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99 Clare~ont Avenue, 
New York 27,N.Y • 
. January 14,1927. 

Dear Dr Ken;'ledy, 
I have read the report published in tIe ' :Ierald Tribueo' 

of Honday, J a nuary 12 concerning my oomments on t he Report to t he ,iorld 

Coun011 of Church~s by Dr Visser t ' Hooft on hi,s vis! t to t he c hurche o 

in South Afrioa. 

The res Gets 1n 1'., ich, to mt mi :1(' , t tc re~)ort "ii1~ 
unsatitfactorj are as followa:-

I.It cruateD t he impreoat on tha.t I Wu'" unav.are of the fact t lla t t he 
Report .Iler reView walPJ one t£..,..amften1:JOr2.l the \Torld CO ll,]cll of Ghurchee, 
a distinction whioh l took epectal paine to draw during the interView. ' 
It iiQuld obviously he unfair to attr1bute to tbe \:orl ' Counoil the 
Views of an Visser t' Rooft who h1rlself state. specifically on t he first 
page of his report that he is soleI. responsible for the views expressed 
in it. Headings like 'Hits or1d Council's Afric~ Hel2Q~,ojt I alla 
Churohes' Inquiry into-Apartheid ' Appeasement' do the Worl~ CouRCil an 
inJua'E1oe &speclall,. when we do not know tn& ret;:ul te of the del111era.t1on 
of the \ orU Council ' on the V1E)ser t .' l!ooft report. 

2.Al tl oug:, I , •• ' 01"1 tical of the 'toile of t he nap~rt, I must sa; tha.t 
thfl expression ' pul3sy10ot1ng"at~;,:bhtl p'ay~~b1"ollghl1m1 t ee vocabu ' a 1"Y. 

3.,The last two :paragraphs of the interview ar published r eally \lave 
nothing to do wltb my views on the Visser t' Hooft r e)ort, and I oan 1ot 
see .hat :point,!! any, t lley were intended to a a t o !'l~' comments. 

4 .• If thi s tepor·t ha.d been re~.d over to me before i t wa~ l,ub 11 shed, as 
I suggested should be done, I shoulrl c erte.i nly have c all E:r for anlEmc.ment. 
Along the lines in~icated above. Describing me ar. e. 't 1oo1oc1an'ls an 
i naocuracy whioh I would not have allo!<e'~'i tp .. ,:P:f!.'f .. up~hallenged. 

<t9.Cll"lh e'tl~~n;!reIJ,(~'c; < 

• Your,s S1noei"~lY. 'ft~~ ,-. 
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