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Readers are reminded that worldview welcomes 
correspondence. Letters may be specific com
ments on articles in recent issues or general dis
cussion, but readers are requested to limit their 
letters to 500 words. 
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"In its policy toward Nigeria, the British government is 
engaged as principal accomplice in the biggest suppression 
of human rights—and human life—in the non-Communist 
world today." This is the British Spectator in an editorial 
blast at the policy enunciated and defended by Prime Min
ister Wilson, a policy which is aided and abetted by the 
Soviet Union, Egypt and the official neutrality of the United 
States. 

When Biafra, the eastern region of Nigeria dominated by 
the Ibos, declared its independence about eighteen months 
ago, the bases for British policy were clearly outlined: the 
balkanization of Nigeria, its breakup into various tribal units, 
would be a misfortune if not a disaster and should be pre
vented even at great cost. The hope—and the belief—was 
that the federal -forces of Nigeria would be able quickly to 
suppress the Biafrans, who number between seven and nine 
million. But that hope was frustrated. The Biafrans continue 
to struggle fiercely even while large numbers of their people, 
including their children, starve to death. 

In this situation religious organizations have taken upon 
themselves the twofold task of bringing immediate aid to 
the starving Biafrans and of bringing pressure on the re
sponsible governments to modify their policies. A consortium 
made up of Catholic Relief Services, Church World Service, 
the World Council of Churches, Caritas Internationalis and 
other European relief church agencies has sponsored airlifts 
of food and medicine into blockaded Biafra. The Synagogue 
Council of America has joined with other Jewish agencies 
to form an ad hoc committee, the American Jewish Emer
gency Effort for Biafran Relief. Speaking for the committee 
in a Biafra rally before the U.N., Rabbi Marc Tanenbaum 
said, "Less than twenty-five years ago the Jewish People 
suffered a catastrophe in the ruthless murder of six million 
men, women and children, the import of which has perma
nently impaired our image of God, man and the moral order. 
The most traumatic effect of all was the feeling of abandon
ment, the agony of being surrounded by an ocean of silence. 
Out of that holocaust we, the Jewish People, have salvaged 
our permanent lesson. There must never again be silence in 
the face of atrocities and human suffering." 

Toward the war in Nigeria, official U.S. policy is one of 
neutrality, "an ignominious policy of neutrality" according 
to Rabbi Tanenbaum. But, as has been pointed out by those 
who stress the responsibilities that devolve upon a country 
as powerful as the United States, even when we do not act 
we are an influence. We are, this argument asserts, inevitably 
involved in the affairs of other states; our decision thus, turns 
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not on whether to be involved but upon what 
form our involvement will take. To the extent 
that this argument is valid, we are to some degree 
responsible as a nation for what is taking place 
in Nigeria. 

Opposed to this general argument, however, 
is that which disclaims the power and the re
sponsibility of the United States to police the 
world, which minimizes the ability of the United 
States to limit conflicts and extend benefits to 
various areas of the world. Those who make this 
general argument must also make a particular 
case for active U.S. intervention in the affairs of 
Nigeria if they wish to see a change in present 
policy. Nor will it suffice to urge simply humani
tarian aid of food and supplies. The consequences 
of such aid being administered by the U.S. gov
ernment would be vast, extending into our rela
tionships with England, Russia, Egypt and other 
African countries. 

What is at question, in brief, is the role of 
United States foreign policy. Although incon
sistency is inevitable in the practice of foreign 
policy, it is not yet a virtue in theory. Those who 
urge upon our government a change in U.S. policy 
have themselves some obligation to attempt to 
foresee and extend support for the consequences 
of that change. The recognition of this responsi
bility is especially needed when criticism and 
suggestions are directed to a new administration, 
traditionally alleged to be, in its initial stages, 
more open and flexible than its predecessor. In the 
meantime the Biafrans need all the material the 
non-governmental organizations can airlift in. J.F. 

CONSCIENCE & COMMUNITY 

Deep-rooted conflicts are disrupting the most im
portant institutions of our society. Political, reli
gious and educational organizations are under
going what are, despite particular differences, 
similar crises. The various struggles which tear 
at these organizations as they are presently struc
tured stem from deep-rooted conflicts between 
the rights of the person and the communities to 
which he belongs, between the individual con
science and the laws and customs'supported by 
the community. In attempting to resolve these 
problems, or even to think about them clearly, 
we need al! the help we can get. 

An announcement from the Friends Peace 
Committee offered some help recently. But if the 
source of such assistance was familiar, the kind 
of assistance, inadvertently offered to most of us, 
was not. Many who are neither Quakers nor paci
fists have come to regard the Friends as strong 
proponents of the rights of the individual con
science even, and especially, when that con
science opposes itself to some of the strongest 
claims that a duly organized government can 
impose upon it. Even those who have felt that 
the Friends overweighted the rights of the indi
vidual when balanced against those of the com
munity have acknowledged the values the Friends 
have striven to uphold. 

It is in this context that the recent announce
ment of the Friends takes on particular meaning. 
In an open letter to the yearly Meeting of Friends, 
their Peace Committee asked, "What does the 
Society of Friends, as a corporate body, say to 
its members who join the armed forces?" The 
Committee initiated its own considered reply to 
this question by saying, "Generally we say noth
ing. When discussions occur, this question is 
likely to bring forth vigorous support for the 
rights of conscience, as if there were no grounds 
for evaluation of actions if they are sincerely 
motivated, and as if individual conscience were 
more valid than the corporate conscience of 
Friends." 

The Peace Committee then asserted as part of 
their own beliefs, statements which include the 
following: 

"The essence of what we must say is that we 
are disappointed and stand in loving disagree
ment with those who enter the armed forces. 

"We believe that individual Friends should 
live by the corporate Quaker faith. 

"We historically, and currently, renounce war, 
militarism, and conscription. 

"We specifically advise young Friends not to 
participate in the armed forces. 

"A decision by any individual to participate is 
in direct opposition to what Friends have cor-
porately been led to believe is the Truth. 

"We deeply regret each decision to enter the 
armed forces. Young Friends and their parents 
and their Meetings are entitled to know this 
before the decision is made." 

If those of us who are not Quakers attempt to 
think with them sympathetically about this par
ticular-problem, we may come to—not a solution 
—a better understanding of our own problems, 
our rights and our obligations. 
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