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1978. Location unknown. Ted Ward asserts that the logic of relief and the logic of development are 
essentially contradictory. He distinguishes between relief and development with implications for 
evangelical ministry.  
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Don Quixote is the story, of course, of a Don who creates a world in his mind and then 

proceeds to engage that world with the companionship of a very real world person, Sancho Panza. 
And as I re-read it, it really dawned on me—long after I’d given the title of the talk tonight—that 
there is in Don Quixote and Sancho Panza, incident after incident, a kind of a metaphor of relief 
and development. And I see Don Quixote and Sancho Panza going across the countryside like relief 
and development [workers] tilting windmills and occasionally drawing, not blood, but good wine out 
of perforated wine skins that have been succumbed in a fight to the finish in a bar room.  

 
There is something about this tendency to make our problems what we can cope with and 

make them more out of the way we want to view the world than the way the world really is that 
characterizes an awful lot of relief and development work. Now at the risk of starting on that rather 
poisonous thought, let me point out that I’m driving at this with reference to an attempt to set the 
scene for a very open kind of dialogue. I think that it is very important, then, that we, unlike Don 
Quixote, not perceive what we want to perceive, but to perceive closer to the reality. I’m basically 
very sympathetic, even enthusiastic, about what is involved in the evangelical Christian involvement 
in relief and development activity. I’m neither appearing to be aloof from it, superior to it, or in any 
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way skeptical of it. I am, however, very sensitive to some of the dilemmas that we confront and 
mildly alarmed at the way we handle them. And I want to talk about some of those tonight. 

 
I’m very concerned about the damage that we do while attempting to do good and that, I 

suspect, will be something of the underlying theme as we go along. And, in this regard, I hope and 
trust and assume that I am no different from any of the rest of you. I’d like to engage, then, a series 
of dilemmas beginning with a technical issue and that is the linkage of relief and development, itself. 
I’m familiar with the name of this organization as the Association of Evangelical Relief and 
Development Organizations, and I’m very alert to the possibility that in some of our organizations 
individually and the Association as a whole we may do something that has been discovered over and 
over again to be a serious problem in the secular world and that is whenever the word 
“development” is preceded by any other word, the two tend to come together. Relief and 
development tends to become one polysyllabic word: relief and development all bunched together 
just as surely as, for example, growth and development. You ever heard that? Human growth and 
development. And that’s supposed to be one big long word: g-r-o-w-t-h-a-n-d-d-e-v-e-l-o-p-m-e-n-t. 
I don’t know how many syllables it is, but it’s one word.  

 
Research and development. Have you ever heard that one? That’s another big long word: 

researchanddevelopment. This word “development” tends to slip in as a kind of a second thought 
after a lot of other starting points and it tends to get obscured. It tends not to be very well thought 
out. The dilemma that we face, then, is an awareness in evangelicalism that whereas in the past a lot 
of work has been done that would have to be classified as relief activity, particularly in the medical 
area. And the history of Protestant missions has been strong in reference to relief-type medical 
operations. And we have also a great track record when it comes to emergency relief and the 
providing of immediate meeting of needs in cases of calamity, and so forth.  

 
But now, as if moving to a kind of second-level of sophistication, there is an awareness that 

development in and of itself quite often is not an answer; but simply a palliative, simply a temporary, 
if you please, band-aid, on an issue—and there’s something else that we ought to be doing. And 
whatever that something else is, it’s probably whatever ought to follow after relief and that must be 
development because other people are talking about development, too. So we build our 
organizations with a theme, “relief and development.” This presents a very serious dilemma because 
the logic of relief and the logic of development are essentially contradictory logics. The motives may 
be similar, but the logic of approach is fundamentally contradictory. 

 
My first assertion, then, within the frame of this dilemma is the assertion that relief activity is 

essentially counter-developmental. This does not mean that relief activity is wrong, or somehow to be 
avoided, or somehow to be downplayed; but we should understand that relief activity has the 
potential for creating an even greater development problem. And when we are in the same 
organization engaging in relief and development, we are engaging in cross-purposes and that is very 
important to the logic of the organization.  

 
Quite often I find people drawing their plans as if somehow you can hook these two things 

together where relief ends up, development picks up. That’s all very good on a flow chart, but in the 
field it doesn’t work out that way. Generally speaking, the logic of—just to give you a couple of 
illustrations of the dilemmas—the logic of relief is short-term, intensive, adequate, and get out; 
whereas development is long-term minimal not maximal interference—long-term development, and 
the minimal infusion of outside resources.  
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Along the line tonight I’m going to try to give you several pieces of graffiti so that you can, 
when you find yourself at a loss for something to do in a restroom, you can put things on walls. 
There’s the first one: relief is addictive. And we really need to come to grips with that. It should very 
much infuse the way we look at our medical services especially, our food relief ministries, our 
refugee accommodation programs, and the like. 

 
Second dilemma is what I’m going to call with a great deal of sadness: gaps in evangelical 

theology. For many people, there is a kind of a human reaction to suffering and to need that says, 
“Somehow we ought to do something about that, but the dogmas that we operate under as 
Christians just don’t justify it.” Whether we like to face up to it or not, there is in the North 
American orientation to biblical Christianity, a legitimization of manipulative uses of good works. In 
fact, good works are easier to sell if they can be sold in a legitimating package where they are, in fact, 
manipulative. To put it in simplest words, we do good works or—when I say, “we” I’m talking 
about the collective of North American evangelicalism and our theological frames of reference—we 
engage in good works or acts of kindness when those doings can open doors for sayings. It’s that 
compulsive concern for linking the actual with the verbal.  

 
There’s a defensiveness that most of us encounter and I suspect I’m bringing coal to 

Newcastle on this one because many of you confront this as I see your literature in terms of how 
you’re presenting yourselves to your publics. There’s a defensiveness about anything other than 
verbal evangelism. One of the major evangelical organizations within the last several months, as a 
matter of fact, was asked in one of its journals of public communication why they didn’t seem to be 
more evangelical; why they were so concerned about doing things that are relief and development; 
and why they didn’t have more evangelism as part of their action. And, frankly, I was very disturbed 
when I read the columnist’s response to this where he pointed out that, in fact, there are evangelists 
on the staff of the organization; and he did not seize upon that opportunity to try to work for a 
clearer understanding of the wholeness of the gospel message.  

 
Now I’m not going to, if I can avoid it, drag out bad examples and put organizations or 

people on the spot, but I think this one is general enough that we can all take it personally with 
reference to our own organization: just how well do we do in reference to those gaps in evangelical 
theology? And let me focus a couple of them that I that I feel very strongly about. There are vast 
sections of the teachings of our Lord that are virtually lost in today’s sermonizing in many of the 
churches that are key-supporting churches in evangelicalism, especially the teachings that are, 
because of eschatological propositions and dispensational theology, relegated to kingdom teachings. 
Many of those teachings that are then excised from the Scripture and laid to the side are crucial to 
the comprehension of the ethical frame of reference of the redeemed community in a lost world. 
And since we voluntarily and under theological, and I believe misguided notions that it is okay to set 
aside part of the Scripture and assume that God has a purpose for it later, we do not engage 
seriously enough the ethics of the kingdom.  

 
I’m impressed, for example, at how many of the pastors that would describe themselves as 

strong evangelical Bible expositors pussyfoot around Matthew 5, especially the Beatitudes: a section 
of Scripture that clearly lays forward a sort of ethical frame of reference that values things that our 
society doesn’t really value. I don’t know of anything that speaks any more bluntly to American 
notions of power, American notions of authority, American notions of leadership than does the 
section of Matthew 5 that is quite often lifted out. As we read,  
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Blessed are the poor in spirit, for theirs is the kingdom of heaven.  
Blessed are those who mourn, for they shall be comforted. 
Blessed are the gentle, for they shall inherit the earth. 
Blessed are those who hunger and thirst for righteousness, for they shall be satisfied.  
Blessed are the merciful, for they shall receive mercy. 
Blessed are the pure in heart, for they shall see God. 
Blessed are the peacemakers, for they shall be called sons of God. 
 
This emphasis on meeting needs, working for peacemaking, and the like, gets lifted out and 

we’re ready to start after we get a few verses on. Let me read without interruption now from v. 10 
on and show you, and I think you can hear it in your mind’s reflection on this, where the part that 
we don’t pay much attention to shifts over into the part that we lay a heavy emphasis on. 

 
Blessed are those who have been persecuted for the sake of righteousness, for theirs is the kingdom 
of heaven. 
Blessed are you when men revile you and persecute you and say all kinds of evil against you falsely on 
account of me. Rejoice and be glad, for your reward is great for so they persecuted the prophets who 
were before you. 

 
 Now look, “You are the salt of the earth. But if the salt is become tasteless, how will it be 
made salty again? It is good for nothing anymore, except to be thrown out and trampled underfoot. 
You are the light of the world. A city set on a hill cannot be hidden.” 

 
I’m impressed that those two key metaphors of the function of the Christian community in 

the in the fallen world—or if you think of it in other terms, the function of Christian ministries in a 
secular society—is immediately on the heels of our Lord’s teaching on the section that we think of 
as the Beatitudes: the ethical structures of the kingdom of God. And we’re big on the on the light 
and we’re big on the salt, but the light and the salt don’t have much meaning until we look at the 
criteria of saltiness which precedes there and the criteria for competent lighting which precedes 
there in that text. 

 
I would call your attention also to Matthew 25 which I found to be a rather telling text for 

many folk who reflect on what it means to be in the business of meeting needs. In the 31st verse and 
following of Matthew 25, you’re familiar with that passage as the distinction between the sheep and 
the goats, the judgment of the sheep and the goats. Now, again, our eschatology gets into the picture 
and the question comes up what judgment is this. It’s a judgment of the nations. “Who are these my 
brethren, the least of these my brethren?” Are they brethren in the sense of the Jewish nation? Is 
this a judgment of the nations with regard to their dealings with Israel, etc? And all of that, then, gets 
to be quite the debate about the handling of the Scripture among many evangelicals and the ethical 
teachings get lost in the shuffle. The ethical teachings in that passage—regardless of what you do 
with the eschatological problem—the ethical teachings are that the valuing that is going on in that 
judgment is the valuing, described as sheep and goats, where these are described as providing for 
needs when our Lord in that judgment says, “When I was thirsty you gave me to drink, when I was 
hungry you fed me, when I was in prison you,” and so forth. The reaction of the sheep, very 
fascinating; the reaction of the sheep is not, “Yes, we did and we’re glad you noticed.” And I submit 
that in the ethics of North American Christianity that’s the way we conceive ourselves were we in 
that dividing of the house. The reaction of the sheep in that illustration is, “Are you sure you got us 
on the right side?” because, in effect, that’s what they’re asking. The moment they say, “When did 
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we see you? When did we fulfill those criteria?” then the judge our Lord says, “When you did it to 
one of the least of these, you did it to me.”  

 
And the goats, hearing all this, very righteously say, “Hey, wait a minute. How come, then, 

we’re over here?” And as if, somehow, they couldn’t put it all together our Lord goes through this 
litany and says, “When I was hungry you did not feed me, when I was thirsty you did not give me to 
drink, etc.,” and listen to their reaction—slight paraphrase but not a corruption of the text, I believe. 
They say, “We would have if we’d a known it was you. When did we see you hungry?” And I submit 
that that sounds a lot closer to a reaction that we get in many so-called “evangelical Christian circles” 
today when people say, “Well, we’re perfectly willing to do all these things if we’re doing it for 
Jesus.”  

 
Now I submit that the transformation that God is working in the lives of his children is to 

transform their consciousness and their ethical systems so that in the engagement with people’s 
needs they are not preoccupied about “doing it for Jesus,” but they are doing it “because of Jesus.” 
You may be aware, and I think that it’s well for you to even focus it, that in Matthew 10 and in Mark 
9 the whole issue is raised of what does it mean to be doing things in whose name. And Jesus says, 
“Even if you do it in your name, it counts” (your name as a saint); if you’re doing it in the name of a 
saint. Look specifically at two illustrations of this in Mark 9:41 and Matthew 10:42. In those two 
passages, the issue is not the name of Jesus, but the faithfulness of the saints to be about the work of 
our Lord.  

 
Now having said all that, you may think that I’m laying some kind of an apologetic to argue 

that we separate, legitimately, those things that we do in the realm of good works from those things 
that we do verbally in evangelical propagation. I am not suggesting that. I’m suggesting the very 
opposite and that is that there is a dilemma because of the tendency to dichotomize that has no 
place in the Scripture. It is not a question of “A” over “B” or “B” over “A”—the meeting of 
physical needs or the meeting of spiritual needs as a artificial “A” versus “B”—but it is a concern, as 
was our Lord’s in his incarnation, for the wholeness of human need. And I will be dealing in another 
time in our session tomorrow with some illustrations from the Old Testament that suggests that 
God does not automatically follow the same formula whenever he deals with this combination of 
physical and spiritual needs; that, in fact, in my theology cannot really be separated because I do not 
accept the proposition that human beings have a spiritual aspect. Now write that down in your notes 
and strike it up as heresy.  

 
I’m a social scientist. I am concerned with human development and human behavior and I 

see only five aspects of the human person. I see the physical aspect. I see two mental aspects which 
are the intellectual and the emotional. I see the social aspect and I see the moral aspect, and that’s all 
the aspects that I can account for. Now you know you got me on heresy. The spiritual is not an 
aspect. It is the essence of the nature of man. And all those aspects are separable aspects, and 
approachable in differential ways. The spiritual is not approachable in a separable way. The spiritual 
lies at the core of human personhood; that is what is involved in being created in the image of God. 
Now please erase that remark “heresy” with the exclamation point at the side of your notes because 
I don’t think that’s heretical. I think, in fact, that is even more conservative than this general 
argument that we’ve got to remember that there is a spiritual aspect, as if somehow we’ve got to 
make sure the caboose gets on the train. Absolutely not. The spiritual is approached through all 
avenues of the aspects. The core issue of humanity is spiritual, but we make a terrible mistake when 
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we say we can ignore any of those aspects of humanity while dealing with the spiritual. There’s the 
dichotomizer’s flaw.  

 
My second assertion, then: relief activity is appropriate as Christian response and needs no justification.  

It was in our Lord’s nature to respond to people who presented needs to him. He does not, on any 
occasion, strategize how that approach of a physical sort can be converted to the focus on a spiritual 
need. In fact, as he heals on many occasions it’s as if he had done his whole thing when he finishes 
that healing process and the person moves forward from him. Now our Lord was also very careful 
to deal with humanity in broad and whole meanings, but I point out that he never turned away a 
person because of the way that person described or defined his or her need. And he was faithful on 
all occasions to deal with the presenting symptoms, and on some occasions he did not, in the same 
context, push forward into his definition of needs.  

 
I’m reminded, for example, that our Lord is somewhat less crisis-oriented than much of 

evangelical teaching and preaching today that tries to push people through to decisions, as if 
decisions are the big issue. Our Lord seems quite aware of the reality of human development which 
is much more cyclical, much more a function of the discovery of dilemma, much more a wrestling 
with issues, and coming to new resolutions in time. Our Lord let rich young rulers and others walk 
out in the middle of the night unresolved, not having been forced to make a decision. Our Lord was 
broad in his approach to the needs of people and he never seemed to need to justify to anybody, 
much less to himself, why he was engaged in the meeting of human need.  

 
Now with this first of two dilemmas, it seems to me that if this were a baseball game, we 

would now say that AERDO has two strikes against it: the “E” and the RD.” The “AE” means that 
you people are dealing deliberately and intentionally in a frame of reference that’s got some 
theological problems in it that somehow you’re going to have to cope with. And the “RD” or the 
question of how, in the same organization and in the same association, to deal with things that are so 
fundamentally contradictory as relief and development?  

 
Now let me go on to the third dilemma because it isn’t a baseball game and this is going to 

go on. The third dilemma is very closely related to the second, but is a more cultural kind of thing 
and it’s what I’m going to call, the culture of North American evangelicalism.  The second dilemma I’m 
arguing is, at the core of it, a theological problem and some of our theological schools, seminaries, 
are still cranking out people that bring us a problem in which they are dichotomizing the world in 
ways that put us, as relief and development people, on the defensive. But this one is cultural and, 
hence, even harder to deal with because we cannot go to a biblical base for any counter argument. 
We have to somehow deal with this one in social/ethical terms, and that isn’t easy.  

 
I want to identify three deeply held myths within the culture of North American 

evangelicalism. I think that they trace themselves; not to the Bible, but they trace themselves to the 
North American individualistic gain ethic; the competitive marketplace ethic. And the first of these 
deeply held myths—all three of which do relate to what you’re trying to do and what you’re trying to 
get people to help support—is the myth that people get what they deserve. Quite often people 
justify this particular myth by looking around themselves in their own neighborhood or in their own 
family finding people that are in hardship and they say, “Well, look, they mismanaged for these years 
now it serves them right. They’re getting what is coming to them.” Someone then tells them about 
the Quechua Indians of Bolivia and they project that out on them and soon, somewhere along the 
line, the Quechua Indians of Bolivia probably also did the same thing that they’ve seen their 
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neighbors do. They’ve squandered their resources. They’ve been careless and they’re paying a price 
for it. And quite desperately the level of [inaudible] to the Quechua Indian in Bolivia goes not much 
deeper than that. We tend to generalize from assumptions we make from our own society and cast 
them all over the world. So whatever it is that’s causing famines in Bangladesh probably somewhere 
behind it all they deserve it. Now we’re going to be good Christian people and we’ll help them a little 
bit because we really don’t like to see them suffer, but probably whatever it is that they’re getting 
they had it coming. Myth #1. 

 
Myth #2. Poverty is the consequence of poor management or laziness. And if you don’t 

believe that that myth is held all you’ve got to do is ask anybody, as you’re dealing with them, to 
explain to you why they have a poverty problem. And especially ask them why the people in their 
community who are of a different race have a poverty problem, especially if they’re Black or if 
they’re American Indians. It’s because either they drink too much, or they don’t manage their 
money, or you know those people are just plain lazy. And there is in that that particular myth a very 
deep racism. One of the things that impresses me—I cannot comprehend it; I do not understand 
why it persists—is the depth of racism in American churches including those who have relatively 
strong mission programs. The last comment was delivered to you by a former Southern Baptist.  

 
Third deeply held myth. Only what can be done in the overt name of Christ is appropriate; 

As you can see, this closely relates to the second dilemma, but I’m arguing this one from the social 
grounds that say if you are operating under a certain corporate structure, you have every right to tell 
people the name of that structure and insist that it be given thorough-going respect. One of the 
reasons why it’s very difficult to communicate about problems in effective relationships with Islam 
is that Americans have this thing so deep that they feel, somehow, they are entitled to be able to 
determine the conditions under which they will send missionaries or send relief or send workers into 
any place and every place in the world. And when anybody threatens to curtail that in any way, 
somehow this is a violation of an American right. After all, if we are putting up the money, we ought 
to decide what sort of label gets fastened on the side of the box.  

 
Now after those three deeply held myths, let me please identify three tendencies as 

behavioral tendencies in the Christian community. First, the tendency to dichotomize. I’m still in my 
third dilemma now: culture of North American evangelicalism. The dichotomizing logic, the 
dichotomizing habit, the tendency of drawing sharp lines is, of course, nurtured by separatism. 
Separatism argued biblically becomes the grounds for all sorts of dichotomizing—making of black-
and-white cases. It’s either all good or it’s all bad. It’s either okay or not okay. It’s either saved or 
lost. It’s sanctified or it’s or it’s evil. It has to be one or the other. And, of course, this means that we 
tend, then, to fear anything that has compromise in it.  

 
And one of the saddest things that I encounter is the missionary who, working in a country 

like, for example, Colombia where some very exciting things are happening—vis-à-vis Protestants 
and Catholics—cannot even write back to the home office of a mission to tell what they’re doing 
and have to come up with euphemistic names for the locations of where Bible clubs and Bible study 
groups are being held. Because if they said that it was happening in St. so-and-so’s Parish Church, it 
would not be read well in the home office. This cultural overhang of dichotomization and the 
misuse of separatistic categories is a very serious scourge upon us in these times. It tends to make us 
search for justifications, to assume that things have to be legitimized, to be defensive about what we 
move out into, and to lose much of the spontaneity of response to human need. By the time we’ve 
gotten a way figured out to communicate this and be able to raise money about it, quite often the 
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opportunity of the circumstance is lost. Furthermore, it tends to make us classify things, to create 
categories, to do those things that are very mechanistic in our planning and, again, to lose something 
of the spiritual wholeness of the situations in which we’re dealing.  

 
The second of the tendencies that I would identify for you tonight is the tendency to 

spiritualize—and, again, this is coming; not out of theological roots, but out of cultural roots—a 
tendency to take such passages as, “The poor you have with you always,” and to make it an alibi by 
spiritualizing Jesus’ teachings about the poor to say, “Somehow, you just have to pray for them 
because they’ll always be there. There’s nothing you can do.” And this tendency to use, “pray for 
them,” as a substitute for doing something prayerfully is, I believe, a very serious tendency within 
culture-loaded North American evangelicalism. 

 
The third of the tendencies is to legalize, to resort to proof texts, to use the Bible as law 

rather than as base of principle. There is a kind of laziness about legalizing. There is a sense of 
partialness about Pharisee-ism. There is a tendency to not see the whole of the liberating work of 
Christ. There is an overlooking of what Christ was dealing with when he said, “I’ve not come to 
destroy the Law, but to fulfill the Law.” And we lay this back on our interests in other people and it 
comes out a pretty sober kind of situation to which, I believe, that the relief and development 
organizations in this country ought to address their attention. 

 
Assertion #3, then: restoring social consciousness of Christians is a worthy goal of 

evangelical relief and development in North America. And if there’s any propagandizing that I’m 
going to attempt to do with some degree of fervency in these three sessions that I have with you, it 
is at that point. I am prepared to deal with you, technically, in terms of how we can be more 
effective at the field end and, indeed, most of my experience is at the field end. But I am also a 
North American churchman and I am also deeply concerned about the condition of the church in 
my own frame of reference in North America. And I know most of you to be organizational people 
within U.S. and Canada. I think there’s one German organization that’s a member of this 
organization, and I know enough about the German social context to know that they have many of 
the same sorts of problems. So I don’t think I’m speaking exclusively and ethnocentrically when I 
argue that this organization could do something very valuable for the cause of Christ by helping to 
restore, in North American evangelical Christianity, a sense of worth; of being about the whole 
business of redemption.  

 
Now that is to argue, then, that our concerns are not just fundraising; not just pragmatically, 

how do we get people to support our work; but how do we get a truthful message before the people. 
Our God is committed to honor truth. And when we tell the case that we see with truth, our God 
will honor it.  

 
I feel sometimes in my work with missionary executives, as I am tempted to assume and feel 

in my first encounter with you as a as a group—though I’ve known many of you within your own 
organizations—that you may be, within a given organization, more or less under the gun not to get 
too far off the norm, not to make the case too terribly different, not to tell the story too much 
different from what your colleagues are telling me. I have, on several occasions, urged the EFMA to 
tell the story of missions more straightforwardly because many missionary information sheets are 
still written today as if missions were where they were 15, 20 years ago; and there is less and less 
truth in such messages. And I urge you, in the name of our Lord, to get about the business 
collectively. Do you remember the old story, “Who’s going to bell the cat?” When the mice were 
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being decimated by an enemy and they finally discovered that the enemy was the old cat and they 
were losing ground to the old cat; and they had a conference and they arrived at the decision that, 
indeed, the cat was the problem. Furthermore, they took an action step. They decided what to do. 
They said, “What we should do is put a bell around the neck of that old cat so when the old cat is 
anywhere near we’ll hear the bell.” They concluded and unanimously moved that the cat be given a 
bell. 

 
The next issue is who is going to put the bell on the cat? And that’s where the great plan 

stopped. And I think sometimes we’re like that in our collective as organizations. Each one of us is 
aware that if we’re the one that breaks over a line, that changes the image at all, that rattles the cage, 
that we may catch it. That’s one thing that an association can do is to collectively move forward so 
that you are able to more securely undergird each other’s positions as you move forward to relate to 
the Christian people of North America.  

 
My view of the church, in this time, is that we’re facing a time when the church will very well 

be divided much more precisely; not on arbitrary grounds of separatism, but in terms of those who 
are committed to a spiritual discipleship and those who are not. And those who are faithful, I 
believe, in the grace of God will become a much stronger church, though perhaps a smaller church, 
in our era. If this should happen, we want to be able to communicate effectively with those folk 
because in the moment of increasing economic pressure, if we continue to try to relate to everybody, 
we pretty soon may, then, find ourselves relating to nobody. Some might. But there’s a piece of 
graffiti I will give you to carry home about that one, too: sheep don’t keep score. We need to be 
about the business of our Lord’s work with less preoccupation about these sorts of things that have 
become cultural trademarks of the North American view of social action.  

 
The fourth dilemma is the institutional characteristic of much that we do as North 

Americans. There is a tendency in the developed nations to institutionalize human effort. Quite 
often, even before the worth of a given effort is well demonstrated, somebody has built an 
organization around it. This really is a dilemma because, on the one hand, there are some real 
advantages in getting the act together, getting organized, getting in a position to raise money, getting 
in a position to support things, and moving forward. And if there’s anything that Americans are 
good at on the world scene it’s getting the acts together and getting moving. But there are some 
values that also have some costs, and I’d like to call your attention to several of these. 

 
First of all, bigness. Bigness, as a value, usually produces serious costs in the realm of 

communication. There are virtually corollaries of bigness in poor communication. And, in general, 
the bigger something becomes, the larger its communication problems become, the less effectively it 
communicates either with its public or within itself.  

 
Secondly, efficiency, as a value, has its cost in flexibility. Those of you who have been 

moving closer to the funding by such agencies as USAID, and I guess that includes about half your 
organizations. How many organizations are working with AID one way or the other? Individuals in 
the room. That’s about 40%. Okay. You probably discovered that there is a kind of ironic concern 
for efficiency. I say, “ironic” because no one really accuses the federal government of being efficient, 
and yet the fact is that efficiency is held as a very high value and you know very well the cost that 
you pay in flexibility. The creating today of an objective to be achieved in 1983; the notion that 
somehow it is possible to anticipate things that are going to occur in the future and to mobilize 
appropriately for those. 
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Effectiveness has been described as “The art of doing the right things;” where efficiency is 
described as “The art of doing things right.” And sometimes in our fetish for doing things right, we 
don’t ask deeply enough the question of what are the right things. And I would also point out to 
you, that, when you’re dealing with relief and—even in reference to development—flexibility is 
essential. The capacity to get on line quickly and the capacity to get out of situation promptly is 
much to be valued, and tends not to be a matter of efficiency nearly so much as a matter of 
effectiveness. 

 
Third, the valuing of organizational sorts of management tends to cost dearly in terms of 

human sensitivity. I’m particularly close to this as I work on the field with people in various 
organizations and see the effects of some of the personnel policies within organizations where 
people are hurt because of an organizational management scheme that looks really good on paper 
and may, in fact, sound very good in the home office, but in the human consequences in the field 
quite often turns out to be a very insensitive sort of thing.  

 
 E.F. Schumacher in his book, Small is Beautiful, poses the question what is appropriate 

technology within given situations in various cultures. And certainly, by now, we are accustomed to 
thinking in terms of appropriate technology. We know, for example, much better than to go into the 
middle of the Sahara and drill a well and put a diesel pump at the top of it and assume that, 
somehow, the folk in the nomadic tribes that will be using that well will somehow be able to keep 
that pump in repair and in good supply with diesel fuel. But what we haven’t asked ourselves yet as 
evangelical, mission, and relief and development planners is, “Is there a corollary of appropriate 
technology in the realm of appropriate institutional forms?” Is there such a thing, then, as “the 
appropriate form of an institution?” This is very hard for us to ask partly because we have come out 
of a tradition in missions that depends very heavily on transplanted North American- and European-
style institutions. Much of our approach to medical services, much of our approach to education, 
much of our approach even to leadership development within the church, borrows extensively on 
models that are appropriate in a very complex and relatively affluent society. And they tend to be 
very inappropriate in societies that are much less able to sustain them in ways that they virtually 
demand to be sustained; which, then, creates a kind of long-term enforced dependency.  

 
The situation faced right now in many mission organizations is to continue to maintain the 

hospital which demands that they will continue to depend on North American funds in perpetuity. 
Or to continue to train pastors through a 3-year theological college built on the model of something 
in North America, or wipe it out and create something that will be closer to the national possibilities 
of sustaining and ipso facto of lesser quality. And we find, even the second- and third-generation 
Christians who are national/native to the situations, screaming bloody murder when we talk about 
the possibility of reduction of those institutional supports. And yet, on the other side of their mouth, 
they’ll scream bloody murder at the tendency of the North Americans to continue to try to control 
the use of funds. You can’t have it both ways. In the names of relief and development, we must be 
extremely careful about this tendency to transplant institutional forms and put them on line in ways 
that they would function here but over there will force a continuation of dependency. 

 
Assertion #4 then: relief and Development agencies should resist the temptation to centralize. You may 

say, “How did I get to there?” Much of our organizational logic is a centralizing kind of logic and 
the issue may be better solved not by arguing against organization, but against centralization. It frees 
your mind to think a little more creatively. The issue is not that we shouldn’t have organization but 
that we should keep it well-disciplined making sure that it’s appropriate to situation and the only way 
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that you can do that is to make sure that it is decentralized to situation. Some of your organizations, 
I know, are playing around with different models and different approaches to this and that seems to 
me to be very appropriate.  

 
There are some suggested principles here that I would like to offer to you, four of them: 

First, that we keep decision-making very close to the action level whether we’re talking relief or 
development terms. This has caused some of your multinational organizations to move into regional 
offices and to set up regional centers. That has something going for it, as far as I’m concerned. 

 
Second, as a suggested principle: let’s keep minimal the capital investments. There’s 

something insidious about building a big property. It tends to demand to be kept up. It tends to 
demand to be justified. It tends to, in fact, increase itself. Let’s keep the capital investments to a 
minimum. 

 
Third, let’s make few long-term commitments, especially in the realm of relief. Now, before 

I read the last one, just let me pause on this third one and simply say—like any other suggestions, 
whether they are management propositions or whether they’re applications of theological 
arguments—I would be the first to say that situations will vary and what may be a valid principle in 
one situation, may need an exception in another situation. And you’d find me your supporter in that 
argument and perfectly willing to dialogue. These are not dogmas. Nothing of what I’m saying is 
arrived at as if it pertains equally in all situations. I’m simply sharing with you, from a professional 
observation of a number of years in these situations, trying as best I can to come together with some 
generalizations that are, at least, reasonable starting places for deliberation. 

 
Fourth, whenever possible, use local resources and manpower, including local facilities. Let 

me offer you one more piece of graffiti as it relates to some of these things. In this era of growth 
mentality, as it applies to church growth and all; every time I hear the word “growth” it—being a 
development person—it jars me because growth isn’t ipso facto good. Is your growth cancerous? 

 
The fifth dilemma, and the reason I’m going to stop with five is because I promised myself 

that I would only deal with as much as I could get onto one hand. The dilemma that we face is at the 
very time in history that the local church, in many parts of the world, is gaining strength and 
standing up on its own hind legs. At this magic moment, the international support organizations 
have suddenly decided that evangelical church-related organizations are legitimate to use as flow-
through agencies. That’s good news and bad news. We’ve got to be awfully cautious that we don’t 
use this influx of new funds to stunt, dwarf, frustrate the development of the small but sure efforts 
that are moving forward as the church, in many places, is getting hold of its whole community 
problems. One of the things that I find very commonly in Latin America and Africa, particularly 
where I have the most experience in this, the evangelical Christian church is quite commonly 
broader in its definition of what it’s there in the society for than is the North American church.  

 
The issue of social action versus evangelism is not a viable issue; is not a big debate point in 

many places where the church of Jesus Christ is planted. And it has become virtually a natural 
outgrowth of Christian experience for Christians to take compassionate concern and to take 
leadership in their communities and to find ways to collaborate within the programs of development 
within their nations. And now the missionary types are back again with new bundles of money and 
potentially are going to co-opt those national initiatives. Now, many of your organizations have had 
to face up to this because you are serving as flow-through in such a capacity. Some of your agencies 
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have decided, as a matter of policy, not to touch it. I can appreciate both. In fact, I am, on various 
occasions, consultant on both sides of that argument because I have great respect for both positions. 
But I point out that there’s a price to pay in either case, and you must pay it wisely and carefully and 
knowledgeably. 

 
If you decide not to move on this kind of a relationship with the civil authorities, whether 

within the nation or as part of an AID or other international investment in relief or development, 
you are probably going to spare yourself a awful lot of grief, spare yourself a awful lot of headaches, 
but you may get a lot less done. Good news and bad news. But what you do get done may last a lot 
better. If you decide to play this route, use these funds, then I think you are probably seeing the 
right that I, too, would see; that as a Christian we have a right to see that things that are available 
within the resources of this universe are used effectually for the kingdom of God and for his 
righteousness. I see no problem with that. I never did have that much confidence in the separation 
of church and state. I find that to be quite extensively itself a kind of cultural proposition though it 
has served, in some respects, as a as a kind of a of a protection for the church. I think that it also 
represents quite a price that the church has to pay in terms of deciding what isn’t its domain and 
prerogative and concern. 

 
Now I’m not getting ready to make a speech on behalf of moral majority, but I’m simply 

saying that I think, in our time, we’re trying to re-sort this. And that’s one reason we have some of 
the wild excesses we have today. Somewhere we’ve got to come down on a clearer middle ground 
here because, as Christians in this troubled era, we have to find better ways to be influential and to 
get our oar in the creek. We’ve just got to.  

 
But if we do play this kind of a game, we have to be awfully careful that we discriminate 

between two kinds of cooperations and that we know which kind is more important. And one of the 
things that really disturbs me is where I see these two kinds of cooperations being put up as kind of 
competing cooperations. One is the cooperating that we have to do with the civil authorities when 
we serve as flow-through agents for federal or international agency money; that cooperating that, in 
fact, is outside the body of Christ put up sometimes as competing with that cooperating that we do 
within the body of Christ. And I think here’s where our doctrines of the church have to be clarified, 
and we have to understand our primary responsibility as brother/sister Christians to our Christian 
counterparts in the world. And we have to put ourselves willingly and knowledgeably into a 
responsible dialogue with the Christians in a given location. When we don’t do that or when we get 
tricked into dealing with the wrong people, as some of our largest organizations have been; when we 
get tricked into dealing with the with the people who, in fact, are not the voice of the church in a 
region but are the legitimizers and the showplace persons, and have been rejected in their own 
society—we create a terrible dissonance within the work of mission, relief and development, and the 
national church. Caution, then, is advised. The assertion, here, is that cooperation within the body of 
Christ is essential, but caution is advised in all other linkages. And we really do need to walk into 
such situations with our eyes closed. 

 
As far as I’m concerned, the Association of Evangelical Relief and Development 

Organizations has a great potential for good, but you can look at is as a kind of a good news/bad 
news combination. Word by word: “A”, Association: Bad news, another meeting to attend. And as I 
look around at some of you in this room and as you look at me, you know very well that we’re 
already attending too many meetings. But the good news is that here we have an avenue, a vehicle, a 
facility to put our heads together to deal with some of the really tough problems. And one of the 
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things that I’m going to be saying tomorrow morning in my presentation with reference to staff 
development is that there are some tasks within the relief activity that we really don’t know how to 
do yet. And what we need are people that will help in the discovery process, and what we need to 
train is the exploratory competency of persons. 

 
Association of Evangelical: “E”, evangelical: An increasingly dubious distinction used 

increasingly to dichotomize between those who have a particular view of a particular piece of some 
theological rudiment versus others who are also Christian but don’t hold to that particular rudiment. 
But the good news of that is that here is an arena in which evangelism and evangelicals’ commitment 
to evangelism can be attacked and dealt with constructively. We need to rehabilitate evangelism in 
the whole redemptive sense of evangelism where it is seen not as an option apart from all other 
kinds of activities, but is to be seen as the rudimentary core of our involvement with people.  

 
Relief “R”: An addictive process but one that is a necessary demonstration of compassion 

and care which can enhance love. We should never make relief such an easy thing to buy into, 
please. They need to commit into in order that, through their commitment to relief, love can grow.  

 
Development: The bad news is we really don’t know how to help in many development 

contexts. The good news is that if we get together on this and pursue it for enough years maybe we 
can learn something about it.  

 
And the last letter, Organization: Organizations have a terrible, terrible potential for 

smothering creativity. But maybe, just maybe, your organizations within this association can seek 
that humility that comes of recognizing our own limitations, our own frailty, and move ourselves 
more thoroughly into the hand of God that he might enlighten, reveal, and lead. Such would be my 
prayer for AERDO.  


