either/or. There 1S grada-
t1on, limbo And this 1S the 1CASOI why g00d works ATIcC sa1id be NCCCSSaLY
fruits of faith, but neither sutficient 1101 constitutive for salvation. The logic
ere 1st paradoxical, but not preposterous. Works ATC particular aCTtS with Pal-
ticular historical significance. If they WCIC be constitutive for salvation, they
would 1n their particularity be also Causatıve of justification! In this CasSC, the
scheme of law and gospel the basıs of general SIN an! universal would

Max WEBER: Gesammelte Aufsätze ZUT Religionssoziologie. Vol 4Ath ed 194/, 109- I
1tor WESTHELLE: Luther aM liberation. Dialog 25 IMP 986), ya
See Contessio ugustana, ATT 16 TL} 1-20]).
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be destroyed. But then, why dIiIC works necessary% How do go0od works 1Ssue
from faith? The 15 unequivocal. It 15 NOt CONYUCI but praıse
and g1ve glory Go0d, the ()ne who us unconditionally, NOT from soc1al
and historical determinations but from original SIN It 15 eternal salvation
without causal connectıon with everyday lite

nstead of denouncing the helplessness of such radical version of the doc
trıne of justification for ethics, 1t 1s important notice that viewed 1n this WdY
the doectrine of justitication has theoretical demarcation. It neither asks NO

ANSWEEeIS the questlon: What chall do? It 0€es NOTt address ethics. Both the
question that asks for merciftul God and the of praise belong
doxology. NMYy argument 18 that the doctrine of justification should be radically
detined 1n this doxological 1n order ethics relative
within the theological endeavor. I regard worthless the ell intended efforts

stretch the doctrine of justification into the realm of ethical theory and
practics, magnify the fruits 4S TAW SOTIC ethical results from 1t The
rejection of the othird us«c of the law« 1n classical Lutheranism should be
understood vindication of the strictly doxological character of the doctrine
of justification.

Hence, AdIC left with the quest1ons: What chall do? What 15 the place of
ethics 1n theology? Have gained OUT soul and lost the world? If theological
ethics CAannOt be framed within the doectrine of justification regarded
appendix this doctrine, what 15 the Ocus of the language about dependence
and liberation?

The question of ethics 1n Lutheran theology has een traditionally framed
Matter of the »regıiment« 1n the left hand of (6d Ito use Luther’s metaphor); 1t
falls under the rat1on1s; 1t belongs civil soclety where the crıterıa for
vindicating actıon 15 NOW whether 1t 15 publicly accountable (reasonable|
and able entforce equl1ty 1n SOCI1etY, CCOLMLOINY, politics, and 1ın the church .12
'his 15 the realm 1n which God 1n cCooperatıon with human beings.!3
But why should this cCooperatıon be important? Why should the achievement of
equ1ty and Justice be of CONCEIN of the Christian UUa Christian?

Contessio Augustana, art. » Ferner wird gelehret, da{fß gute Werk sollen und INLUSsSCH gesche-
hen, nicht da{ß 11111 darauf vertrau, nad damit verdienen, sondern Clottes willen und
.Ott Lob« 80, 13-17).
See article quoted 1n nOote

13 IS, T 1-16
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The traditional STanNCeE this mMatter has defended that dCC« the world
15 NCCCSSaLY for the proclamation of the SdaV111$ hough itself
accomplishes nothing PaX mundiı NO  3 speranda Such 1CW has een guilty of
helpless formalism that has translated >DCAaCC« 1NftO »Order« and W 4as able the
aIinec of »Order« 1Ce114111 silent CVCNMN Justify OUuUtrageOuUs political ICS1IINCS
(as Lutherans AaVe one Nazı Germany and Pinochet Chile| Behind this
theological there 15 theory of the double AaSCNCY of God God 15 both
the j8% of salvatıon and the of preservatıon of the world order Luther
distinetion of the »C[WO kingdoms« »YTeg1MCNTS« doctrinal weight The
doctrine of the LW!  C regıments 15 7oth Century Such doectrinal
overweight of metaphysical fat deserves be CUutLt off with William Ockham

(don’t multiply metaphysical Categorıes beyond NECESSITY; On’'t make
dogma where 1t NOt needed| Johannes Heckel W3as right when he suggested

that the »tWO kingdoms doctrine« 15 labyrinth It has become indeed
dogmatic labyrinth where ethics 15 lost Is ‚65 n cynical jJustify ethics
with the argument that ought JO111 God the task of PITESCIVINS helpless
world while God OUT souls?

*FD reject the doctrinal Status of the »CWO regimentSs« o0es NOLT LL1CAall rEJECT
the distinction which they refer suggest that the problem of relating
doxology and ethics should be framed NOtTt 4S dogmatic problem but
anthropological problem nstead of SUPPOSINS the double ASCNCV of CSOöG ONC

Call legitimately appeal Luther distinetion between deo and
mundo and talk about different human perspeCtL1ves of (306d ABCNCY

It has een irequently suggested Harald Diem published „Luthers
Lehre VON den ZWCC1 Reichen« 1938 that the first COHGETT of the Reformer
formulating the distinction between the LW reg1ıments emerged out of the
hermeneutical eed the Scriptures without allegorizing them
Hence the anthropological perspeCtL1Vves AT then LW classes of discourse a!

with COTINLLINON reference the CADCILICIICC of the 111 an! ASCNCY of God
The suggest1on distinguish doxology from ethics finds NO 1fSs SUPPOIT Such
distinction implies different SEIS of quest10Ns and AaNSWEeIS Each has different
SIAININAI reflecting ditferent practices. The doxological language, within which
justification ı15 CONCEPDL, implies totality. It adresses the »breaking ı of the

B SO Paul LTHAUS Luthers Lehre VOIl den beiden Reichen E (19 %] 68
[ ohannes HECKEL Im Irrgarten der Wwel Reiche Lehre 1957/, 39
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eschaton 1n time«.16 Such language that a41ms at capturıng the infinite In the
finite demands metaphorical eXpPress10Ns and paradoxical formulations. It
TeSOTTS PDOECILY ACCOUNT for the unaccountable. Its ground 1S the worship
practice and 1ts goal 15 praıse and glorify the holy

Ethical language 1S analytical, publically accountable and reasonable (accepts
established rules of argumentation). * searches for clarity 1ın eXpression an!
efficacy. Its ground 15 the public of political, ECONOMIC, and social PIAC-
(icEe, and 1ts goal 15 bring about equ1ty and Justice.

These LW  ®] discourses E related each other the SaIne Eextent that the LW  ]
practices that ground them ATiIC a1sg related. Doxology stands ethics maot1-
vatıon public eENgASEMECNT, IYy |9)  ) celebration struggle,
Sacrament example, blessing accomplishment.

Latın Amerıican theologians Aa 1n Varlıous WaYS emphasized this distinc-
tion. Juan uUul1s Segundo speaks abouth faıth and ideology, about 1CON1C AaTY
digital languages, about values and CHicAaCY. and has recognized 1n them basic
anthropological perspect1ves. TC1 Betto has insisted that In M1InN1ıStrYy the dis
tinction between celebration and political actıon should be preserved. Hugo
Assmann and others aV distinguished between »COMM1ItmMent« and SOC10-
analytical mediations. And all these distinctions dIiC mantained while the
theory of W histories of double dBCNCY of God AT radically rejected.

The confusion of doxology an ethics
In conclusion, stil] eed explain the choice of the CategOry of dependence
the informing mode! for the ethical perspective. Couldn’t structuralism, func-
tionalism, developmentalism, the theory of imperialism work 1ın the Sa|'mnıece

way‘ Instruments for analysis ATC Aat the S\aıiıle tiıme instruments of transforma-
t10n. There ABde neutral theories. The choice of model for analysis an!
transformation of reality depends 1ts explanatory and transforma-
tional efficacy. The development of scientitic TESOUTCECS for the analysis of
SOCI1etYy, the sofistication of the theoretical apparatus test hypotheses, CM C1
the plurality 1n LLUAaI11ces$S within dependence theory would disavow final word
attesting the hreplaceable character of the dependence model Besides, [Er has

16 Ulrich ÄSENDORFE: Eschatologie bei Luther. 1967, 127 The author distinguishes the
Totalaspekt der Rechtfertigung from the Partialaspekt der Heiligung.
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already een sa1d that ethical reason1ng CannoOot be dogmatically established. It
1SSUES from the liberating practice of those who ATC 1n, reflect trom the
standpoint of, the submersed reality.

In estimatıon, compelling 1C4SOIN jJustify the appeal the dependence
model 15 that 1n the analytical apparatus 1t provides for WaVYVS understand
dependence phenomen that affects the totality of the human sOcCial eX1S-
J including what could be called spiritual ex1istence. + allows for the
denunciation of DOWCIS that subject soul and body, alienating them from the

of life T10M Luther ave earned that the demonic 15 the contusion of
the LW perspect1ves mentioned above.17 In the particular Casec of Latın
America, this confusion 15 result of the actors that characterize dependence.
Concepts with »yelig10uSs« plainly magical signification CINCISC perpetuate
dependence and control VCT the submersed reality. 'his W as the Casec
when 1n Brazil an! later iın Chile there W as about the ecCconOmMI1C
»miracle« supposedly produced. In fact, 1t Was induced by optical illusion
that ocused the increase of capital without showing the asymmetrı1ıc rela-
tionship with the labor that made it possible. Modernization lends 1ts SUpPpDPOIT

quası relig1i0us devotion for Forced Increase of productivity 1S sed
justify extens1ive agricultural relegating old and LICW plans of ag1a-

ran reform the flower-pots of bureaucracy. the aImıYy, that 15 irequently
called uUDON enforce and sustaın the relationship of dependance, aSSumes
sacramental character: 1t becomes dispensary of that liberates from
the »grea evile. The international cCapital, present through transnational COIDO-
ratıons, creates cultural an! political dependence the point of impos1ing
Manichean world-view. Commun1ism 15 above all relig1i0us evil Such S1tuUa-
ti1on Creates confusion between doxology an ethics that could be elle
plified with speech that Augusto Pinochet delivered 3 Protestant Church
eaders the sth of December of 1974, months after the COUD that put him
1n office: »The spiritual forces that VYOU, bishops and presidents of ditferent
Protestant Churches 1n Chile represent ave for value within the
national PIOSIAI of pacification 1n which d engaged. The moral values of
the SONMNS of this COUNLTLY A4AIC being Orn agaın g1VINg Chile DCW faith
Furthermore, they affirm the essential values that defgnd 1n OUT struggle: the

L See Franz LAU Zwer ReicheLehre DIie Religion 1n Geschichte und Gegenwart. ed Vol
TU 1962, S5190
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dignity of INan, reedom and the SOVvere1gn1ty of OUT COUNLELY yOUu NOW that
the people had prayed for their salvation and that NO they ATC delivered from
evil they ATC simple people who for 2VeE SCH deceived c

Obviously, the theological clarity of the general did NOT reach the po1int of
reCOgN1IZINg that if he thought that the people had een deceived they could NOtT
ave eCH prayıng for the salvation that Was imparted them Dy the a1IYy But

willing overlook this contradiction 1n order CO  te something
INOTIC ımportant than the general’s capability for analytical retlection. Doxologi-
cal language 1S sed ethical problems and 1SSUes. The AaLINıYy 15
presented 4S Sacramen(t, the of for the salvation of rebellious
people. The arIııy 15 ready kil] for OUT S1NS. When doxology invades the ethical
realm, 1t 15 ditfuse the clarity demanded 1n the resolution of ethical 1SSUes.

The danger that the doectrine of justification taces 1S NOT militant ethics
but the spiritualization of social and political projects that invades the ethical

The danger that liberation ethics faces 15 not doxological pralse, but
the dissolution of the specificity and particularity of the ethical optlons. Both
dIC confusions. The first W as illustrated with the from Pinochet; the
second Cal be observed when about liberation 15 reduced the
question of original SIN

Celebration and militancy together, they should NOtT be separated 11OT
contused. The struggle for liberation the doxological S  7 makes ıt
possible SINg and dance 1ın foreign land Praise and glory whom all praıse 15
due anımates the struggle, 1ın the contidence that from the perspective of God’s
eschatological deliverance deed of love and AaCT of Justice 111 CVCT be lost It 15

simple insight: when God 15 1n the it 15 worthwhile learning how
SW1M.

I8 OSICION EVANGELICA: documento UYUC define positiones. ed by Pedro Puentes Oliva
Santiago |[1975|], 36-38
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