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Letters to
the Editor

Notes Amnesty Resource
The Rev. Philip A. Getchell in his article, 
“ Faces from Prison,” (June WITNESS) 
suggested tha vhile it may be easy for 
us to forget “prisoners of conscience” 
around the world, “this need not be if'.ve 
discover that it is often rather easy to 
help someone.”

As the author noted, Amnesty 
In te rn a tio n a l has o rgan ized  a 
mechanism in this country to make it 
“ easy” fo r members of re lig ious 
communities to do the hard work of 
making torture as unthinkable in this 
century as slavery became in the last. 
Some of your readers may already be 
familiar with our Inter-Religious Urgent 
Action Network (IRUAN), as there are 
now more than 400 re lig io u s  
communities involved.

The mechanism, based on rapid 
world-wide communication, works as 
follows. The Al Secretariat in London 
learns from reliable sources of someone 
who has been or is about to be tortured. 
(Cases of persons kidnapped, or about 
to be executed, or persons whose health 
is declining due to a hunger strike or 
inadequate medical attention, and so 
forth , are also taken up.) This 
information is then sent to more than a 
dozen national sections. Sometimes 
persons involved are priests, rabbis, 
Jehovah’s Witnesses, or have some 
religious affiliation which has partially 
caused the extreme situation in which 
they find themselves. IRUAN bulletins 
are sent to religious communities in time 
for the regular gathering of their 
congregation on a monthly basis. The

bulletins, containing sample messages 
and names of officials to write, are then 
distributed for members in order to send 
telegrams and air express letters. 
(Denominational and other office staffs 
are also joining the IRUAN.)

One can imagine the surprise of an 
official, who feels he is keeping torture 
quiet, when he receives appeals from 
around the world on specific cases.

Does the mechanism work? In 1977, 
300 cases were taken up. Al prepared a 
detailed tabulation in which there was 
improvement in 47% of the cases, while 
in 31% the situation did not improve. 
There was no concrete follow-up 
information on 21% of the cases. In any 
event, in one out of every two cases, the 
appeals helped.

For more information, write: IRUAN, 
Western Regional Office/AIUSA, 3618 
Sacramento Street, San Francisco, CA 
94118, or call (415) 563-FREE.

Robert Maurer 
Al Membership Coordinator 

New York, N.Y.

Berrigan From Prison
Dear Friends:

On April 28, Judge Oren Lewis of the 
Federal District Court, Alexandria, Va., 
sentenced Esther Cassidy, Ladon 
Sheats, John Schuchardt and myself to 
one year in prison, with six months 
suspended, fo llowed by two years’ 
probation. We joined in prison Ed Clark, 
similar sentence, and Carl Kabat, O.M.I., 
serving one year. All six of usare from the 
Jonah House Community in Baltimore.

Lew is fo rb a d e  a s ta tem en t at 
sentencing, gave usexcessive sentences 
despite concurrent dropping of charges 
for exactly similar offenses in his and 
other Federal courts and disregarded 
Esther Cassidy’s pregnancy of three 
months, her recovery from a serious 
Easter Sunday auto accident and her 
first-offense status.

The witness leading to imprisonment 
went this way: We first shared a litany of 
repentance—asking God’s forgiveness 
for the main elements of American 
w a r-m a k in g , b e g in n in g  w ith  the

Manhattan Project, Hiroshima and 
Nagasaki, and ending with the new 
doomsday weapons systems—Trident, 
cruise missile, Missile X.

We poured blood on the pillars and 
floors of the Pentagon, revealing its 
bloodletting covering three decades. 
And we scattered ashes, as a symbol of 
mourning and repentance, and as a 
warning against a world in nuclear ash.

At Catonsville we said that the 
genocide stops here. Now we say that the 
preparations for mass suicide stop here. 
(To prepare for mass suicide is to be 
guilty of it.) We will not pay for the 
conspiracies and mass destruction 
weapons of this or any government. We 
will not contribute our silence. Rather, 
we will testify against official waste and 
madness, simply because the price of 
complicity is unconscionably exor­
bitant. If physical freedom is bought 
only by complicity, then we will discard 
complicity by breaking the law.

The court sentenced us purely 
because we broke the law, and offered to 
withdraw sentence if we promised to 
honor the law. But in our view, the law 
clearly legalizes the state’s lawlessness. 
If we are cremated in mass nuclear 
d e s tru c t io n ,  we w ill have the 
consolation of knowing that it was all 
legal.

Perhaps our imprisonment—in my 
case-added to 44 months already served 
for nonviolent resistance to war—will 
give weight to the following reflection: If 
we want peace, we will have to pay for it. 
If we want peace, we will have to stop 
making war. If we are silent, we are 
making war. All this government needs 
to lead the world to nuclear ruin is an 
i rrelevant vote every four years, a sizable 
slice of our income (for war) and silence.

We trust that sisters and brothers will 
awake—as the Gospel entreats. And 
respond in time.

Philip Berrigan 
Richmond (Jail), Va.

WITNESS Undermines
I dispute your comments both about the 
Study Action Guide, Struggling With the 

C o n tin u e d  on  page 19
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Conflict in the Council Robert L. DeWitt
“By virtue of the authority vested in me . . — so runs 
the formula thattraditionally has been the credential of 
people exercising authority in society. Our times have 
seen an erosion of authority; the credential is being 
questioned. Articles in this month’s WITNESS 
comment on that fact, and probe the sources of 
authentic authority.

The report in this issue from the Diocesan Press 
Service on how the matter of “terminal entitlements” 
for Maria Cueto and Raisa Nemikin was handled at the 
May meeting of the Executive Council serves as an 
illustration of the confusion surrounding genuine 
authority.

The two former staffers at the Episcopal Church 
Center refused to testify before a Grand Jury 
investigating bombings allegedly related to a Puerto 
Rican terrorist group. They refused because they felt 
that such testifying would be a violation of the trust 
implicit in and necessary to their church work with the 
Hispanic community. Consequently, both served 
almost 11 months in jail for contempt. The women had 
previously told the FBI they had no knowledge of the 
bombings, nor of persons involved; but they refused to 
so testify before a Federal Grand Jury because of 
exposing themselves to unlimited questioning. So, as 
all WITNESS readers know, they went to jail, the 
National Council of Churches took up their cause, 
seven others followed their example and were also 
incarcerated, and considerable emphasis was added 
to current concern, nationally and congressionally, 
over the matter of Grand Jury abuse.

Central to this situation now is the simple question of 
back pay and legal costs for the two women. Or is it 
simple? They were released from jail in January, and in 
May, two Council meetings later, that body still could 
not deal with the issue.

The Diocesan Press Service account makes it clear 
that the Presiding Bishop’s position —and this was the 
issue before the May meeting — is that he and not the 
Council “ is responsible for the decision made in this 
situation.” A discussion, estimated by some observers 
to have lasted 45 minutes, resulted in a majority vote 
supporting the Presiding Bishop.

Why this action, upholding a policy which is less 
protective of employees than, for example, the policy 
of most leading newspapers toward their reporters? 
Two responses to that question provide clues to some 
of the deepest dangers in both our church and our 
society, as viewed from a Christian perspective.

The first is that in a contest between justice for the 
individual, and the stability of the bureaucratic 
structure, a decision will be made in favor of the 
structure. “The system” is paramount. A questioning 
of management is felt to be a questioning of our very 
foundations. Cover-ups are to be preferred to a clear 
admission of mistakes. (This, incidentally, is a 
judgment not on the Presiding Bishop, but on the 
Council. There are indications that the Presiding 
Bishop may well be doing what he thinks is proper, 
regardless of whether one disagrees.) The Council is 
threatened by the danger of “war in heaven” — conflict

C o n tin u e d  on  page 15
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Authority as Nurture
by John E. Skinner

M any h u m a n  fru s tra tio n s  an d  d ilem m as can be  traced  
d irec tly  to  a con fusion  cen te rin g  a ro u n d  q u estio n s  of 
au th o rity . Is th e re  such a rea lity  as a u th o rity ?  H an n ah  
A ren d t, m any years ago, answ ered  such a q u e s tio n  in  an  
a rtic le  e n tit le d , “W hat Was A u th o rity ? ” In  o u r w orld  
a u th o rity  has d isap p ea red  because of th e  loss of 
p r im o rd ia l sources fo r  it  — co n ste lla tio n s  of events 
w hich focus u ltim a te  rea lity  fo r  us an d  w hich give us a 
d ire c tio n  fo r th e  fu tu re .

In  theo log ica l language, such even ts are  called  
rev e la tio n . In  th e  secu lar w orld  th ey  a re  no  lo n g er v iab le, 
so th e  pow erm ongers have th e ir  day, an d  tho se  who 
p rev a il a tte m p t to  in v en t m o d e rn  m yths to  ta k e  th e  p lace 
of rev e la tio n  an d  re in fo rce  th e ir  pow er. A n o th e r way of 
expressing  th is  is th a t  u ltim a te ly  a u th o r ity  is based  on 
fa ith , and  w hen th e  im ages an d  m odels fo r u ltim a te  
rea lity  a re  lost, th e n  su b s titu te s  com e in  an d  ta k e  th e ir  
place.

In  o u r  C h ris tian  fa ith  a u th o r ity  is an ch o red  fu lly  in  
th e  rea lity  of God. All q u es tio n s  of a u th o r ity  w hich we 
ask u ltim a te ly  have th e ir  re fe re n t in  th e  D iv ine R eality . 
We have b een  ta u g h t a g rea t dea l a b o u t th e  n a tu re  of G od. 
We affirm  th a t  th e  source of o u r  b e in g  is also th e  source of 
o u r  m ean ing . A n o th e r way to  say th is  is sim ply  th a t  th e  
O ne who crea tes us also red eem s us, th e  O ne who gives us 
o u r  life  also m akes th a t  life  w o rth  living. G od is th e  
c rea to r  a n d  p rese rv e r of a ll h u m a n k in d .

C h ris tian  b elievers sho u ld  be ab le  to  a ffirm  th e  rea lity  
of a u th o rity  because of th e  c o n s te lla tio n  of events 
cen te rin g  in  Jesus of N azare th , an d  th e  rev e la tio n  
d isclosed th e re  w hich a ffirm s th a t  th ro u g h  th e  d iv ine  
creative activ ity  th e re  is im p lic it a n u r tu r in g  and  
red em p tiv e  presence. God expresses his  p resence  in  th e  
to ta lity  of th e  c rea tio n , b o th  in  n a tu re  an d  in  h isto ry . 
T heologically , th is  activ ity  has b e e n  called  th e  W ord  of 
God. A nd th is  W ord of G od, th is  n u r tu r in g  and  
r e d e e m in g  p re s e n c e ,  is d e f in i t iv e ly  r e v e a le d  fo r  
C hristians in  Jesus C hrist.

A c r ite r io n  fo r a u th o rity  can be  fo u n d  fo r  th e  C h ris tian  
in  these  a ffirm a tio n s  of fa ith . All a u th o r ity  is d eriv ed  
from  G od, derived  fro m  his n u r tu r in g  and  red eem in g

The Rev. John E. Skinner is professor of theology at the Episcopal 
Divinity School, Cambridge, Mass.

presence  in  n a tu re  an d  in  h isto ry . C o n sequen tly , a ll 
a u th o r ity  sh o u ld  express itse lf  as b o th  a n u r tu r in g  an d  a 
red eem in g  p resence  re flec tin g  th a t  u ltim a te  source. T he  
G ospel of C hrist, as a re su lt, becom es th e  c r ite r io n  fo r 
d e te rm in in g  w h e th e r a u th o r ity  is p re se n t, o r  only 
o rgan ized  pow er p a ra d in g  as a u th o rity .

M any social s tru c tu re s , b o th  secu lar an d  re lig ious, 
express th is  n u r tu r in g  fu n c tio n  an d  serve as ways fo r 
b rin g in g  w o rth  an d  m ean ing  to  h u m an  life. In  a n o th e r  
a rtic le , I  have d e fin ed  a u th o r ity  sim ply  as follow s: i t  is 
th a t  k in d  of s tru c tu re d  rea lity , w h e th e r societal o r 
p e rso n a l, w hich th ro u g h  n u r tu re  and  c u ltiv a tio n e n a b le s  
in d iv id u a ls  to  becom e tru ly  c e n te red  selves o r  persons 
and  th u s , re la tiv e ly  free  beings. T h is  d e f in it io n  is 
a n ch o red  in  th e  G ospel c r ite r io n , an d  can b e  used fo r 
va lu ing  th e  p resence  of such a u th o r ity  in  scien tific  
in q u iry , a r tis tic  c rea tio n , p o litic a l p la n n in g , m oral 
strugg le , an d  re lig io u s co m m itm en t. F u r th e rm o re , th is  
c r ite r io n  m ay be used  fo r ju d g in g  th e  p re te n s io n s  of 
s c ie n t is m , a e s th e t ic i s m ,  s ta t i s m ,  m o r a l is m , a n d  
ecclesiasticism .

A lthough  th e re  are  m any a p p ro p r ia te  sym bols, le t m e 
now  select one sym bol fo r a u th o r ity  w hich derives from  
o u r  C h ris tian  fa ith  an d  em b o d ies  th e  G ospel c r ite r io n . 
L et us te s t i t  o u t on  th e  basis of w hat has b een  concluded  
a b o u t a u th o rity . T he  sym bol is th e  sh ep h e rd . In  o u r 
tra d it io n  G od has b een  im aged  as a sh e p h e rd , Jesus 
C hrist is th e  G ood S h ep h e rd , an d  as C h ristians look  to
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th e ir  b ishops an d  p asto rs  as sh ep h e rd s , th e y  o fte n  see th e  
sym bol of th e  sh e p h e rd ’s cro o k , th e  b ish o p ’s crozier.

T he sh ep h e rd  is one w ho cares fo r  a ll h is sheep , who 
seeks th e m  o u t if  th ey  are  lost, who know s th e m  b y n am e , 
who p rov ides th e m  w ith  p ro te c tio n  a n d  n u r tu re ,  an d  who 
a t tim es risks his life  on  th e ir  beh a lf. In  th e  B ook of 
E zek ie l (34:11-17) G od is id e n tif ie d  as a sh ep h e rd . “N o w I  
m y se lf w ill ask a fte r  m y  sh eep  and  go in  search o f  th e m . I  
w ill search fo r  th e  lost, recover th e  straggler, bandage the  
h u r t, s tre n g th e n  th e  sick , and  leave th e  h e a lth y  and  
stro n g  to  p lay. ”

T his is, theo log ica lly , a re m a rk a b le  id e n tif ic a tio n , if 
we w ould  only  ta k e  it  seriously  — th e  G od w ho searches 
o u t th e  lost, th e  G od who recovers th e  stragg ler, th e  God 
who p e rm its  th e  h ea lth y  an d  th e  stro n g  to  play. T he  
d ifficu lty  is th a t  we C h ris tian s  do n o t rea lly  believe th is.

As A. N. W h iteh ead  has o bserved , th e  te n d e r  v ision  of 
G alilean  h u m ility  was rep laced  in  C h ris tia n  tra d it io n  by 
th e  overpow ering  im agery  of C aesar’s co u rt. T he 
a t tr ib u te s  of C aesar becam e th e  a t tr ib u te s  of G od, and  
fo r h u n d re d s  of years C hris tian s  have b een  try in g  to  
a d a p t th e  B ib lica l w isdom  of G od con cern in g  his 
n u r tu r in g  an d  red eem in g  p resence  to  th ese  a t t r ib u te s  of 
Caesar. G od is im m u ta b le , G od is im passib le , we w ere 
o ften  ta u g h t in  th e  past. I f  we c o n fro n te d  a n o th e r  h u m an  
be in g  who ac ted  as th o u g h  he w ere im m u ta b le , we w ould  
classify th a t  p e rso n  as rig id ; o r  if we m et one who was 
im p assib le , we w ould  fin d  a p e rso n  w ith o u t w arm th , 
w ith o u t feeling . A h u m a n  m o n ste r, no  less! A nd yet such 
a ttr ib u te s  have b een  a p p lie d  to  G od. F o rtu n a te ly , th e  
B ib le  know s b e tte r  an d  th e  G ospel c r ite r io n  frees us from  
such a ff irm a tio n s , even th o u g h  such im agery  has 
in flu en ced  o u r  views of h u m an  a u th o r ity  an d  h u m an  
lead ersh ip .

T h is im agery  of G od as sh e p h e rd  is focused  p o ig n an tly  
in  th e  New T estam en t. Jesus C hrist, G od’s Son, is th e  
G ood S h ep h e rd  who gives h is  life  fo r th e  sheep . In  Jesus 
th e  im agery  of th e  caring  G od, th e  loving G od, th e  God 
who searches and  fin d s, is d e fin itiv e ly  expressed . In  th e  
New T e s tm e n t th is  im age of C h ris t opens up  th e  re a lity  of

“The Gospel of Christ is the criterion 
for determining whether authority is 
present, or only organized power 
parading as authority.”

G od fo r us, an d  those  of us who w ould  be C h ris tian  
d isc ip les f in d  th a t  God claim s us in  th is  m a n n e r, n o t as 
th e  overpow ering  ru le r , b u t  as th e  te n d e r  sh e p h e rd , n o t 
as th e  rem o te  m o n arch , b u t  as one  w ho is w ith  us, 
(E m m anuel).

T his is d ram a tized  in  th e  exchange b e tw een  Jesus and  
P e te r  in  J o h n  21. P e te r , who had  d en ied  Jesus th re e  tim es 
b e fo re  h is crucifix ion , is searched  o u t  an d  c o n fro n te d  
w ith  th e  D ivine Love, a n d  P e te r  a ffirm s th a t  love th re e  
tim es, an d  is th e n  d ire c te d  to  feed  th e  sheep , to  n u r tu r e  
an d  care  fo r th em , to  be  one  of th e  sh ep h e rd s  (pasto rs) of 
C hrist. In  I P e te r  (5:1-4) we h ea r an  a d m o n itio n  d ire c te d  
to  th e  sh ep h e rd s  (pasto rs) of C hrist: “T e n d  th a t f lo c k  o f  
G od w hose sh ep h erd s  yo u  are, and  d o  it, n o t u n d e r  
co m p u lsio n , b u t o f  yo u r  ow n fr e e  w ill, as G od w o u ld  have  
it, n o t fo r  gain, b u t o u t o f  sh eer  d evo tio n ; n o t ty ra n n iz in g  
over those w ho are a llo tte d  to  yo u r care, b u t  se ttin g  an  
exam ple  to  th e  f lo c k .”

C onsequen tly , th e  G od w ho searches o u t h is p eo p le , 
who w restles w ith  th e  forces of evil on  th e ir  b eh a lf , th e  
God w ho is revea led  as th e  M an on  th e  Cross, c o n tin u es  to  
express h is love an d  care th ro u g h  a ll th o se  societal 
s tru c tu re s  th a t  convey a n u r tu r in g  an d  red eem in g  
p resence , an d  th ro u g h  those  p e rso n s who as sh ep h e rd s  of 
God search  o u t th e  p eo p le  an d  express in  th e ir  lives th e  
u lt im a te  accep tance  of th e  G od th ey  serve.

T he theo log ica l d ilem m a, how ever, expresses itse lf  
fu lly  h e re  in  th e  b eh av io r of sh ep h e rd s  (pastors). Is th e  
sh e p h e rd  to  be th e  re p re se n ta tiv e  of th e  ru lin g  C aesar o r 
of th e  M an on  th e  Cross? I s th e s h e p h e rd  to b e re m o te a n d  
iso la ted , o r th e  w res tle r w ith  th e  forces of evil and  
d e p riv a tio n ?  Is th e  sh e p h e rd  to  be a p a r t ic ip a n t  in  som e 
exclusive g ro u p  w hich to  a ll o u ts id e  its  con fines is 
perce ived  a s c h a tte r  re in fo rc in g  itse lf?  O r is th e  sh e p h e rd  
to  b re a k  fro m  such g roup  p ro te c tio n  (w hatever its  
collegial d im en sio n ) an d  be exposed  to  th e  rea lity  
w ith o u t?

A d eq u a te  answ ers to  these  q u es tio n s  n ecessita te  th e  
u n io n  of theo log ica l re flec tio n  an d  p a s to ra l p rac tice . 
H ere  th e  th eo lo g ian  becom es th e  sh e p h e rd -p a s to r  and  
th e  sh ep h e rd -p as to r  becom es th e  th eo lo g ian . I f  th is  does 
n o t h a p p e n , th e  th eo lo g ian  m ay becom e th e  d isc ip le  of a 
God re m o te  fro m  strugg le  an d  change, an d  th e  sh ep h erd - 
p a s to r  m ay becom e en g u lfed  in  a fren z ied  activ ism  in 
w hich th e  figu re  of th e  caring  sh e p h e rd  is lo st, o r he m ay 
ac t lik e  a p e tty  ty ra n t in  w hich th e  fig u re  of th e  caring  
sh ep h e rd  is d is to r te d .

T he b u rn in g  q u es tio n s  a re  these: Do we, as C h ris tian s , 
be lieve  th e  G ospel o r n o t?  A re we going to  le t th e  G ospel
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be th e  c r ite r io n  fo r fo rm in g  o u r  im ages of G od o r n o t?  
Are we going to  p e rm it th e  G ospel to  b e th e  c r ite r io n  fo r 
o u r  views of b o th  secular an d  ecclesiastical a u th o r ity  o r 
n o t?  T he  answ ers to  these  q u es tio n s  a re  n o t easy to  
achieve. A p a r t  of th e  C h ris tian  m o ra l s trugg le  is p recisely  
to  a tte m p t an  answ er in  th e  a ffirm a tiv e . An answ er in  th e  
negative  w ould  have d evasta ting  consequences.

T he  la te  B ritish  th eo lo g ian , P .T . F o rsy th , once said 
th a t  if re a lity  is n o t red em p tiv e , i t  is n o t m o ra l, an d  if i t  is 
n o t re d em p tiv e  th e n  it  is a lien  to  th e  h u m a n  m oral 
struggle  fo r p e rso n h o o d . An a lien  rea lity , how ever it  m ay 
be u n d e rs to o d , m u st be re sis ted  by h u m a n  beings 
c o m m it te d  to  th e  m o ra l  s t ru g g le .  M an y  s o c ie ta l  
s tru c tu re s , b o th  secu lar and  re lig io u s, o fte n  a p p e a r  to  be 
a lien  to  th e  h u m a n  m o ra l s truggle . T hey  have th e  
ch a rac te r of im posing  o rg an iza tio n s of pow er solely 
in te re s te d  in  th e  m a in ten an ce  of th a t  pow er — th e  
“business-as-usual” ap p ro ach . T hey  are  a p p a re n tly  
ob liv ious to  th e  strugg le  of th e  ou tcast, of th e  neg lec ted , 
o f th o se  w ith o u t re c o g n it io n  a n d  w ith o u t w o rth  
(nonpersons) in  th e  eyes of th o se  p ro te c te d  w ith in  th e  
pow erfu l s tru c tu re s .

T hese societal s tru c tu re s  re p re se n t rea lity  fo r  large 
n u m b e rs  of peo p le , b u t  th ey  a re  a lien  because th ey  do  n o t 
m ed ia te  a n u r tu r in g  and  red eem in g  p resence . T hey  are  
ra th e r  a sm o th erin g  an d  oppressive  force h o ld in g  h u m an  
beings back  fro m  fu ll p e rso n h o o d , th u s  p re m a tu re ly  
sto p p in g  th e  m o ra l struggle . T he  pow er s tru c tu re  
becom es th e  su b s titu te  fo r  G od’s n u r tu r in g  p resence. As 
an  a lien  b lockage of rea lity  fina lly  beg ins to  c ru m b le , th e  
peo p le  w ith in  it  a re  b ew ild e red  an d  f ru s tra te d , faced 
w ith  th e  d is in te g ra tio n  of th e  only  re a lity  th ey  ever knew . 
W hen th is  h ap p en s , i t  is a c ruc ia l tim e  fo r gen u in e  
a u th o rity  to  act, fo r g en u in e  a u th o r ity  to  n u r tu re , 
cu ltiv a te , an d  en ab le  th e  a f f irm a tio n  of a d e e p e r  fa ith  in  
th e  D ivine R eality  w hich tran scen d s  o rg an iza tio n s of 
pow er, and  a ffirm s th e  on ly  g en u in e  a u th o rity , th e  
a u th o rity  of th e  D ivine c rea tive  a n d  re d em p tiv e  activ ity .

In  conclusion , w hen C h ris tian s  th ro u g h  th e ir  fa ith  can 
af f irm  such a u th o rity , th e n  th is  a u th o r ity  expresses itse lf  
(a) as a p ro p h e tic  w itness against those  societal s tru c tu re s  
(organized pow ers) w hich sm o th e r an d  o ppress, and  (b) as 
a w itness fo r an d  an  ac tua l inv o lv em en t in  th e  n u r tu r in g  
an d  red eem in g  p resence  w hich en ab les  in d iv id u a ls  to  
b e c o m e  c e n te r e d  p e r s o n s  w ith  r e la t iv e  f r e e d o m . 
M oreover, th e  com m u n ity  of C h ris tian s , th e  ch u rch , 
expresses its  a u th o rity  as a p rie s tly  m ed iu m  only w hen it  
conveys th e  n u r tu r in g  an d  red eem in g  p resence  of th e  
D ivine R eality . T h is R eality  is th e  u lt im a te  source fo r all 
h u m an  a u th o rity , an d  th e  u ltim a te  Ju d g e  against all 
s in fu l d is to r tio n s  of a u th o rity . ■

Authority as Myself
by Donald J. Thorman
Since V atican  I I  a new  ro le  has b e e n  d eve lop ing  fo r 
C atholic  th eo lo g ian s who hegan  to  com e in to  th e ir  ow n 
pub lic ly  as th e  g lam orous and  p o w erfu l p e r i t i  of th e  
council. I t  is no  secret m ost b ish o p s a re  n o t th eo log ians.
T he  council fo rced  th e m  to  re ly  heavily  on  th e  ex p ertise  
a n d  r e c o m m e n d a t io n s  o f a r e la t iv e  h a n d f u l  of 
theo log ica l experts . T hose ex p erts  in flu en ced  th e  
p re se n t and  fu tu re  of th e  ch u rch  o u t of all p ro p o r tio n  to  
th e ir  n u m b e rs  an d  o ffic ia l s ta tu s.

U nlike  m en  b e fo re  th e m , such as T e ilh a rd  de C h a rd in  
who no  lo n g er p u b lish e d  a f te r  som e fr ig h te n e d  cu ria l 
b u re a u c ra ts  to ld  h im  to  cease an d  desist, th e  n e w b re e d  of 
th eo lo g ian s has b u il t  its  own n a tio n a l an d  in te rn a tio n a l 
constituency .

F o r good o r ill, co n tem p o ra ry  th eo lo g ian s have d ire c t 
access to  th e  C atholic  co m m u n ity  th ro u g h  th e ir  w ritings 
an d  lec tu res. T he  p rac tica l re su lt is th a t  b o th  th e  w heat 
an d  th e  chaff are  ab le  to  f lo u rish , a t least u n ti l  harvest 
tim e.

An im m ed ia te  re su lt of th is  s ta te  of a ffa irs  in  th e  
ch u rch  is w hat increasing ly  is r e fe r re d  to  as th e  “crisis” of 
teach in g  a u th o rity . I t  used  to  be  so m uch  easier fo r us in  
p re -conc ilia r days w hen  th eo lo g ian s w ere k e p t in  lin e  by 
th e  strong  an d  f re q u e n t d ec lam atio n s of P ius X II. F o r a ll 
p rac tica l p u rp o ses  th e  p o p e  h ad  th e  fran ch ise  on  th e  
m ag iste rium . In  H u m a n i g eneris  in  1950, P iu s  dec la red :

“T h u s  if th e  su p rem e  p o n tiffs  re n d e r  an  o p in io n  in  
th e ir  o ffic ia l acts concern ing  a m a tte r  w hich has b een  
co n tro v e rte d  u p  to  th a t  tim e , i t  is ev id en t to  all th a t  th a t  
m a tte r  accord ing  to  th e  m in d  an d  w ill of th e  sam e 
p o n tiffs , can no  lo n g er be  h e ld  a q u e s tio n  of free  
d iscussion  am ong th eo lo g ian s .”

A nd, in  N ovem ber 1954, sp eak ing  to  a g ro u p  of 
c h u r c h m e n ,  h e  in s i s te d  t h a t  th e  c h u r c h ’s p o w e r  
“e m b ra c e s  a lso  a ll m a t te r s  o f n a tu r a l  law  — its  
in s ti tu tio n , in te rp re ta t io n , a p p lic a tio n  — how ever fa r  
th e  m o ra l reason  of th in g s ex ten d s.” A nd he in sis ted  th e  
fa ith fu l m u st obey an d  accep t th e  decision  even  w hen 
th ey  rem a in  unconv inced  by th e  c h u rc h ’s a rg u m en ts .

T ypical of th e  h igh ly  su p p o rtiv e  reac tio n  of m ost 
th eo lo g ian s to  th is  a lm ost in f in ite  a p p ro a c h  to  th e  t r u th
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Donald J. Thorman, editor and publisher of the National Catholic Reporter 
until his death in November, 1977, was posthumously awarded the 1978 St. 
Francis de Sales Award, highest honor of the Catholic Press Association, for 
his “impact on the Catholic Church.” The NCR issue which announced his 
death also carried this column by Thorman, a propos of how he saw authority 
in the church. It is reprinted by permission of the National Catholic Reporter, 
P.O. Box 281, Kansas City, Mo. 64141.
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was th e  very p o p u la r  tex t by Je su its  J o h n  C. F o rd  and  
G era ld  K elly (C o n tem p o ra ry  M oral Theo logy, 1962) 
w hich p ro c la im ed : “I t  is h a rd ly  conceivable  th a t  th e  
p a p a l teach ings on  such th in g s as d ivorce , co n tra c e p tio n , 
th e  d ire c t k illin g  of th e  in n o c e n t an d  th e  p o ssib ility  of 
observ ing  co n tin en ce  w ith  th e  grace of G od is an y th in g  
sh o rt of in fa llib le .”

Is it any w onder th e n  th a t  fo r  m ost of us b ro u g h t up  in  
th e  p ap a l in fa llib ility  school, it was a m o m en t of 
con fusion  an d  even m o m en ta ry  scandal w hen  th e  
grow ing u n d erg ro u n d -sw ell of d isag reem en t cam e o u t of 
th e  closet d u rin g  th e  1960s. B e rn a rd  H arin g , H ans K ung, 
C ard ina l L eon  Jo sep h  S uenens, K arl R ah n e r, C harles 
C u r r a n ,  A r c h b i s h o p  T h o m a s  D. R o b e r t s ,  J o h n  
M cK enzie, C harles Davis, Avery D ulles, an d  a grow ing 
n u m b e r  of la ity  began  to  speak  d isq u ie tin g  th o u g h ts  on  
dem ocracy  and  “co -resp o n sib ility ” in  th e  c h u rch , on 
r e s p o n s i b l e  p a r e n t h o o d  a n d  th e  s u p r e m a c y  o f 
conscience.

E ven w hen w hat was said  m ade co n su m m ate  sense, th e  
o ld  em o tio n a l ties m ade  it  d iff ic u lt to  beg in  th e  process of 
accep ting  p e rso n a l re sp o n sib ility  fo r  o u r  actions. In  th e  
con fusion , m any of us id e n tif ie d  w ith  A lice’s reac tio n  to  
th e  t r ia l  of th e  M ad H a tte r: “N obody believes anybody. 
I t ’s a ll s tu ff  an d  non sen se .”

Today, m ost of us who still be lieve  in  th e  in s t i tu tio n , its 
u ltim a te  values and  o u r  sp ir itu a l h e rita g e  m u st le a rn  to  
m ake do. W e d o n ’t  have en ough  tim e  le f t in  o u r  lives to  
w ait fo r th e  th eo lo g ian s and  th e  o ffic ia l m ag is te ria l 
fo rces to  w ork  o u t a m o d u s  v iven d i. T h e  “now ” we live in  
d em an d s  th a t  we live as b es t we can , m ak in g  o u r  ow n 
decisions based  on  th e  b es t in fo rm a tio n  ava ilab le  to  us 
an d  th e  fo rm a tio n  of o u r  ow n consciences.

O ur sacrifice fo r  th e  fu tu re  of th e  in s t i tu t io n  an d  its 
u n b o rn  m em b ers  is to  live p a tie n tly  an d  w ith  fo r t i tu d e  
w hile a very necessary strugg le  b e tw een  h o n est freed o m  
an d  a d ead en in g  m o n arch ica l-h ie ra rch ica l force fro m  th e  
p as t w orks itse lf  ou t. W e shall survive because we know  
th e  rea l life  of th e  ch u rch  is in  th e  fa ith -co m m u n ity , and  
n o t in  th e  th eo lo g ian s o r  cu ria l in s ti tu tio n s  in  R om e o r 
tho se  in  dioceses an d  p a rish es  th a t  have becom e th e  h an d

of d e a th  fo r th e  life of th e  sp irit. T h e  p ro fessio n a l 
b u reau cracy  of th e  ch u rch  has to o  o f te n  becom e a k in d  of 
n e u tro n  b om b  leaving c h u rch  b u ild in g s  an d  offices 
s tan d in g , b u t  th e  sp ir itu a l life  w iped  ou t.

F ran k ly , to d ay  I ’m  w o rried  an d  wary.
I ’m  w o rried  a b o u t my ch u rch , w hich is in  d isa rray . A nd 

I ’m  w ary of a ll th eo lo g ian s — lib e ra l a n d  conservative.

I re m e m b e r b ack  in  early  1963 a t a sym posium  a t w hich 
som e of th e  sp eak ers  w ere having  a h o te l ro o m  ru m p  
session. O ne w ell-know n an d  resp ec ted  o b se rv e r ju s t  
re tu rn e d  fro m  th e  council in d ic a te d  th e  chang ing  m ood 
am ong th e  th eo lo g ian s on  a rtif ic ia l co n tracep tio n . 
D isbelief is p ro b a b ly  th e  b es t way to  d escrib e  o u r  
reac tio n , especially  am ong tho se  of us w ho h ad  large 
fam ilies an d  who h ad  m ade g rea t p e rso n a l sacrifices to  
observe th e  ch u rc h ’s teachings. We sim ply  cou ld  n o t 
be lieve  th e  th eo lo g ian s w ould  ever ta k e  a co n tra ry  
po sitio n .

N ot long a f te r , I  was a t su p p e r in  a rec to ry  w ith  th e  
p as to r , a fo rm e r fam ily  life  d ire c to r  of h is archd iocese, 
an d  I asked  fo r his re a c tio n  to  th is  in fo rm a tio n . “My 
G od,” he said w ith  an g u ish , “I can’t be lieve  i t  w hen  I  th in k  
of a ll th e  m arriag es  an d  lives I ’ve h e lp ed  ru in  because of 
th is  teach in g .”

T he exam ples cou ld  be  m u ltip lie d . B u t I  have le a rn e d  
th e re  is on ly  one p e rso n  I can e n tru s t  w ith  my fa ith  an d  
soul — me. W hile  a ll th e  d iscussions, d eb a te s  and  
d e lib e ra tio n s  go on , m y decision  m ak in g  can n o t com e to  a 
s tan d still. M any o f th e  issues m ig h t n o t be reso lved  u n ti l  
lo n g  a f te r  I ’m  d e a d . In  th e  m e a n tim e , I ’m  s t i l l  
re sp o n sib le  fo r  m yself an d , fran k ly , I  c a n n o t th in k  of any 
h u m a n  b e in g  I d be w illing  to  fo llow  in d isc rim in a te ly .

T h e  in s ti tu t io n a l  ch u rch  an d  th e  th eo lo g ian s  a ll have 
so m eth in g  to  te ll  m e an d  to  teach  m e. I ’ll lis ten , even 
respec tfu lly . B u t recen t ex p erien ce  has ta u g h t m e m ore 
th a n  ever b e fo re  th a t  I  m u st th in k , speak  an d  act fo r 
m yself. Som ehow  I d o n  t  th in k  I ’ll be  given th e  
o p p o r tu n ity  a t th e  j u d g m en t sea t to  tu r n  my defen se  over 
to  a th eo lo g ian  o r in s ti tu tio n a l o ffic ia l.
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Authority as Parable
by William Stringfellow

T he e lem en ta ry  reason  why issues of conscience and  
o b ed ience , as re la te d  e ith e r  to  th e  c h u rch  o r  th e  s ta te , a re  
a tte n d e d  by co n s te rn a tio n  is th e  p re su m p tio n  th a t  th e re  
is a s in g u la r p ro p o s itio n  in  te rm s of w hich  such q u es tio n s  
can be reso lved , d esp ite  d isp a ra te  c ircum stances in  w hich 
they  arise.

C o m m o n ly  i t  is s u p p o s e d  t h a t  t h e r e  in h e r e s ,  
som ew here w ith in  th e  co rp u s of th e  G ospel, a g rea t fixed 
p r in c ip le  w h ic h  — o n c e  t r u ly  a p p r e h e n d e d  a n d  
a p p ro p ria te ly  fo rm u la te d  — is cap ab le  of a p p lica tio n  
w henever an d  w herever p ro b lem s of conscience o r claim s 
of o b ed ien ce  in  n a tio n  or in  ch u rch  re q u ire  a s tan d  by 
those  a sp irin g  to  be fa ith fu l to  th e  b ib lica l ta sk  in  h isto ry .

T h  is n o tio n , w hich is p a r tic u la r ly  ensconced  in  
A m erican  C h ris ten d o m , is cu riously  ch a rac te ris tic  of 
p ie t i s t s  as w e ll as a c t iv is ts ;  is  b la m e w o r th y  fo r  
f ru s tra tio n , con fusion , m isch ief a n d  trag ed y  fre q u e n tly  
associated  w ith  th a t  w hich p u rp o r ts  to  be th e  C h ris tian  
w itness in  th e  w orld .

T he  p re su p p o s itio n  is co n fo u n d in g  because it  is 
ca tegorically  false. I t  is a rad ica l d is to r tio n  of th e  G ospel. 
W hen p u rsu e d , it  d issip a tes  th e  genius of th e  b ib lica l life  
in  th is  w orld . T h e re  is no such sim p lis tic  p r in c ip le  in  
b ib lica l fa ith  to  be loca ted , iso la ted , a p p lie d  and  
im p lem en ted  in  answ er to  any, m uch  less every, q u es tio n  
of conscience o r obed ience .

In s tead  of p ro p o s itio n  o r  p r in c ip le , th e  b ib lica l 
w itness o ffers p re c e d e n t an d  p a rab le . T h e  B ib le  d o e sn o t 
p ro p o u n d  g u id e lin e sb u t re la te s  events; th e  b ib lica l e th ic  
does n o t co n stru c t syllogism s b u t  te lls  s to ries; th e  G ospel 
is n o t con fined  in  ve ritie s  b u t  confesses th e  v iab ility  of 
th e  W ord  of God. T h e  b ib lic a l responses to  issues of 
conscience and  obed ience  a re  em p irica l an d  h is to ric  or 
else they  a re  sac ram en ta l an d  p o rte n to u s . In  e ith e r  style 
o r in stance , th ey  exem plify  an d  ed ify  decisions an d  
n o tio n s  r a th e r  th a n  p re d e te rm in in g  o r  o th e rw ise  
ab s trac tin g  them .

If th is  d is tin c tio n  seem s fas tid io u s , it  is because i t  is 
basic an d  n o t because it  is e ith e r  eso te ric  o r p ed an tic . T he

William Stringfellow is a theologian, social critic, author and 
attorney. This article is adapted from his new book, Conscience and 
Obedience: The Politics o f Romans 13 and Revelation 13 in light o f 
the Second Coming.

concern  it  sign ifies is fo r th e  b ib lica l c re d ib ility  of th e  
In c a rn a tio n , th a t  is, of th e  p rim a l s ta tu s  of th e  
p a r tic ip a tio n  of th e  W ord  of G od in  com m on h isto ry . I t  is 
th e  even t of th e  In c a rn a tio n , a t once im m in e n t t r u th  an d  
u ltim a te  rea lity  p e r ta in in g  to  th e  w hole of c re a tio n  as 
h u m an  beings b o th  perceive a n d  e n c o u n te r  th e  sam e, 
w hich is d e fin itiv e  fo r  th e  b ib lica l w itness in  th is  w orld . I t  
is th e  confession  of th e  m ilitan ce  of th e  W ord  of G od in  
th is  tim e  an d  in  th is  p lace, w hich c o n s titu te s  th e  m a tu re  
e th ica l know ledge of b ib lica l peop le .

T h e re  is no  n o rm , no  id ea l, no g rand iose  p r in c ip le  
fro m  w hich h y p o th e tica l, p reconceived  o r  p re te n tio u s  
answ ers can be d e riv ed  because to  th e  b ib lica l m in d  th e re  
a re  no  d is in c a rn a te  issues. T h e re  a re  on ly  ac tu a l 
q u es tio n s  re q u ir in g  h is to ric  response  on  th e  p a r t  of 
p e rso n s an d  of p rin c ip a litie s . T h e re  a re  only  those  
decisions an d  ac tions w hich a re  ju d g e d , freely , in  th e  
p resence  of th e  W ord  of G od in  h isto ry .

To speak  an d  act w ith  coherence, b ib lica lly , in  
p ro b lem s of conscience o r o b ed ien ce  in  n a tio n  o r ch u rch  
— fo r th a t  m a tte r , to  dea l in  b ib lica l te rm s w ith  e th ics  a t 
a ll — is, th u s , a t rad ica l variance  fro m  th e  way in  w hich 
such m a tte rs  a re  p o sited  in  th e  w orld . C o n tra ry  to  
w o r ld ly  c o n c e p t io n s  o f e th ic s ,  th e  b ib l i c a l  s ty le
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foresw ears p re e m p tio n  of th e  office of G od, does n o t 
feign co incidence  w ith  th e  m in d  of G od, p a tie n tly  
ab sta in s  fro m  claim s of p reco g n itio n  of th e  ju d g m e n t of 
th e  W ord  of God. In s tead  of be ing  vain , p recocious o r 
p re m a tu re , th e  e th ica l ac tiv ity  of b ib lica l peo p le  lite ra lly  
risks th e  ju d g m e n t of th e  W ord  of G od, o r sim ply  re lies 
u p o n  G od’s grace o r, as its  m ost essen tia l a t t r ib u te ,  
esteem s th e  freed o m  of G od’s will.

Som e, I am  aw are, m ay cite  h e re  p ro p h e tic  u tte ra n c e , 
especially  as th a t  is h e a rd  in  th e  O ld  T estam en t. W hat of 
tho se  who c o n fro n te d  th e  p ro fessed  p eo p le  of G od, 
cry ing T h u s sa ith  th e  L ord?  I  am  n e ith e r  u n m in d fu l n o r  
u n g ra te fu l fo r th e  p ro p h e ts , b u t  I  receive an d  a ff irm  th e  
New T estam en t as th e  co m p le tio n  o r fu lf illm e n t of th e  
O ld T estam en t, so th a t  I  do n o t lis te n  to  th e  p ro p h e ts  of 
o ld  in  a vacuum , as if in  ignorance  of th e  New T estam en t. I 
do n o t fin d  Amos o r Je re m ia h  o r th e ir  p ee rs  in co n g ru o u s 
w ith  Jesus C hrist, o r, fu r th e r ,  to  P au l an d  his peers.

I  h ea r  th e  p ro p h e ts , th e n  an d  also now , re b u k in g  th e  
im p a tien ce  an d  id o la try  of th e  p eo p le , exposing  th e ir  
re lig ious van ity  an d  m o ra l legalism , an d  d en o u n c in g  
th e ir  reca lc itran ce  to  th e  p resence  of th e  W ord  of God. I  
no tice  th e  p ro p h e ts  ad m o n ish in g  th e  p eo p le  th a t  a ll 
c re a tu res  — th e  n a tio n s  no  less th a n  h u m an s — are 
su b jec t h e re  an d  now  to  G od’s sovereignty , re ite ra tin g  
th a t  every th o u g h t an d  act an d  om ission  is u n d e r  
ju d g m e n t, an d  ca lling  fo r th a t  re p e n ta n c e  in  w hich th e  
new  life  of th e  holy  n a tio n  is c o n s titu te d . B ib lically , th e  
m a rk  of th e  a u th e n tic ity  of p ro p h ecy  is co m p reh en sio n  
of th e  godliness of G od an d , th u s , awe fo r th e  vocation  of 
th e  W ord  of G od in  h isto ry . T h a t rev eren ce  fo r  th e  
p re ro g a tiv es  of G od is sign ified  in  th e  p ro p h e tic  
a t t r ib u t io n  w hich com m only  follow s th e  h e ra ld  T h u s  
sa ith  th e  Lord: “l a m  th e  L o rd  th y  G od!”

I t  is th e  re co g n itio n  of G od’s a ff irm a tio n  of h im se lf in  
th e  m id st o f th e  h is to ry  of th is  w orld  w hich  becom es th e  
in tro i t  to  a ll issues of conscience an d  ob ed ien ce , ra th e r  
th a n  any d e riv a tio n  an d  fo rm u la tio n , how ever so lem n, of 
any e th ica l p ro p o s itio n  o r  g rea t p rin c ip le . I t  is th a t  w hich 
re n d e rs  vocation  th e  su b jec t o f e th ics. I t  is th a t  respec t 
fo r th e  in te g rity  of God as G od w hich u n d o es  th e  
p ro fo u n d  co n fusion  concern in g  th e  vocation  of h u m an s 
an d  of n a tio n s  an d  of a ll c rea tu res . R ep ea ted , again , 
d o c trin a lly , if p e rh a p s  m o re  q u a in tly , th e  a tte m p t to  
cope w ith  q u es tio n s  of conscience an d  ob ed ien ce  in  
n a tio n  an d  in  ch u rch  beg ins in  confession  of th e  
In ca rn a tio n .

At th e  o u tse t, th e  focus is u p o n  th e  vocation  of th e  
W ord  of G od in  th is  w orld . Y et, w ith  th a t  s ta r tin g  p o in t, 
th e  rea lm  of e th ica l activ ity  im p lica tes  th e  vocation  of a ll 
o f life  th ro u g h o u t c rea tio n  s im u ltaneously . T h a t e th ics

have, essen tia lly , to  do w ith  th e  exercise of vocation  — 
w ith  nam e an d  id e n tif ic a tio n , se lfhood  an d  re la tio n sh ip , 
c ap ab ility  an d  fu n c tio n , p lace an d  p u rp o se  — fo r 
in s ti tu tio n s  an d  a u th o r it ie s  as w ell as perso n s, m eans th a t  
decisions an d  ac tions of conscience a n d  o b ed ien ce  
encom pass an d  u tilize  th e  fu ll d iv ers ity  of g ifts o r ta le n ts  
in d ig en o u s  to  h u m an  life . At th e  sam e tim e  it  m eans th e  
eschew ing of de lu sio n s of d iv in ity  w hich exceed and  
c o rru p t those  very g ifts, an d  resis tin g  th e  co m p arab le  
p re te n s io n s  of godly s ta tu s  in s in u a te d  incessan tly  by  th e  
n a tio n s  o r o th e r  asso rted  p r in c ip a litie s  an d  pow ers.

E th ica l d e lib e ra tio n  o rig in a te s  vocationally  an d , fo r 
h u m an s, engages every  capacity  p e r t in e n t  to  liv ing 
h u m an ly , n e ith e r  m ore  n o r  less. T h is  in  itse lf , it  seem s to  
m e, sh o u ld  occasion o u r  susp ic ion  of any e th ica l 
m e thodo logy  w hich n a rrow s, d is to r ts , supp resses or 
den ies  any h u m a n  cap ab ility  o r  th e  d iv e rs ity  of g ifts 
w ith in  h u m a n  life.

In  o th e r  w ords, any  e th ica l system  w hich is se ttle d  an d  
s te r e o ty p e d ,  u n i f o r m  a n d  p r e c lu s iv e ,  n e a t  a n d  
p re d ic ta b le  is b o th  d eh u m an iz in g  an d  pagan  — th a t  is, 
lite ra lly , u n b ib lica l. Such schem as m isco n stru e  th e  
significance of vocation  in  c re a tio n , in f la tin g  th e  ro le  of 
th e  p r in c ip a litie s  w hile v itia tin g  th e  h u m a n  vocation ; 
th ey  issue in  b o m b ast an d  b lasp h em y , to  use th e  w ord 
R eve la tio n  c ites so o ften , in  cu rsing  an d  u su rp in g  th e  
vocation  of th e  W ord  o f G od in  th e  p re se n t age. ■

Great Beast
India?

Africa?
From which jungle did you come? 
Was there rough bark and dust 
to ease your itch?
Branches and leaves 
sufficient for your belly?
Was your thirst assuaged?
Did you trumpet once 
before your fall?
Before they took your tusks?

Dear little ivory Cupid, 
poised on your pedestal, 
your tiny bow up-raised, 
your arrows in their quiver 
at your side, 
dear little Cupid,
I hold you in my hand . . . 
from which jungle did you come?

— Georgia Pierce
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Responses to Authority:

‘I Kept Remembering My Ordination’
by Alison Cheek

I  r e a d  th e  a r t i c l e s  by  S k in n e r ,  T h o r m a n  a n d  
S tring fe llow  an d  th e n  sat dow n to  free-associate  a b o u t 
a u th o r ity  in  th e  C hurch . W hat q u ick ly  su rfaced  was my 
own crisis w ith  a u th o r ity  in  p re se n tin g  m yself fo r 
o rd in a tio n  to  th e  p rie s th o o d  in  P h ila d e lp h ia  in  1974, 
and  in  fu n c tio n in g  p u b lic ly  as a p r ie s t in  th e  years th a t  
fo llow ed.

I fo u n d  m yself flesh ing  o u t th e  th o u g h ts  p re se n te d  in  
th e  a rtic les w ith  my ow n p e rso n a l story . I  re lived  som e 
of th e  te r ro r , som e of th e  e x h ila ra tio n , som e of th e  p a in  
an d  som e of th e  peace of th a t  tra n s it io n a l tim e  fo r m e. I t  
was d is tu rb in g . I  b ro k e  m y d ie t an d  a te  a p e a n u t b u t te r  
an d  je lly  sandw ich. E ach  of th e  a rtic le s  evoked  a 
response  of reco g n itio n , an  “ah-ha!” M em ories flo o d ed  
back.

I re m e m b e red  th e  n ig h t in  Ju ly  ’74 w hen  a sister 
deacon  had  ca lled  to  say th a t  fo u r  b ish o p s w ere going to  
o rd a in  som e w om en deacons to  th e  p rie s th o o d , an d  to  
ask if I  w ished to  be  one of th em . T h re e  d is tin c t th in g s 
seem ed to  h a p p e n  all a t once. S o m eth in g  deep  w ith in  
m e leap ed  upw ards in  a “yes.” In  re tro sp e c t, I  th in k  I 
chose my d estin y  in  one sp lit second. At th e  sam e tim e  
my body  reg is te red  sym ptom s of pan ic , an d  m y head  
w en t to  w ork  co m p u tin g  th e  consequences. I  expected  
one of th e  consequences to  be  d ep o sitio n . I asked  fo r 
tim e  to  consider.

As I tu rn e d  it  all over in  m y m in d , th e  q u es tio n  w hich 
k e p t re p e a tin g  itse lf  was: “W hat is w o rth  liv in g  fo r ,  and  
w hat is w o rth  d y in g  fo r ? ” I  knew  in  my head  I  h ad  a 
choice, b u t  it  was as if in  my b e in g  I h ad  no choice.

At th e  sam e tim e  I re m e m b e r s trugg ling  w ith  angu ish  
a n d  d o u b t. W as I tru ly  ca lled  to  be a p rie s t?  W as I 
d e lu d in g  m yself? W as I m ak in g  an  aw ful m istake?  L ike 
D onald  T h o rm a n  I h ad  to  ta k e  re sp o n sib ility  fo r  m yself 
in  th e  “now ” w ith o u t b e n e fit o f c e r ta in ty , o r o ffic ia l 
ap p ro v a l, an d  live by fa ith . I f  I  rea lly  cared  a b o u t 
w om en in  society, th is  was th e  a re n a  in  w hich h is to ry

The Rev. Alison Cheek is a psychotherapist practicing in 
Washington, D.C.; pastoral counselor at St. Alban’s, Annandale, Va., 
and a member of the associated clergy of St. Stephen and the 
Incarnation, Washington.

h ad  p laced  m e an d  in  w hich I m ust r isk  m yself an d  give 
m yself.

T h e  m e m o r ie s  k e p t  c o m in g , h e l t e r - s k e l t e r .  I 
re m e m b e red  th e  day in  1972 w hen  I  was o rd a in e d  
deacon  an d  was asked  if I  w ould  obey  my b ish o p  an d  
tho se  in  a u th o r ity  over m e, fo llow ing  th e ir  godly 
ad m o n itio n s . T o m yself I  was saying, “T h is  b ish o p , yes. 
No p ro b le m .” I ’d served  on  th e  D iocesan B o ard  of 
E x am in ing  C hap la in s w ith  h im . In  very im p o r ta n t  ways 
I  th o u g h t I  knew  th is  m an , sh a red  th e  sam e p e rc e p tio n s  
an d  values, and  above a ll th e  sam e u n d e rs ta n d in g  of th e  
gospel. I  foresaw  no d ifficu lty . Y et th e  day cam e w hen  I 
d isobeyed  his in h ib itio n  — d e lib e ra te ly , p e rs is ten tly , 
p u b lic ly , p a in fu lly  — an d  cou ld  do no  o th e r. W e p a r te d  
ways over th e  p reced en ce  of G ospel.

I re m e m b e red  s ittin g  w ith  my p ro fesso r of canon  law 
an d  m y b ish o p  b e fo re  th e  P h ila d e lp h ia  o rd in a tio n  
w hile th ey  d iscussed th e  canons, an d  fee ling  strangely  
d e tach ed  fro m  it all. I  knew  w hat I h ad  to  do. A nd be fo re  
I ’d  h ad  tim e  to  th in k  a b o u t i t  clearly , I a lread y  knew  in  
m yself th a t  canon  law is d e riv a tiv e  an d  rests  on  th e  
G ospel, an d  n o t vice versa. I t  was begging th e  issue.

I re m e m b e red  w hen  I th o u g h t th a t  be in g  deposed  
w ould  feel lik e  bein g  sh a tte re d  a t th e  c e n te r  o f my 
being . I  had  n o t th e n  yet su ffic ien tly  in te rn a liz e d  “th e  
G ospel o f C h ris t” as “th e  c r ite r io n  fo r  d e te rm in in g  
w h e th e r a u th o r ity  is p re se n t, o r  on ly  o rgan ized  pow er 
p a ra d in g  as a u th o r ity .” (S k inner)

I re m e m b e red , in  th e  days fo llow ing  th e  P h ila d e lp h ia  
o rd in a tio n , liv ing  by th e  a u th o r ity  of th e  im age, th e  
a u th o r ity  o f p re c e d e n t an d  p a rab le . In  p a r tic u la r , th e  
sto ry  in  L u k e  13: 10-17 a b o u t th e  w om an b e n t o u t of 
shape , w hom  Jesus h ea led  on  th e  S ab b a th , becam e a 
parad ig m .

I re m e m b e red  how  slowly I a b so rb ed  th e  rea liza tio n  
th a t  my s is te r p rie s ts  an d  I had  becom e sym bols of g rea t 
im p o rtan ce  to  m any o th e r  w om en in  o u r  society, an d  
th a t  my decisions, such  as th a t  a b o u t a co m prom ise  staff 
co n trac t w ith  St. S tep h en  an d  th e  In c a rn a tio n , had  
m u ch  w ider im p lica tio n s  th a n  th e  s ta te  of th is  p a rish  
fam ily  an d  th e ir  re la tio n sh ip  w ith  th e ir  b ishop .

I  re m e m b e red  be in g  on  th e  w itness s tan d  a t th e  
ecclesiastical t r ia l  of W illiam  W en d t in  W ash ing ton ,
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D.C., ad d ressing  th e  judges. Since I  h ad  chosen n o t to  
c o m p ly  w ith  th e  i n h i b i t i o n  o f th e  B is h o p  of 
W ash ing ton , they  w an ted  to  know  by w hat a u th o r ity  I 
h ad  done  th e  th in g s I had  d o n e , w here I was com ing 
from  in  ac ting  in  th e  way I h ad  acted . I s trugg led  to  
d escribe  th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g  of life  an d  fa ith  th a t  
in fo rm ed  an d  em pow ered  me. I  fo u n d  m yself d raw ing  
fro m  S c rip tu re , fro m  ch u rch  h is to ry , fro m  tra d itio n , 
from  my tra in in g  as a p sy ch o th e rap is t, fro m  clin ical

experience, p a rtic u la rly  w ith  w om en, fro m  w orsh ip  an d  
th e  p ro m p tin g  of th e  S p irit. My decisions ce rta in ly  had  
n o t com e o u t of a vacuum , b u t  how d iff ic u lt to  a r tic u la te  
th e  nexus of th a t  com plex  of au th o rity !

W hat joy , th e n , to  read  B ill S trin g fe llo w ’s a rtic le , an d  
f in d  m yself saying, “W hy, yes, th a t ’s it;” to  read  Jo h n  
S k in n e r an d  fin d  a d e sc rip tio n  of rev e la tio n  th a t  draw s 
fo r th  an  “U h-huh ;” to  read  D o nald  T h o rm a n  a n d  m ee t a 
fellow  p ilg rim . ■

Law and Revolution
My thesis, if I may be forgiven a small 
amount of linguistic levity, is based on 
the hypothesis that the antithesis 
between law and revolution, at least in 
the American context, is a false one. In 
this as perhaps in no other country, the 
law has played an enormous role in 
achieving evolutionary advances at

Peter Weiss, a native of Vienna, Austria, is a 
Manhattan attorney who serves as Chairman 
of the Board of Trustees of the Institute for 
Policy Studies. The above is excerpted from 
his address at a recent ecumenical, interfaith 
Law Week service in Calvary Church, 
Memphis.

by Peter Weiss
times in our history when such advances 
were most required, and the law retains 
this revolutionary potential, although its 
realization, in the present context, 
hangs precariously in the balance.

Lest I be accused of Pollyannism or 
some other infantile disorder let me 
make clear that, along with the rosy view 
I have just served up, I also hold to the 
belief that, by and large, American 
lawyers and judges serve the interests of 
the ruling class, are unresponsive to the 
needs of what I recently heard a Catholic 
nun call “the marginated people” of our 
society, and frequently carry the

practice of non-involvement — in the 
case of lawyers — and the doctrine of 
judicial abstinence — in the case of 
judges — close to the point of gross 
negligence.

For the key to this paradox we are 
indebted, after all these years, to the 
Founding Fathers (I would like, in 
deference to the legitimate claims of 
sisterhood, to be able to call them the 
Founding Parents, but even con­
sciousness raised to the highest can 
only correct most of the future and some 
of the present; oursexist past will always 
be with us.) The legacy of the Federalist
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Papers, and the Constitution and the 
institutions which it brought forth, is a 
system adm irably suited to the 
preservation of the status quo; but not, 
luckily, to the point of rigor mortis. The 
beauty of checks is that they yield to 
intolerable stresses, the advantage of 
balances that they accommodate what 
would otherwise be fatal strains.

This therapeutic effect of the law on 
the body politic is accomplished, I 
believe, in two principal ways, which, for 
lack of more precise terminology, we 
may call propulsion and deterrence.

In the propulsive mode, the courts, 
giving a new interpretation to a 
constitutional clause, or taking a 
h ithe rto  neglected area of the 
constitution on a first impression basis, 
move society forward by a quantum 
leap. Such decisions do not spring 
full-blown from the heads of Supreme 
Court Justices; they almost invariably 
represent not only a judical, but also a 
judicious accommodation between the 
mandates of the Constitution and the 
temper of the times. As such, they, on 
the one hand, exert a revolutionary 
impact on the functioning and value 
system of the nation, and, on the other, 
serve to deflect pent-up needs and 
grievances into constitutional channels, 
from what in other societies might be 
revolutionary action in the literal sense 
of the word.

I cannot, of course, prove this point 
conclusively. But I invite you to 
speculate with me what path the nation 
might have taken:

• If the Supreme Court had adhered to 
its orig ina l in terpretation of the 
Sherman Anti-Trust Act, in United 
States v. K n igh t (1895) that a 
combination producing 98% of the 
refined sugar in the United States was 
beyond the reach of Congressional 
control because the commerce clause 
did not encompass manufacture, and 
had not, ten years later, in Swift v. U.S. 
conceded to the federal government the 
power to bust the trusts;

•  If, twenty years later, the Court had 
persisted in its initial frustration of FDR’s 
New Deal policies and had not,

eventually, in a line of cases beginning 
with Jones v. Loughlin (1935), put the 
Constitutional stamp of approval upon 
such vital economic recovery measures 
as the Wagner Labor Relations Act and 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938;

•  If Brown v. Board of Education 
(1954) had affirmed the “separate but 
equal” doctrine of Plessy v. Ferguson 
instead of laying the groundwork forthe 
major civil rights advances of the next 
two decades,

• If Dombrowski v. Pfister had not, in 
1965, established the principle that the 
federal courts will intervene to halt 
unconstitutional state prosecutions, 
thereby paving the way for much of the 
so-called “affirmative action” litigation 
which has occupied public interest 
lawyers in the intervening period.

Not all propulsive cases have saved 
the nation from an American version of 
the storming of the Bastille. Some have 
merely enlarged the domain of human 
rights in ways crucially important to 
certain segments of the population, but 
not necessarily to the whole of society. A 
prime example of this is the glorious 
period of the Warren Court, which 
Harold Chase and Craig Ducat, two of 
our leading constitutional scholars, 
describe as having been concerned with 
extending protection and participation 
in society to a whole array of previous 
out-groups, to wit “black people, poor 
people, radicals, urbanites, juveniles, 
people accused of crime, and religious 
dissenters.” (Notice the absence of 
women, homosexuals, Indians and 
prisoners. Their turn was yet to come 
and, indeed, in many respects has not 
come yet.)

The deterrent cases I call those in 
which the courts, by exercising a 
braking effect on popular reactions to 
previously wrought gains, manage to 
preserve those gains, often by whittling 
away at their substance, until the people 
are ready to resume their forward 
march. Thus, in the midst of a law and 
order wave stemming from widespread 
frustrations with the rising crime rate, 
the Burger Court, while handing down

one bad decision after another in the 
area of criminal procedure, has not gone 
so far as to reverse the Warren Court’s 
landm ark ru lings  in Gideon v. 
Wainwright and Miranda v. Arizona. 
Similarly, while last year’s decision 
upholding the cutoff of Medicaid funds 
for abortions went a long way toward 
establishing one law on abortions forthe 
rich and another for the poor, there is no 
recognizable disposition on the part of 
the court to go back on its own 1973 
decision in Wade v. Roe invalidating 
laws banning abortions, despite the 
amazingly powerful nationwide assault 
on th a t d e c is io n  m ounted by 
anti-abortion forces.

In all of this, there is a constant 
interplay between the pronouncements 
of the law and the shifting moods and 
social goals of the people. But though 
the law is frequently only confirmatory 
of government action or reflective of the 
interests of certain segments of society 
— more often than not the conservative 
ones — there is also in our legal system a 
bedrock of adherence to principle which 
is its saving grace. When at their best, 
our great judges have spoken with the 
passionate clarity and moral fervor of 
prophets; indeed, and I say this with 
some trepidation before a mixed 
legal-clerical audience, some of our 
greatest religious leaders have been 
judges.
' Lest I be accused of violating the 

principle of the separation of church and 
state, let me hasten to make clear that 
what I mean by religion, in this sense, is 
the adherence to a set of moral 
principles transcending any positive 
rules of conduct laid down by the state. 
The disclaimers regularly issued by 
judges that they merely interpret the law 
leave me cold. We all know that judges, 
even the most “abstentionist” and 
“judicially restrained,” make social 
policy. The only question is, what kind, 
in whose interest and by what lights?

The best of our judges, and the 
lawyers who come before them to 
inspire and goad them, have, I think, 
some or all of these qualities:

— A sense of justice including 
distributive justice, which goes beyond 
mere utilitarianism;
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— A sense of community which goes 
beyond mere loyalty to class or party;

— A sense of outrage at the wounds 
which privilege inflicts upon dis­
advantage.

Are there such people among us? I 
think there are. I have already said that 
they are to be found among our judges. I 
know for certain that they exist among 
the law students and the young and 
sometimes no longer so young lawyers 
who are giving up the material rewards 
of big firm practice for the less tangible 
bu t u lt im a te ly  more s a tis fy in g  
compensation of public interest law. 
They are, almost without exception, 
bright, enthusiastic, dedicated and, Mr. 
Justice  Burger to the co n tra ry  
no tw iths tan d ing , very com petent 
people. Anyone who accuses them of 
overzealousness has an argument 
coming from me because I believe, with 
my fellow radical, Barry Goldwater, that 
zealousness in defense of justice is no 
vice. The all too few hours I spend with 
them are, without fail, among the best 
hours of my professional life.

There also are many such people in 
what the public interest lawyers tend to 
consider the enemy camp: prosecutors’ 
o f f ic e s ,  g o v e rn m e n t a g e n c ie s , 
corporate law departments, “straight” 
law firms. I know, because some of them 
are my clients and I am fond of them as 
human beings.

There is a theory that, out of the 
balancing of interests and the working 
out of the adversary system, the invisible 
hand will bring forth the greatest good 
for the greatest number. Do not believe it 
for a minute. It is a lie. In the final 
summing up of our time, one of the 
principal entries on the minus side of the 
ledger will be the enormous waste of 
ta len t, energy, in te llig e n ce  and 
experience which goes into the 
functioning of the legal establishment. 
Most of us go to law school to serve 
justice, uphold the rule of law and build a 
better society, and most of us spend our 
lives frustrating these ends, dreaming 
up ways to beat the antitrust laws, to 
save this or that client a hundred or a 
million tax dollars, to put another 
shoplifter in jail so he can learn to 
become a real criminal.

None of these things is intrinsically 
evil, but in the aggregate they amount to 
shoring up a structure so gross in its 
inequities, so deficient in caritas, so 
unyielding to genuine change that our 
powerlessness in the face of it 
anesthetizes our sense of revulsion. We 
do these things to make a living because 
we tell ourselves that there is no other 
way to keep up with inflation. And when 
they bother us — if they bother us — we 
salve our consciences by being Sunday 
Christians or Saturday Jews, by joining 
the odd Bar Association Committee or 
taking the occasional pro bono case.

Perhaps it cannot be otherwise in this 
Roman time in which we live, a time of 
aggregation rather than congregation, 
of contract in place of covenant, of 
interest instead of love (even self- 
interest instead of self-love), of national 
security over the life of the tribe.

But when things fall apart, some 
organizing principle is wanted. I have 
tried to suggest that such a principle 
may be found in the Constitution and in 
the penumbra of rights which hovers 
over it, provided the reification of these 
rights keeps pace with the changing 
social and economic conditions of 
society. At the moment, it seems to me, 
this adaption has fallen very far behind.

I have no magicformulato correct this 
imbalance, but I would suggest that 
such a correction presupposes our 
willingness to ask ourselves a series of 
q u e s tio n s  w h ich  are g e n e ra lly  
considered unaskable.

Question:
Why is the United States the only 

advanced industrial country in the world 
today in which socialism is still a dirty 
word?

Question:
Given the centuries of racism and 

sexism in our history, can there ever be 
equality of the races or of the sexes 
without affirmative action?

Question:
Is the N ixon ian approach to 

government by ruthlessness really 
behind us when we have a President 
who approves warrantless surveillance 
in the interest of national security and an 
Attorney General who argues in court

that every former government employee 
has a fiduciary duty to withhold from the 
public information learned on the job, 
whether classified or not?

Question:
Why are we so far ahead of most 

countries in the technology of health 
care and so far behind them in its 
delivery to the people?

Question:
Do we really lack the will and 

im ag ina tion  to devise form s of 
punishment for crimes which are 
alternatives to the death penalty, a form 
of collective murder, or imprisonment, 
an institution of relatively recent vintage 
which degrades and dehumanizes both 
the jailers and the jailed?

Question:
What do we really mean by “human 

rights?” Must we concede the phrase 
“ right to work” to the union-haters and 
the phrase “ right to life” to the 
anti-feminists? What does a President 
who is pledged to only 4% un­
employment — think of it, only three to 
four million people condemned to the 
permanent loss of their dignity — have in 
mind when he signs, as the Chief 
Executive of this country, the United 
Nations Covenant on Economic and 
Social Rights, which guarantees the 
right to a job to every citizen? Was 
Thomas Jefferson thinking only of 
unborn fetuses when he postulated the 
right to life as chief among our 
inalienable rights?

These are hard questions, to be sure. 
But a country which has the freedom to 
give a forum such as this to one who has 
the arrogance to ask them, also has the 
capacity to grapple with the answers. 
The law is but one instrument for doing 
so, but it is one of the most powerful. ■

Coming up in THE WITNESS
• Bishop John Burt on the 

Ecumenical Coalition and the 
Youngstown Steel drama

•  Gustavo Gutierrez on “The 
Poor”

•  Maggie Kuhn on the fun and 
challenge of being old

Subscribe today!
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Authority vs. MOVE
by Paul M. Washington

In  early  M arch  of th is  year, h is to ric  P h ila d e lp h ia  again  
m ade  h isto ry . In  P ow elton  V illage, som e 25 p e rso n s  — 
m en , w om en and  c h ild re n  (som e in fan ts)  — w ere d en ied  
food , w ate r, an d  u til i ty  an d  te le p h o n e  services by  o rd e r  
of M ayor F ra n k  Rizzo. T h e ir  hom e was b a rr ic a d ed  an d  a 
24 h o u r  a rm ed  po lice  guard  set u p  su rro u n d in g  th e  
house  and  th e  fo u r  sq u are  b lock  a rea  a ro u n d  it.

W hy? T hese 25 m em b ers  of th e  largely  B lack M OVE 
o rg an iza tio n  in  th e ir  o ld  V ic to rian  house  h e a d q u a r te rs  
in  W est P h i la d e lp h ia  w ere  su sp e c te d  o f ille g a l 
possession of w eapons an d  having  co n sp ired  to  rio t.

T he w eapons charges grew o u t o f an  a rm ed  s tan d o ff  
w ith  po lice d a tin g  back  to  a year ago. T h e  e n c o u n te r  
began  lik e  th is:

O n M ay 20,1977, C hucky A frica of M OVE w ent o u t to  
w alk h is dog. H e ca rried  a rifle  o p en ly  on  h is  sh o u ld e r 
an d  was im m ed ia te ly  a rre s te d  fo r  v io la tio n  of th e  
firea rm s code. W hen  o th e r  re s id e n ts  of th e  M OVE 
com m une le a rn e d  of C hucky’s a rre s t, th ey  a d o rn e d  
m ilita ry  type  u n ifo rm s, b ro u g h t o u t an  a sso rtm en t of 
w eapons an d  s tro d e  a ro u n d  a p o rch  w hich th ey  h ad  b u il t  
in  f ro n t of th e ir  house  an d  w ith  lo u d  sp eak ers , b e fo re  an  
au d ien ce  of som e 200 p eo p le , th ey  began  to  p reach  th e  
m essage of Jo h n  A frica, th e ir  leader:

“T h e  police are  m -frs, Rizzo is th e  biggest of th e m  all. 
A m erica is also ru n  by m -frs. E d u c a tio n  is th e  tra in in g  of 
slaves, all A m erican  in s ti tu tio n s  are  c o r ru p t and  
ex p lo ita tiv e , a ll p eo p le  a re  liv ing  lies w hich th ey  believe 
to  b e  t r u t h s .  A m e r ic a  is  i m p e r i a l i s t i c  b o t h  
in tra n a tio n a lly  as well as in te rn a tio n a lly  an d  th e re  is 
one source of t r u th ,  Jo h n  A frica . . .”

All M OVE m em b ers , b o th  B lack an d  W hite , have 
a d o p te d  th e  su rn am e  A frica . T hey  do  n o t use soap (it is

The Rev. Paul M. Washington is rector of the Church of the Advocate 
in Philadelphia.

po isonous), n o r  do th ey  e a t canned  o r p rocessed  foods. 
T h e  house is a lm ost com p le te ly  u n fu rn ish e d  an d  th ey  
have n o t h ad  e lec tric ity  fo r years.

T hey  have fo rced  th e  m essage of Jo h n  A frica in to  
chu rches, in to  p rac tica lly  every p u b lic  m ee tin g  th a t  th ey  
h e a r  a b o u t, in to  th e  te lev ised  m eetings of th e  B oard  of 
E d u ca tio n . I  use th e  w ord “fo rced ” because th ey  a rriv e  
u n in v ite d  an d  speak  w ith o u t reg a rd  fo r anyone else o r 
concern  fo r th e  agenda.

O fficially  th ey  have b e e n  a rre s te d  fo r  m isd em ean o rs  
som e 250 tim es, b u t  acco rd ing  to  th e ir  ow n figu res, som e 
600 tim es, in c lu d in g  n u m e ro u s  b ea tin g s by police.

T h e ir  sen tences have b een  severe, f irs t, because th ey  
show  o p en  an d  v io len t c o n te m p t fo r  th e  c o u rt an d  
secondly , th ey  re fu se  to  allow  a law yer to  d e fen d  th em .

So last M ay a f te r  C hucky A frica was a rre s te d  and  
M OVE m em b ers  b ro u g h t o u t th e ir  a rm s an d  d ec la red  
th ey  w ere n o t going to  be  p u sh ed  a ro u n d  an y m o re , th e  
po lice  an d  f irem en  — som e 200 s tro n g  — c o n fro n te d  
th em .

Two re s id e n ts  of th e  a rea  called  m e. “A b o u t 200 
h e a v i ly  a r m e d  p o l i c e m e n  a r e  o u t s i d e  M O V E  
h e a d q u a rte rs . T h e re ’s going to  be  v io lence .” I  got up  
from  d in n e r  an d  w en t over.

T he  w hole b lo ck  was b a rric a d ed . No one was to  e n te r .
I  e n te re d . Soon I was a m essenger b e tw een  M OVE and  
th e  police. N ot m uch  h a p p e n e d . M OVE w an ted  C hucky 
an d  th e  po lice  w an ted  th e  guns.

A ro u n d  11:30 p.m . th e  po lice tr ie d  to  d isp e rse  th e  
p eo p le . S udd en ly  th e  b lock ad es w ere th ro w n  dow n and  
lik e  a b ro k e n  d am  th e  p eo p le  gushed  in  f ro n t  of th e  
M OVE house an d  began  singing: “I shall n o t be m oved .”

So it was th e  po lice  w ho m oved, w ith  th e  ex cep tio n  of 
a b o u t 15 o r  20 who rem a in e d  in  f ro n t  of th e  hou se  fro m  
May 20,1977 to  May 10, 1978. In  early  M arch , th ese  w ere 
jo in e d  by 200 m o re  in  r io t  gear. T h e  M OVE m em b ers  —
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who h ad  n o t le f t th e  house  since M ay of th e  p rev io u s 
year — h ad  b een  fa ith fu lly  fed  by fr ien d s . T h e n  th e  
M ayor said , “W e’ll starve th e m  o u t.” H ence th e  
b lockade.

I  asked  a p restig io u s law f irm  to  re search  th is  type  of 
ac tio n  to  see if th e re  was any  p re c e d e n t fo r i t  in  th e  
h is to ry  of o u r  n a tio n . T h e re  w asn’t.

To be su re , m any in  th e  co m m u n ity  fo u n d  M O V E’s 
lifesty le  an d  ph ilo so p h y  re p u g n a n t. M OVE m em b ers  
“lo o k ed  d ir ty ” an d  used  obscen itie s  in  every o th e r  
sen tence. B u t B lack activ ists re m e m b e red  po lice  ra id s  
o n  SNCC an d  B lack P a n th e r  h e a d q u a r te rs  in  th e  ’60s. 
T he  b lo ck ad e  also co incided  w ith  a speech  M ayor Rizzo 
h ad  m ade a b o u t “e q u a lity  fo r  W hite  p e o p le ” a tta ck in g  
d eseg rega tion  in  housing  an d  a ffirm a tiv e  ac tion . S tarve 
M OVE to  d e a th ?  No!!!

B efore th e  b a rric a d e  was set u p , en o u g h  food  was 
ta k e n  to  th e  M OVE com m une by su p p o rte rs  to  last 
th e m  a t least seven to  e ig h t m o n th s.

O n A pril 22 a t 11 a.m ., I  was one  o f 11 c lergym en who 
in fo rm ed  th e  po lice  th a t  we w ould  cross th e  b a rric a d e  
on  A pril 23 w ith  food . O n A pril 22 a t 6 p .m ., th e  city  
an n o u n ced  th a t  it  w ould  send  food  in , b u t  o n ly  fo r  the  
m o th ers  and  babies.

W ith  TV cam eras g rin d in g , re p o r te rs  p re se n t an d  all 
th e  re s t, we saw th e  food  ta k e n  th ro u g h  th e  b lo ck ad e  
an d  d ep o sited  on  a p la tfo rm . M illions of TV view ers in  
th e  D elaw are V alley saw w hat we saw: M OVE m en  an d  
w om en (in c lu d in g  m o th ers) k ick ed  th e  food  off th e  
p la tfo rm  back  to w ard  th e  city  agents.

“W e are  o n e ,” th ey  said. “E ith e r  a ll of us ea t, o r  n o n e  
of us will!”

T h is w en t o n  fo r  days. F ood  was c a rr ie d  in  fo r m o th e rs  
an d  b ab ies , food  was k ick ed  back  in to  th e  faces of th o se  
who b ro u g h t it. Som e of th e  p u b lic  was en rag ed . T hey  
said, “W e w ere w orried  a b o u t th ese  p eo p le  starv ing  to  
d e a th , an d  th ey  ju s t  k ick  food  back  in to  o u r  faces.” B u t 
th e re  w ere o th e rs  who said , “W ell, you have to  resp ec t 
th e m  fo r stan d in g  by th e ir  p r in c ip le s ,” even th o u g h  th ey  
th o u g h t M OVE was crazy.

T h en  on  A p ril 4, a p p ro x im a te ly  1,000 p eo p le  m arch ed  
to  stage a sym bolic b lo ck ad e  of City H all in  an  ac tio n  
spo n so red  by th e  C ityw ide B lack C o a litio n  fo r H u m an  
R ights.

As May ap p ro ach ed , it  becam e increasing ly  c lear th a t  
th is  d ram a  h ad  to  end . T he  po lice  h ad  sp en t m ore  th a n  
$2 m illio n  in  10 m o n th s  g u ard in g  th e  house. A fte r th e  
force was escala ted  o n  M arch  15, th e  cost rose to  
ap p ro x im ate ly  $60,000 a day  to  g u ard  som e 25 persons.

T he  fo lks in sid e  th e  house  w ere w earing  o u t to o ,

a lth o u g h  th ey  never in d ic a te d  th is . I  h ad  th e  p riv ileg e  of 
v isiting  th e m  w hile u n d e r  siege w henever I  ca red  to .

T h en , to o , su m m er was com ing. F u r th e r , I  was 
convinced  th a t  th e  p o lice  d id  n o t w an t th e ir  ac tio n  
te s ted  in  th e  cou rts . A nd th e  clergy was ra is in g  th e  
q u es tio n : Can th e  S ta te  p re v e n t th e  C hurch  fro m  
fu lf illin g  its  d iv ine  m a n d a te  to  feed  th e  h u n g ry , give 
w a te r to  th e  th irs ty  a n d  m in is te r  to  th e  o p p ressed ?

O u r an n o u n ced  a r re s t  sch ed u led  fo r  A pril 23, w hen  
we w ere to  b r in g  in  food , w ould  have o p en ly  te s te d  th e  
issue. I m u st say, we w ere d is a p p o in te d  th a t  we w ere 
th w a rte d  w hen th e  city  to o k  food  in , because we s till 
have no  ru lin g  on  th a t  legal p o in t.

As th in g s tu rn e d  o u t fro m  th a t  day  o n , M O V E agreed  
to  p e rm it an  a tto rn e y  to  w ork  in  th e ir  b e h a lf  a long  w ith  
o th e rs , a se ttle m e n t was n e g o tia te d , th e  b a rric a d es  
rem oved , th e  guns su rre n d e re d .

M O V E was given 90 days to  leave th e ir  h e a d q u a r te rs  
(th e  city  in  F e b ru a ry  h ad  d em a n d e d  im m e d ia te  
ev acua tion , an d  th a t  M OVE n o t re se ttle  w ith in  a two 
m ile  ra d iu s  of th e ir  p re se n t c ite .) M oreover, th e  f in a l 
ag reem en t to o k  n o te  of M O V E’s co m p la in ts  o f po lice  
b ru ta li ty , also p rev iously  ig n o red  in  te rm s p ro p o se d  by 
th e  city. C harges have also b e e n  d ro p p e d  against M OVE 
m em b ers  accused of a tta ck in g  p riso n  gu ard s a n d  a 
p ledge has b e e n  m ade fo r  re so lu tio n  of th e  charges 
against o th e r  M OVE m em b ers  w ith  d u e  speed . ■

C o n tin u ed  fr o m  page 3
between Council and the Presiding Bishop — more 
than by the danger of acting unjustly. How does this 
differ from the operating principles of General Motors, 
IBM, U.S. Steel?

The second response is that persons of minority 
groups, or women, are simply more expendable than 
those whose elitist rating is higher. Reread the 
Diocesan Press Service account through the eyes of a 
Black, an Hispanic, a gay, a Native American, or a 
woman, and see if this rings true. Would that account 
communicate to you that, when it comes to 
discrimination against the “ lesser people” of our 
society, the church is indistinguishable from the other 
institutions of business and government? Or, again, 
what would the response of the Council have been if 
the two principals were not women, but men — or 
ordained men — or (tour de force) bishops?

The Council action makes it clear where its priorities 
are. And they do not include the clear expression, 
through policy and action, of siding with the poor, the 
oppressed, the minorities — those precisely whom the 
church is called to serve. ■
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Daddy’s Out of Jail

His daughters Leila, 7, and Akilah, 5, were the first to reach Julio 
Rosado, one of three Puerto Rican brothers released from prison 
May 8 after serving eight months for refusing to testify before a 
Grand Jury investigating the FALN. Among supporters on hand to 
greet the Rosados and Pedro Archuleta, a Chicano who was held for 
10 months, were Maria Cueto and Raisa Nemikin, former staffers of 
the Episcopal Church’s National Commission on Hispanic Affairs.

Maria, Raisa Stir 
Debate in Council

(D iocesan Press Serv ice )
G R E E N W IC H , C onn. — T h e  E xecu tive C ouncil of th e  
E p  is c o p a l  C h u rc h  a c c e p te d ,  a f t e r  c o n s id e r a b le  
d isc u ss io n , a r e p o r t  f ro m  th e  P re s id in g  B ish o p  
concern ing  his decision  o n  th e  te rm in a tio n  e n tit le m e n ts  
of tw o fo rm e r H ispan ic  office em ployees, as re q u e s te d  
by th e  C ouncil a t  its  m ee tin g  las t F eb ru a ry .

T h e  R t. Rev. J o h n  M. A llin , P re s id in g  B ishop  of th e  
th re e  m illio n -m em b er E p iscopal C h u rch , to ld  th e  41- 
m e m b e r E xecutive C ouncil h e re  on  M ay 18 th a t  he is 
“resp o n sib le  fo r the  decisions m ad e  in  th is  s i tu a tio n .”

B ishop  A llin  was assisted  by th e  R t. Rev. M ilto n  L. 
W ood, E xecutive fo r A d m in is tra tio n  a t  th e  E p iscopa l 
C hurch  C en te r, in  p re se n tin g  h is re p o r t  on  th e  
te rm in a tio n  p ro c e d u re s  w ith  reg a rd  to  M aria  C ueto , 
fo rm e r H ispan ic  O fficer, an d  h e r  fo rm e r secre tary , 
Rai sa N em ik in .

B ishop W ood rev iew ed th e  even ts lead in g  up  to  th e  
te rm in a tio n  of th e  tw o w om en las t A pril 1.

T h e  tw o perso n s w ere re leased  fro m  ja il  in  Jan u a ry , he 
said , fo llow ing  m o re  th a n  10 m o n th s  in c a rc e ra tio n  fo r 
refu sin g  to  te s tify  b e fo re  a F e d e ra l G ran d  Ju ry  
in vestiga ting  te r ro r is t  ac tiv itie s  of a P u e r to  R ican 
n a tio n a lis t g roup  know n  as th e  FALN. A m e m b e r of th e  
E p iscopal C h u rch ’s fo rm e r N a tio n a l C om m ission  on  
H ispan ic  A ffairs, C arlos A lb erto  T o rre s , is be ing  sough t 
in  co n n ec tio n  w ith  FALN activ ities.

M iss C ueto  an d  M iss N em ik in  w ere su m m o n ed  to  
a p p e a r  b e fo re  a G ran d  Ju ry  on  F eb . 4, 1977, an d  w ere 
sen t to  ja i l  in  M arch  fo r  fa ilin g  to  re sp o n d  to  th e  
q u e s tio n  of th e  G ran d  Ju ry , B ishop  W ood said. O n 
M arch  14, 1977, b o th  w om en w ere p laced  on  “leave 
w ith o u t pay” by  th e  C h u rch  C en te r  a d m in is tra tio n .

A t a b o u t th e  sam e tim e , B ishop  W ood re p o r te d , th e  
P re s id in g  B ishop  o ffe red  to  h e lp  th e  tw o w om en 
fin an c ia lly  b u t  received  no rep ly  fro m  th em . H e 
re p o r te d  th a t  B ishop  A llin  m ade  a n u m b e r  of v isits to  
th e  U.S. A tto rn ey ’s office d u rin g  th e  fo llow ing  m o n th s , 
once tak in g  th e  P re s id e n t of th e  N a tio n a l C ouncil of 
C hurches, to  seek th e  re lease  of th e  tw o w om en.

Two m o n th s  a f te r  M iss C ueto  an d  M iss N em ik in  w ere 
re leased  fro m  ja il ,  B ishop  W ood said , R o b e rt S. P o tte r , 
o f th e  firm  P a tte rso n , B e lk n ap , W ebb an d  T y ler, 
co n fe rred  w ith  a d m in is tra tio n  o ffic ia ls an d  re q u e s te d  
fu ll p ay m en t of th e ir  sa laries an d  legal fees.
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O n A p ril 1, 1978, p e rso n n e l po lic ies of th e  E xecutive 
C ouncil w ere a p p lied  fo r  th e  te rm in a tio n  se ttle m e n ts , 
B ishop W ood said. F o r  M iss N em ik in , th is  a m o u n te d  to 
$1,491.00 fo r 11 vacation  days an d  24 severance days, an d  
fo r M iss C ueto , $4,242.87 fo r  11 vacation  days an d  22 
severance days.

T he  p a p e rs  an d  checks w ere sen t to  M r. P o tte r , th e  
a d m in is tra tio n  re p o r t  sa id , b u t  th e y  w ere r e tu rn e d  on  
A pril 25 because M r. P o tte r  said he w ould  be 
“em b arrassed  to  give th e m ” to  th e  tw o w om en.

T he  re p o r t  said  th a t  B ishop A llin  “co n tin u es  th e  o ffe r 
of he lp  fo r th e  n eed s” of th e  tw o fo rm e r em ployees.

T he  m em b ers  of th e  C ouncil d iscussed a t  som e len g th  
B ishop A llin ’s decision  an d  also a re q u e s t fro m  M r. 
P o tte r  th a t  he be allow ed to  speak  to  th e  C ouncil on  
b e h a lf  o f th e  tw o fo rm er sta ff persons.

A g rea t deal of th e  d iscussion  c e n te red  on  a 
conversa tion  re p o r te d  by B ishop W ood th a t  to o k  place 
on F eb . 18, 1977, involving Miss C ueto , B ishop W ood, 
an d  B isohp R ich ard  B. M a rtin , a t th a t  tim e  th e  
su perv iso r of th e  tw o w om en. T h a t day’s d iscussion , 
accord ing  to  B ishop A llin ’s re p o r t ,  ra ised  th e  p o ssib ility  
of “leave of absence w ith  pay” u n ti l  th e  G ran d  Ju ry  
ap p earan ces of th e  tw o w om en w ere co m p le ted . T h e  two 
sta ff m em b ers  fa iled  to  keep  a la te r  a p p o in tm e n t o n  
F eb . 22 fo r fu r th e r  discussion.

B ishop W ood said  a b o u t th e  F eb . 18 d iscussion: “I  was 
p re p a re d  — an d  so im p lied  — to  ta lk  a b o u t leave w ith  
pay  u n t i l  th is  a ffa ir  was se ttle d , nam ely  th e  G ran d  Ju ry  
ap p ea ran ce , w hich was fo rth co m in g .” T h e  assu m p tio n  
was th a t  th e  tw o w om en w ould  agree to  answ er th e  
q u es tio n s  b e fo re  th e  Ju ry .

T h e  R ev . P a u l  M . W a s h in g to n ,  P h i l a d e lp h ia ,  
co m m en ted , “I  see th is  as be in g  a ra th e r  u n u su a l 
s itu a tio n  an d  I ’m  ju s t  w o n d erin g  if  som e u n u su a l 
se ttle m e n t had  n o t b een  called  fo r  r a th e r  th a n  sim ply  
fo llow ing p e rso n n e l po lic ies.”

B ishop W ood re sp o n d e d , “W hen  we s ta r t  do ing  ad  hoc 
th in g s u n d e r  th e  po lic ies, you have a r ig h t to  ta k e  us 
a p a r t. T h a t’s q u ite  d if fe re n t fro m  p a s to ra l f in an c ia l 
h e lp ,” he ad d ed . E ven  th o u g h  th e  po lic ies m ay d e fin e  
th e  lim its , “th a t  does n o t m ean  a t th e  sam e tim e  th a t  if 
th e re ’s a n e e d , som eth ing  very  special, th a t  th is  c an n o t 
be d o n e .”

F r. W ash ing ton  said , “I  th in k  th is  w hole th in g  is so 
u n u su a l th a t  even th o u g h  a decision  has b een  m ad e , I 
w ou ld  ce rta in ly  like  to  see a d iscussion  of can  we 
s o m e h o w  b r i n g  a n o t h e r  s p i r i t  a n d  a n o t h e r  
u n d e rs ta n d in g  to  th is  u n u su a l s i tu a tio n .”

B ishop A llin  sa id , “I rea lly  can ’t  express to  you how  
m u ch  I  w ould  lik e  to  be ab le  to  do ju s t  th a t .” W ith  
reg a rd  to  h is h a n d lin g  o f th is  s itu a tio n , B ishop A llin  
said , “I ’ve b een  le c tu re d  on  m y n a iv e te  a n d  m y 
s tu p id ity .” H e said th a t  h is p u rp o se  has b een  “n o t 
sim ply  to  p ro te c t th e  e s ta b lish m e n t.”

R a th e r, he said , “At th is  very m o m en t, if th e re  w ere a 
way th a t  we cou ld  o p en  u p  th e  co m m u n ica tio n  p e rso n  to  
p e rso n  an d  rea lly  deal w ith  th e  n e e d , th e re  is n o th in g  I 
w ould  w elcom e m o re .”

H e w en t on  to  speak  o f be in g  in  “th e  co m p lica ted  
a re n a ” in  w hich he is re m in d e d  of in tr ic a te  legal 
p ro b lem s an d  in  w hich he is to ld  “w h at y o u r m otives are ,

From left, at a press 
conference on the court 
house steps following their 
release from prison: Pedro 
Archuleta, Andres and Julio 
Rosado. Missing from photo, 
Luis Rosado. The four 
charged that the Grand Jury 
was raising the spectre of 
“terrorism” to discredit the 
Puerto Rican Independence 
m o v e m e n t  an d  o t h e r  
Hispanic groups.
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an d  how  li t t le  you u n d e rs ta n d .” T h is, he said , “m akes i t  
d am n  n ig h  im p o ssib le  to  o p e ra te .”

H e said two side agendas had  b een  ra ised : f irs t, g rand  
ju ry  abuse  — w hich h e  te rm e d  “a m a jo r p ro b le m  th is  
C hurch  has to  be concerned  w ith  an d  re sp o n d  to ” — an d  
second, th a t  th e  “e s ta b lish m e n t has no capacity  to  
re sp o n d  to  h u m a n  n e e d .”

“I  deny  th a t  fac t,” he said. “I  w on’t  c la im  w hole 
know ledge. I ’ll accep t th e  charge a n d  ju d g m e n t of 
s tu p id ity  an d  na iv e te , b u t  lack  o f co n cern  I  w ill n o t 
accep t.”

“I f  I  had  a ll po w er,” he a d d e d , “w ith  th e  ab ility  to  
m ake a ll decisions to  sp en d  th e  m oney  o f th is  C hurch  
th e  way I  w an ted  to , th a t ’s a d if fe re n t p ro p o s itio n , b u t  
we d o n ’t  o p e ra te  th a t  way.”

A fte r som e d e b a te  th e  C ouncil vo ted  n o t to  ask M r. 
P o tte r  to  add ress th em .

T he  Rev. R o b e rt M. W ainw righ t o f R ochester, N .Y., 
ch a irm an  of C ouncil’s A d m in is tra tio n  C o m m ittee , said 
th a t  his co m m ittee  reco m m en d ed  th a t  M r. P o tte r  n o t be

asked  to  speak  since h is n eg o tia tio n s  sh o u ld  be w ith  th e  
C ouncil’s a tto rn ey s , n o t th e  b o d y  itself.

Som e m em b ers , such as th e  H on . C heste r B yrns of St. 
Jo sep h , M ich., an d  H arriso n  T illm an  o f V aldosta , G a., 
fe lt  th a t  th e  C ouncil sh o u ld  fo llow  th e  advice o f its  legal 
counsel in  deny ing  th e  in v ita tio n .

O th e r  m em b ers  said  “th is  bod y  sho u ld  lis te n  to  any 
a rg u m en ts  an d  n o t  ju s t  p u t  th e  m a tte r  in  th e  h a n d s  of 
law yers,” as expressed  by  th e  Rev. C anon W. E b e r t  
H o b b s o f C leveland , O hio.

Several m em b ers  of C ouncil, such as D r. P au l 
N eu h au se r o f Iow a City, Iow a, D r. C harles R. L aw rence 
of P om ona , N.Y. an d  th e  Rev. W illiam  V. Pow ell o f 
S tillw a te r, O kla ., spoke of th e i r  m ixed fee lings an d  of 
th e  d ifficu lty  in d ec id ing  how to  vote.

W hen  th e  vo te  to  accep t B ishop  A llin ’s re p o r t  was 
ta k e n , M rs. V irg in ia  R am  of Los A ngeles, C alif., asked  
th a t  h e r  negative  vote b e  reco rd ed . T h e  m o tio n  to  deny  
an  in v ita tio n  fo r  M r. P o tte r  to  speak  was ap p ro v ed  w ith  
several a u d ib le  negative  votes. ■

A Minority View:

Presbyterian Gay Affirmation
The United Presbyterian Church in reports adopted at its recent General 
Assembly concluded that ‘‘homosexuality is not God’s wish for humanity, ” 
that it is “a result of our living in a fallen world.” Although the Assembly 
affirmed that homosexuals ‘‘are to be treated with the profound respect and 
pastoral tenderness due all people of God,” the Commissioners responded 
‘‘no” when asked by the New York Presbytery if William Silver, a homosexual 
candidate for ordination, might be ordained.

‘‘Unrepentant homosexual practice, I the Assembly said, ‘‘does not accord 
with the requirements for ordination set forth in the Book of Order. ” It did 
approve the ordination of “repentant” homosexuals who adopt celibacy or 
whose orientation is redirected to heterosexual marriage.

In response to the above, one group supportive of homosexual persons 
drafted the following Affirmation of Conscience, which was signed by several 
Commissioners and observers at the Assembly.

The 190th General assembly of the 
United Presbyterian Church (1978) has 
spoken. Let us acknowledge that among 
the United Presbyterians gathered here 
are self-affirming homosexual persons 
who will be most damaged by this action. 
Other homosexual persons did not or 
could not speak out, recognizing the 
depth of condemnation by our church. 
Many beloved members of this church 
who affirm members of their own families

who are gay sat among us in quiet agony 
as their loved ones were judged. In 
addition, some heterosexual commis­
sioners have not spoken or voted their 
conscience for fear of loss of standing in 
the church. Others who have taken a 
position of advocacy for homosexual 
persons may pay a price.

The statement adopted imposes a 
specific theolog ica l and scrip tura l 
in terpretation upon our church. It

declares that homosexual persons stand 
in a special situation of alienation from 
the grace of God by virtureoftheirsexual 
orientation and practice. A remnant of 
co m m iss io n e rs , and many o f us 
assembled who are members of the 
church, must dissent.

The principle of scriptural interpreta­
tion adopted in the statement on 
homosexuality violates our conscience. 
We view it to be a perversion of the gos-
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pel of grace, and a repudiation of our 
Reformed theological tradition. Our 
understanding of scripture leads us to 
deny that homosexual orientation and 
the responsible, loving expression 
thereof is sinful per se. The saving and 
healing Word, to which scripture tes­
tifies, has been sacrificed on the altar of 
legalism, divorced from grace.

Scripture testifies to the One, Holy and 
Living God. Jesus Christ is the Liberator 
who bears good news to any and all 
oppressed under the law. Fidelity to 
scripture is answering the call of Jesusto 
be his followers, living in the liberating 
power of the Holy Spirit. Faithfulness to 
the Lordship of Jesus Christ requiresthat 
in each and every epoch of history those 
who name the name of Christ must go 
outside the gate with him and stand with 
those who are unacceptable under the 
law. As Jesus was made scapegoat, 
rejected because he threatened the 
power of the old order and those who 
sought justification under the law, so 
homosexual persons in our church are 
being asked to bear the burden of sin for 
our unrighteousness. The preoccupa­
tion with homosexual relationships in 
our church reflects our unwillingness to 
examine the confusions and distortions 
in all human relationships and sexuality 
— exploitation, violence, domination, 
commercialization.

We remind United Presbyterians that 
in this culture, self-affirming homo­
sexual persons are becoming the group 
most actively singled out as victims of 
political repression. In many places our 
brothers and sisters are being denied full 
standing as citizens under the law. 
Harrassment, acts of discrimination, and 
violent crimes against their persons are 
increasing. Recent repeals of civil rights 
ordinances in Miami, St. Paul, and 
Wichita are a deplorable offense against 
human dignity. It is urgent that those of 
us who follow Jesus Christ the Liberator 
resist this growing oppression, and 
reject the culture of fear and death which 
is enshrouding us. This Assembly has 
used gentle tones to condemn, and has 
invoked the rhetoric of love to exclude 
homosexual persons from institutional 
participation in a ministry already theirs.

To those who have sought bread, we 
have offered a stone, nurturing dis­
honesty instead of truthfulness in the 
church. We have spoken no word of 
hope. We have asked, absurdly, the 
culture to be moregraciousandfreethan 
we are willing to be ourselves. To speak 
th is way compounds our church ’s 
complicity in oppression.

C om m issioners at th is  General 
Assembly who affirm  a gospel of 
liberation appear to be a minority. 
Substantial numbers in our church, 
however, do not live under the theo­
logical lim itations of the statement 
adopted here. Those of us who dissent 
pledge ourselves to return to our 
communities and congregations com­
mitted to work for liberation, continuing
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to struggle together with our gay sisters 
and brothers, ordained or not, who are 
already ministers of Christ with us. We 
join hands with them and with all others 
who are the victims of injustice and 
ostracism.at the hands of the powerful.

We affirm a vision of the church where 
all may be free in Christ because none 
are made victims, where oppressors will 
know that their deliverance is given 
through the oppressed, for a family of 
God so full of the power to practice love 
and justice that all may name God’s holy 
name and receive and celebrate one 
another in the fullness of our common 
humanity.

In a Nazi occupied land when Jews 
were forced to wear.the yellow star of 
David, the King of Denmark wore and 
urged other Christians of his nation to 
wear that symbol as a mark of solidarity 
until all Danes could be free. During that 
time, homosexual persons were forced 
to wear a pink triangle as their badge of 
shame and persecution. In expression of 
so lidarity  with our gay sisters and 
brothers, we invite members of this 
assembly who share these concerns to 
wear this symbol through the remainder 
of this General Assembly. ■

C o n tin u ed  fr o m  page 2

System/Probing Alternatives, and your 
magazine. (“ Like the Guide, THE 
W ITNESS focuses  on p ress ing  
contemporay social and economic 
issues from a Christian perspective.” )

I cannot state too strongly my idea 
that publications and people such as 
you have undermined the institution of 
the “church” and society.

Joe Gardner 
Houston, Tex.

CREDITS
Cover and graphic page 7, David Bragin; 
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14, Sojourners; photos p. 16,17, Mary Lou 
Suhor.
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