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Editor’s Introduction



Does it mean that Quaker Theology has “arrived” when it becomes part of the opening prayer at Indiana Yearly Meeting? Well, that’s what happened, according to more than one credible witness: our cover “teaser”reference in Issue #18 to “Indiana Trainwrecks” was mentioned in an appeal there for divine guidance and protection. We earnestly hope such guidance will be forthcoming. In support of that hope, we’ve done something new with this issue: in late Eighth Month (August) 2011 we uploaded a “Preview Edition” of Issue #19, before the full complement of articles and reviews was finished. This made available online the latest report, “Lopping Off A Limb?” by Associate Editor Stephen Angell, in time for reading in advance of some key discussions in Indiana Yearly Meeting. It is the most detailed account of recent and impending developments in IYM that we know of. Also in the Preview, we exercised our editorial prerogative, and devoted most of this Introduction space to an Open Letter to Friends in West Richmond Friends Meeting, Richmond Indiana. That Open Letter is appended to this Introduction, for the record. In the meantime, this issue was already shaping up to be packed full of substantive, important Quaker reading. Besides Steve’s essay, we have a very provocative piece by Damon Hickey on the vexed question of Friends’ rather mixed record when it comes to retaining the loyalty of their young adults. Besides his scholarly work, Hickey has been able to observe Quakers close up around Greensboro NC and the Amish in central Ohio. Putting these observations together with some study of typical practices for dealing with young adults, he arrives at some surprising and challenging insights. Hot on his heels comes Keith Helmuth, who considers the work of two most remarkable Friends, John Bellers in the 1700s, and economist Kenneth Boulding, who towered over much Quaker thought for the last half of the twentieth century.
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From their pathbreaking thought and writings, Keith reflects on the continuing “evolutionary potential” of our Society in a tumultuous world. Another twentieth century Quaker thinker, Maurice Creasey, is the focus of the first review. The onetime Director of Studies at Britain’s Woodbrooke study center, Creasey was a prolific writer whose work has been in eclipse for more than a generation. Is it time for Friends to revisit his version of “Christ-centered” Quakerism? Editor David Johns thinks so, and has produced a collection of Creasey’s essays, which we examine. A more familiar figure evoked the second review essay: Mother Teresa, whom multitudes regard as a great saint of our time. Her admirers include persons from many faiths, and not a few Friends. Many, including your Editor, were thus taken aback when it was disclosed that for most of her adult life, this tireless and devout Catholic nun had in fact felt utterly abandoned by God and Jesus, and lived in continual, well-concealed despair. This story was told in her own words, by letters to spiritual directors which she asked to be destroyed. But they were preserved and have now been published. Your editor read the resulting book, and found it both unsettling and difficult to fathom. For help in plumbing the meaning of this decades-long “dark night of the soul,” we turned to a previous contributor who had much familiarity with the Catholic monastic tradition, George Amoss, Jr. George provides his own trenchant analysis and reflection on this story, drawing on some outside critical views of Mother Teresa’s work. It makes disturbing but illuminating reading. Altogether, this Issue #19 of Quaker Theology should be a worthy addition to the reading list of many Friends and others. – Chuck Fager, Editor
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An Open Letter To West Richmond Friends Meeting, Richmond, Indiana 8th Month 2011 Dear West Richmond Friends,: Let’s start with a question for you: would getting booted out of Indiana Yearly Meeting really “help you out?” Really? If that’s the kind of “help” you need, what would its opposite look like? It’s being suggested that you need such special assistance because, by being led to be “affirming” of LGBT folks, you have tossed aside all standards or boundaries, succumbed to “postmodern normlessness,” betrayed your faith in Christ and completely abandoned the Bible. (Other than that . . . .) I have a different view: You have done no such thing: you have plenty of standards and boundaries, and your faith in Christ and the Bible is evident. The fact that you’ve been led to formulate these in a way that differs from some others is not a denial of any of that. But it would be a deep denial to passively permit your meeting to be kicked out for following this leading, especially under the guise of “helping you out.” To submit to this would be a tacit guilty plea to the accusations that your Meeting is in fact illegitimate, a band of heretical interlopers which has no authentic place in IYM – that your honest testimony is somehow shameful, not worth standing up for, because it can’t stand the light of day. All of which is baloney, by the way. You do have a relationship with Jesus, of which your minute is one expression, and no human in Indiana has been commissioned to judge or invalidate it. If some can’t bear it that you have followed your leading as you have, that is their problem. It does not make you “guilty” if they cannot hold back from threatening a “chaotic shattering” of the yearly meeting because you have gone where the Spirit has led. Those of you who have worked with abuse victims or the deeply oppressed should recognize this kind of message: blaming the victim: “It was her fault for getting raped, the way
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she was dressed.” “Too bad about the lynching, but he didn’t stay in his place.” “The civilian casualties were unavoidable; but after all, it was our oil under their desert.” You know the drill. In my time, though, I’ve seen all too many Friends and meetings fall for such maneuvering; too many seem frightened almost to death of open conflict. So they settle for being humiliated, shamed and marginalized, rather than standing up for their witness and pushing back. It’s always a sad and disheartening spectacle, and I hope you will not repeat it. It’s also something of an Indiana tradition: Back in the 1920s, there was the “trial” of Earlham professors, on charges of teaching evolution and modern critical Bible study, which led to the departure of several churches which became Central Yearly Meeting. (The Earlham professors, by the way, stood fast and survived.) But that was almost a hundred years ago, and thank goodness all that foolishness about so-called Biblical “inerrancy” is behind us. Oh, it’s not? Pardon me. Actually, I knew that. These surges of pressure for doctrinal correctness seem to be a periodic occurrence especially in the Midwest, and it would take up too much space here to summarize all of them. But the last major outbreak is worth a mention. In 1990-1991, a campaign for “realignment” among American Friends was mounted, centered right there in Richmond. Your pastor at that time, Ron Selleck, was a staunch advocate of the idea of slicing up, not only Indiana but all the other yearly Meetings associated with Friends United Meeting, and reassembling the pieces into two new groups: the true Christians on one side, and the heretics and liberals on the other. (It was Ron Selleck, by the way, who preached vehemently against “postmodern normlessness”; so there’s nothing new under the sun.) That time though, the leadership of Indiana Yearly Meeting was solidly against the idea, on the very reasonable basis that nobody had been divinely endowed with the wisdom to know who was a “true Christian” and who wasn’t – never mind the authority to say so. Besides which, they knew full well that any such “realignment” would split Monthly Meetings, and not just Yearly Meetings, and they declined to encourage such tendencies. That time, “Realignment” didn’t get very far; Southwest Yearly Meeting in California left FUM; Ron Selleck resigned and
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moved to North Carolina. Everybody else pretty much stayed. But of course, the seeds of this bitter fruit were still around, and they have sprouted again. You have seen (and we have reported, in our Issues #9, #14, and #18) how they tied Western Yearly Meeting in knots for years over the fact that Phil Gulley dared to have some ideas of his own. Consider for a moment the outcome there: The drive to depose Gulley failed, and several meetings which favored it have left. Our sources indicate that the key to closure was the late but finally decisive emergence in Western of an articulate “Live and Let Live” movement: moderate-minded Friends, who may or may not have agreed with Gulley’s ideas, but were content to leave him in God’s hands. When they finally stood up and said enough was enough, then it was. Those who couldn’t bear that departed, and all reports from this summer suggest that Western’s sessions were rather tranquil. Frankly, if that’s what “chaotic shattering” looks like, Indiana could use a dose. So much for history. More pointedly, permitting your meeting to be “helped out” the door would also amount to what George Fox called “fleeing the cross.” Your affirming minute is a witness that brought down obloquy on you; is that something new for Christians and Quakers? Is that a reason to drop the cross and run for cover? “Woe to you when all men speak well of you, for that is how their fathers treated the false prophets,” Jesus warned in Luke 6:26. And in the beatitudes, “Blessed are those who are persecuted because of righteousness, for theirs is the kingdom of heaven.11"Blessed are you when people insult you, persecute you and falsely say all kinds of evil against you because of me. 12Rejoice and be glad, because great is your reward in heaven, for in the same way they persecuted the prophets who were before you.” Matthew 5:10-12. These are familiar enough verses. And the implications here seem evident: your leading is not wrong or dishonorable, something to apologize for and creep away from in disgrace. Be yourselves, pick up your cross and stand tall, peaceably yet steadfastly; then let the chips fall. That’s all the helping out you need. – Chuck Fager, Editor PS. For an account of the 1990-1991 “Realignment” purge attempt, here are several contemporaneous reports that are available online:
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http://www.afriendlyletter.com/AFL-archives/AFL-archives/114115-AFL-10-11-1990.pdf http://www.afriendlyletter.com/AFL-archives/AFL-archives/119AFL-3-1991.pdf http://www.afriendlyletter.com/AFL-archives/AFL-archives/AFLNo-123-07-1991.pdf http://www.afriendlyletter.com/AFL-archives/AFL-archives/125AFL-10-1991.pdf For our reports on The Phil Gulley controversy, click these links:: www.quaker.org/quest/issue-9-gulley-01.htm www.quaker.org/quest/issue14-angell-01.htm www.quaker.org/quest/issue16-gulley01.htm http://quaker.org/quest/QT-18-Online.pdf
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Lopping Off a Limb? Indiana Yearly Meeting’s Troubled Relationship With West Richmond Monthly Meeting By Stephen W. Angell “There is a common misperception that West Richmond is a limb that is being lopped off. That is not the spirit of the recommendation of the Indiana Yearly Meeting task force. We’re trying to help out the meetings that don’t fit.” – Doug Shoemaker, Superintendent, Indiana Yearly Meeting Introduction In an essay in Quaker Theology #18, summarized on the cover as “Indiana Trainwrecks,” I examined the turmoil within the two yearly meetings affiliated with Friends United Meeting and whose monthly meetings are largely located within the state of Indiana, namely, Indiana and Western Yearly Meetings. (http://quaker.org/quest/QT-18-Online.pdf) From 2007 until 2009, the prize for the most contentious yearly meeting sessions would have to have been awarded to Western Yearly Meeting, consumed by a controversy over whether to remove Phil Gulley’s recording. We won’t rehearse the details of that controversy here, but suffice it to say that the result of those contentious yearly meeting sessions was a lack of any sense of a meeting to remove Gulley’s recording, and, in 2009, a termination of the minute proposing to do just that, a minute that had twice brought forward by the Yearly Meeting Executive Committee. Since that time, six monthly meetings have withdrawn from Western Yearly Meeting and three others are moving into a dual affiliation with an explicitly evangelical yearly meeting. Steve Pedigo resigned as co-superintendent of Western Yearly Meeting in the spring of 2011, and Marlene Pedigo continued in the superintendent role, but only until the close of Yearly 1



Meeting sessions this July. Western Yearly Meeting sessions in 2011 were the most harmonious and had the least drama of any sessions for that yearly meeting in a long time. A search committee, seeking a full-time superintendent at a salary reduced from that the Pedigos had drawn, has settled on finalists to interview. It plans to bring forth a recommendation for a new superintendent to the Administrative Council on November 19. So, for a few months, Western Yearly Meeting has no superintendent. For anyone who is intrigued by drama, the sessions to visit in 2011 were definitely those of Indiana Yearly Meeting. And it is to that story we now turn. Indiana Yearly Meeting Wrestles with the Question: Can Friends Meetings be Welcoming And Affirming toward Gays? Readers of QT #18 will know that West Richmond Monthly Meeting answered that question, after a careful and painstaking two year study period, with a clear and ringing “yes.” In June, 2008, it approved a minute on welcoming and affirming that included the following statement: “We affirm and welcome all persons whatever their race, religious affiliation, age, socio-economic status, nationality, ethnic background, gender, sexual orientation, or mental/physical ability.” They offered several examples as to what this meant, including that such persons “are welcomed and encouraged to: attend and participate fully in meetings for worship; take an active part in the life and activities of our meeting; contribute their time, talents, spiritual gifts and resources to God through our meeting; [and] apply for and serve in positions of paid, public ministry or other positions of leadership in our meeting.” They then posted this statement on their website (http://www.westrichmondfriends.org/affirming.htm), later adding a link to Minutes by Indiana Yearly Meeting on Homosexuality, approved in 1982 and 1995 (http://www.westrichmondfriends.org/iym%20statements.htm). The 1982 minute, which determined that homosexual practices are “contrary to the intent and will of God for humankind,” is seen by many IYM members as precluding a minute affirming gays and lesbians. More details on their deliberations that led to the adoption of West Richmond’s Affirming minute, and on the first two years of controversy that followed, are available in my essay in QT #18. 2



After laboring with the issue of West Richmond’s Welcoming and Affirming Minute for more than two years, and running into very different interpretations of Scripture and the Yearly Meeting’s own book of Faith and Practice, (http://www.iym.org/Faith%20%20Practices%20Parts%201%2 0%202.pdf ) Yearly Meeting’s Ministry and Oversight (or, M&O) Committee in January had solicited opinions from all the monthly meetings as to next steps. Emotions were running high; but, according to Doug Shoemaker there was an “overwhelming and clear” response in opposition to West Richmond’s Welcoming & Affirming minute. It was, however, not unanimous, as at least two Meetings, Richmond’s First Friends and Englewood in Ohio, wrote in support of West Richmond and its process, if not themselves coming to exactly the same conclusion. In April, the M&O Committee recommended to the Representative Council that a Task Force be appointed “to work to resolve the tension currently existing in Indiana Yearly Meeting” concerning West Richmond’s minute and to bring a recommendation for a way forward to the July sessions of Indiana Yearly Meeting. The Administrative Council accepted this recommendation, and appointed a Task Force consisting of the Clerk, Greg Hinshaw; the superintendent, Doug Shoemaker; and five others, weighty Friends every one. Meeting four times, the task force ran up against the same seemingly intractable conflicts of Scripture and Faith & Practice interpretation. In the end, the Task Force identified four models for resolution of the conflict: (1) “Agree to Disagree, coupled with redefining IYM to emphasize support, de-emphasize authority;” (2) Make “Consistent Application of Faith & Practice;” (3) Undertake “Disciplinary Action (Censure) Against West Richmond;” and (4) Bring about a “Division and Possible Realignment.” For each of these alternative courses of action, various possible benefits and liabilities were identified by the Task Force. For example, Model #4 contains these benefits, as seen by the Task Force: it is “proactive;” “damage may be minimized by decisive action;” there is “less likelihood of unhappy congregations withdrawing to become non-Friends community churches;” it would “provide a way to part as friends;” it “would result in lower chronic tensions; it “could lead to a new energy and creativity as we are freed from old constraints;” and “connections could still be possible via FWCC (or similar” 3



Quaker umbrella organizations). The task force foresaw these possible liabilities for model #4: it could cause “possible pain/division in some monthly meetings;” “the rupture of current relationship may be painful;” it “could result in two groups, neither large enough to be viable;” it is “complicated [there are] questions of dividing assets, control of affiliated organizations, etc.;” the decision would be accompanied by a “sense of failure (another Quaker schism!);” “Will realignment really satisfy those seeking a more pure yearly meeting?” “Each group may suffer from the absence of the other’s perspective;” and the “Process will require much energy.” Model #4, the most radical option of the four, clearly fascinated the task force, as it generated a longer list of possible benefits and liabilities for that option, than for any other option. (Is realignment of Indiana Yearly Meeting the most radical option? One might be tempted to state that censuring West Richmond, Option #3, would be harsher, until one reads further and discovers that a possible liability of that option would be that West Richmond’s strongest opponents still “would not be satisfied.” Thus, simple abasement of West Richmond doubtless would not be enough for some, who would continue to demand that West Richmond be cast out of the Yearly Meeting.) Eventually, “after much prayer and earnest seeking,” the task force on July 6 “reached unity to recommend Model 4 to the yearly meeting’s consideration.” Doug Shoemaker described the Task Force’s unity as “reluctant but strong.” Task force member Stephanie Crumley-Effinger, a member of West Richmond Meeting, agreed to Model #4 only with extreme reluctance, she says. The pressing reason for her and all of the other members of the Task Force to agree on Model #4 was their fear, based on close analyses of the responses of the various monthly meetings, that there might be a “chaotic shattering” of IYM. The task force offered “a fervent wish” that the Yearly Meeting might discern, through the leadings of the Holy Spirit, some other and better course, but Model #4 was the best that the Task Force had to offer. The Task Force recommended that Monthly Meetings should study the report, reflect on IYM discussion, pray, and come together at a fall Representative Meeting to seek a decision. The report, however, was not released prior to yearly meeting. Instead, it was on the yearly meeting floor that IYM Friends for the first time heard the report from the Task Force 4



and the conclusions that it reach. Task force member Tom Hamm believes the report caught many people by surprise. The Yearly Meeting plenary speaker was Jan Wood, who heads Good News Associates, a Seattle-based church consultancy. She talked about the need for harmony and was quietly persuasive in her insistence that the Yearly Meeting really needed both sides. The contrast between Wood’s talks and the Task Force Report was rather jarring; Hamm noted that “there was something of a disconnect” between these two aspects of yearly meeting, and “it didn’t feel like a yearly meeting on the verge of a division.” Deliberations at Indiana Yearly Meeting Sessions, 2011 On July 22 and 23, the Task Force Report was brought to the floor of Indiana Yearly Meeting sessions by Doug Shoemaker and Task Force member Tom Hamm. There followed an extensive discussion with comments being offered both for and against the recommended realignment of the Yearly Meeting. West Richmond’s pastor, Joshua Brown, listened carefully but did not speak during the discussion. He noted that there was a generational divide in the response (as we observed also more generally about discussions relating to samesex issues in QT #18). Many of the older Friends were more hardline in their opposition to West Richmond’s Minute, while many of the younger Friends were asking, “What’s the big deal?” (Crumley-Effinger points out, however, that there were some Friends on both sides of the issue that don’t fit this generalization.) A number of the speakers were pastors of Meetings. For example, Dave Phillips, the retired pastor of Wabash Friends Meeting, the Yearly Meeting’s largest Meeting, and one of the seven Task Force members, asserted the necessity of lines and boundaries. He offered the view that the sinfulness of homosexuality as testified to by IYM’s 1982 minute on the subject was a line that cannot be crossed. But others talked about the value of “sticking together to obtain a larger view of God’s truth” and observed that “divorce doesn’t do people any good.” It was Brown’s sense that those present at Yearly Meeting were trying to “nerve ourselves up to do something we didn’t want to do.” Of course, if one really does not want to do something badly enough, perhaps that is a sign that the Holy Spirit does not want the body of Christ to take that step. 5



Consequently, there was a middle group developing at the Yearly Meeting, a group of Friends that did not approve of West Richmond’s Welcoming and Affirming Minute but still did not want to see realignment or separation. Brown recalls that there were many at Yearly Meeting from across the theological spectrum who came up to him to say how much they valued the contributions of West Richmond Friends to the Yearly Meeting. In other words, many meetings are “welcoming but not affirming” (WBNA) of gays and lesbians, but also want West Richmond to stay in IYM. He also noted that there were others who didn’t speak to him at all, and may have been avoiding him. The size of this middle group is uncertain. Brown implies that it may be a majority when he states that “most didn’t want to cut the ties” that bound West Richmond Friends and the Yearly Meeting. However, Shoemaker, while conceding the existence of this middle group, believes that it constitutes a minority of Yearly Meeting members, quickly adding that no one in IYM would contend that the majority should necessarily rule, as democratic process (but not always Friends business process) would dictate. Crumley-Effinger is unsure about the size of this group, but she did change her mind about Model #4 being the only viable one. The existence of this center group, WBNA and supportive of West Richmond staying, was an important reason for her to begin advocating for Model #1 (Agree to Disagree). Thus, from the time of Yearly Meeting onward, the Task Force has a dissenter on whether Model #4 should be pursued. If West Richmond were to stay, but other, conservative meetings to leave in protest, it would matter greatly which meetings were to leave. Wabash Monthly Meeting, for example, containing one-tenth of the Yearly Meeting’s members, would make a very large impact were it to leave along with some others, and Wabash members have been among the most adamant in insisting that a line be drawn. Crumley-Effinger now argues that there is enough ambiguity in the evidence gathered by the Task Force (an ambiguity that, admittedly, she did not perceive prior to IYM sessions) to entertain considerable doubt as to the number of meetings and members that would actually leave if West Richmond were to stay. One Friend brought up a practical matter, that the only way, under the Yearly Meeting’s Faith and Practice, for a Monthly Meeting to leave, is if that Monthly Meeting asks to leave. There is no process in Faith and Practice for compelling a Monthly Meeting to leave. What happens, he asked, if West Richmond 6



Friends respectfully declined an invitation to leave? (It should be noted that IYM, in the past two years, had asked its Fort Wayne Meeting, then dually affiliated with IYM and Ohio Valley Yearly Meeting, to “abide by IYM’s Faith and Practice,” noting several “areas where there would be significant, possibly even incompatible, differences between IYM and OVYM.” There was, however, also some dissension within the Fort Wayne Monthly Meeting, unlike West Richmond. When Fort Wayne Friends responded that they would keep their OVYM affiliation and essentially refused IYM’s request, IYM “laid down” Fort Wayne Friends Meeting, a roundabout way of stating that they were cutting ties with a Friends Meeting that would continue to exist under another yearly meeting structure. Thus, there is a process in the Faith & Practice for laying down a meeting, but it seems unlikely to some that IYM would apply this same language to West Richmond, should a separation take place. Furthermore, there are some in IYM who gravely doubt that the “laying down” process was properly applied even to Fort Wayne Friends, pointing out that there is no authorization in IYM Faith & Practice for laying down a meeting as a disciplinary action.) After two days of discussion, the Clerk, Greg Hinshaw, called for a period of silence and prayer as he sought to formulate a minute regarding any unity that the Holy Spirit was giving to Indiana Yearly Meeting at this time. Hinshaw did not discern any unity within the Yearly Meeting as to an immediate separation or realignment. When Hinshaw first asked for approval for a minute, the body gave its approval, albeit with 12 to 14 Friends, many from West Richmond or First Friends, asking to be recorded as standing aside. Crumley-Effinger recalls that the minute, as initially drafted, was very confusing, and that the Friends standing aside were not asked why they were doing so. When she raised her concern with the Clerk, he asked her to share her observation about the confusing nature of the minute with the body, and she did so. As a result, the minute was drafted in such a way as to make clear that the Representative Council was not bound to Model #4, and its task was described in more open-ended terms as seeking “a way forward.” The following minute was approved (the final wording was formulated by Tom Hamm): “The Indiana Yearly Meeting calls on monthly meetings to study the report and recommendations of the Task Force, reflect on the discussion at yearly meeting, and seek the guidance of the Holy 7



Spirit. At a called meeting of the Representative Council in the fall, we will seek a way forward.” An Interlude: Other 2011 Midwestern Yearly Meetings and Same-Sex Issues In July and August, Indiana Yearly Meeting would not be the only Midwestern Yearly Meeting to confront same-sex issues. Two yearly meetings that convened very shortly after the Indiana Yearly Meeting sessions were among these. After a short discussion during sessions, Ohio Valley Yearly Meeting (formerly, Indiana Yearly Meeting, Hicksite), meeting July 27-31, approved a minute that OVYM “Friends have been led by the Light of the Living Christ to understand that God’s love extends with equality to all people regardless of sexual orientation or gender identity,” affirming “the full humanity of lesbians, gay men, bisexuals, and transgender persons,” committing to “their equal status within the Religious Society of Friends and the wider world,” and celebrating “their covenant relationships, including marriages under the care of our constituent meetings, as just as sacred, just as valid, and the cause for just as much joy as those of any other persons.” (http://www.quaker.org/ovym/Documents/2011SexualityGenderID.pdf)



This was the culmination of decades of consideration by OVYM of issues related to same-sex relationships, including invitations by the Yearly Meeting to monthly meetings to weigh in with their views. But when OVYM finally reached unity on this minute, the unity was strong. But while OVYM reached a sense of the meeting on these charged issues, another nearby Yearly Meeting continued to struggle mightily without coming to any unified statements of clarity on same-sex issues. This was Ohio Yearly Meeting (Conservative), which gathered in Barnesville, Ohio on Eighth Month 8-14. In 2010, the body was presented with “The Salem Statement,” which would insert into the Ohio Book of Discipline language specifying a definition of marriage as between, and only between, one man and one woman. (See http://www.ohioyearlymeeting.org/OYM_minutes_2010_web. pdf , page 54) This proposal was widely discussed over the next twelve months. In its 2011 sessions this summer, after much labor, the Yearly Meeting minuted that



8



“Friends of various perspectives are equally committed to the Lord, and we recognize that we need additional enlightenment, understanding of the underlying issues, and an openness to learning more in whatever way presents itself. The question was raised how further dialogue might take place so we can be drawn into unity. We ask the Friends Center Committee to consider planning one or more events during the coming year. . . . If we are faithful it is worth the exercise. We have struggled with questions about human sexuality for years, and we hope that waiting and listening to God, laying down our own agendas, will open a way for us to be rightly guided. We want to approach the Lord in worship with these deep concerns and hear His word for the way forward. Real Truth spoken lovingly comes with strength to bear it.” Continuing Discussions of the Way Forward for Indiana Yearly Meeting A called Representative Council Meeting for Indiana Yearly Meeting has been scheduled for October 1 at Friends’ Memorial Church in Muncie. Hinshaw, in his role as Presiding Clerk, sent out a detailed letter on August 17 to the monthly meetings. Expressing his conviction that “this meeting of the Representative Council is one of the most important meetings for Indiana Yearly Meeting in many years,” he reiterated for Friends the detailed instructions for choosing Representatives to be found in Faith & Practice. Hinshaw requested that meetings “note that Faith and Practice discourages but does not prohibit the pastor from serving as a meeting’s representative.” Joshua Brown thinks that this may be a laudable attempt to discourage “pastoral grandstanding” at this very important meeting. A very full discussion has been occurring in the social media, on Indiana Yearly Meeting’s Facebook page. (The IYM page is here: https://www.facebook.com/groups/68164373831/; however, one must scroll down to posts in early August to find the most extensive discussion of the West Richmond issue.) Michael Sherman, pastor at Raysville and one of the moderators of the Indiana Yearly Meeting Facebook page, quoted from a book gifted by IYM to its pastors on the subject of Emotionally Healthy Spirituality: “I may not agree with you or you with me. Yet I can remain in relationship with you. I don’t have to detach 9



from you, reject you, avoid you, or criticize you to validate myself. I can be myself apart from you.” If this is the essence of an emotionally healthy relationship between pastors and their congregation, why should it not also be the essence of the relationship of monthly meetings with each other in the Yearly Meeting context? One much-talked-about contribution, online and offline, has been an observation from Doug Bennett, who on June 30 of this year retired from his job as President of Earlham. Bennett noted the Ohio Yearly Meeting (Conservative) consideration of same-sex issues, as reported by blogger Micah Bales. (http://lambswar.blogspot.com/2011/08/seeking-gods-word-t ogether-ohio-yearly.html ) Bennett seems to have in mind the various qualities on display in the minute excerpted above, that Yearly Meeting’s agreement that all on both sides of the issue “are equally committed to the Lord,” the openness to continued learning with the hope that more learning will draw them together into unity, the laying down of their own agendas in order to embrace what the Holy Spirit might have to say to the gathering, and so forth. Bennett asked, “Could IYM have the same collective courage?” As this is written, Bennett’s Facebook posting has so far generated more than 70 comments, including far-ranging, and sometimes quite sharp and pointed, discussions on what the Scriptures and our own human experiences have shown us about same-sex relationships. Sherman has written that his “eyes well[ed] up with tears” as he read some of these sharp exchanges. Can we find the same worshipful space with God, the true center to which we are led by the Holy Spirit, while we commune with each other on Facebook? Heidi Kratzer Hisrich has written, “What do we WANT Indiana Yearly Meeting to be? What is it that we BELIEVE should be holding us together? This is a question I’ve been wrestling with a lot lately. Is it the Quaker testimonies and Quaker process as a distinct manifestation of Christianity? Or is it whatever our current version of Faith and Practice states? Is it what the majority of people believe to be scriptural truth? Or is it something else entirely? As the discussions on this page have shown, the questions that we’re wrestling with go beyond any one specific issue to the heart of what it is that defines us as a body.” In the turmoil that has afflicted both Indiana and Western Yearly Meetings over the past few years, the need to be 10



more intentional in working out how our Quaker identity unites us has been at the root of much of it. What is it that the Holy Spirit is bringing us together to be and to do? Could Indiana Yearly Meeting Friends Agree to Disagree? Since the Yearly Meeting sessions of 2011 (less than a month previous to this writing), West Richmond has already held two called Meetings for Worship for Business to discuss the way forward. Some West Richmond members have wondered whether this is the time to withdraw from the yearly meeting, to spare other monthly meetings the pain that would inevitably accompany the decision whether to join West Richmond in a new realigned yearly meeting. So far, however, West Richmond has not chosen that option, but in Brown’s words, has opted to “hang tight.” The Task Force continues to meet to “prepare the space” (as Crumley-Effinger has observed) for a Holy Spiritfilled and directed Representative Council Meeting on October 1. At one of these Task Force Meetings, Friends present wondered whether the severity of the division within the Yearly Meeting was unprecedented. On the contrary, Crumley-Effinger noted that Indiana Yearly Meeting has weathered serious disagreements before, including an occasion in 1920 when one part of the Yearly Meeting put another part of the Yearly Meeting on trial for heresy! (Earlham faculty were charged with holding unsound views of Scripture and for their support of Darwin’s theories of evolution, but were found not guilty.) Another member of the Task Force added that a small group of Friends did subsequently split off from IYM to form Central Yearly Meeting, in response to this concern about unsound beliefs of some members. http://www.centralyearlymeetingoffriends.org/ ) Joshua Brown would like to urge a renewed consideration of the Task Force’s Model #1, that of Agreeing to Disagree. The Task Force devoted little space to fleshing out that option in its report, giving as its benefits that it is “a way of preserving unity;” it would “provide opportunity for united likeminded caucuses within a diverse yearly meeting;” and it “would formalize our current practice.” Its liabilities, according to the Task Force is that it “does not respect the conscience of many;” it “would likely result in some choosing to withdraw;” and it has a “dismal likelihood of being embraced.” Some argue that in fact Model #1 was presented in a 11



misleading and confusing way on the Yearly Meeting floor. What was presented there as Model #1 embraced two distinct ideas: one, agreeing to disagree, and, two, a change in IYM’s structure to a less hierarchical, more support-driven organization. So, it is complicated. The latter half would be a far greater change for IYM than the former half, but, one IYM Friend argues, making IYM less hierarchical “might be necessary to both save the YM, and to have a YM at the end of this that is indeed worth saving.” At any rate, IYM members inclined to advocate Model #1 at this point are in agreement that it deserves much more careful presentation and thought than it was given during Yearly Meeting sessions. Brown wonders whether a fuller development would map out a course of action that Monthly Meetings in Indiana Yearly Meeting could live with. “One way to do this would be to create a written covenant which focuses on action, and not on our differences of belief and interpretation. Could we try to say what we will and will not do on this issue, and give God some time to help us rediscover our spiritual unity?” Brown appeals to Scriptural passages such as Genesis 31, where Biblical personages (in that case, Jacob and Laban) addressed disagreements over land and other issues by setting out a border marker and calling on God to witness to their agreement. A covenant might include such elements as a desire to be faithful to Jesus Christ’s teachings, a deep respect for the integrity of Scriptures, a desire to remain in fellowship, and a respect for each other’s Christian faith even when we disagree. It would include agreements on polity issues, such as continued financial support for the Yearly meeting and committee service. A key item in Brown’s list is this very carefully worded statement: “Whenever a meeting departs significantly from IYM practice, on this or any other issue, the meeting will include a fair and unprejudiced statement of what IYM believes, including full text of any relevant IYM minute, policy statement or section of Faith and Practice, so that anyone can clearly see where the difference lies.” This is West Richmond’s current practice in regard to its Welcoming and Affirming minute, and its current practice has so far been unacceptable to some of the more evangelically oriented meetings within IYM. It remains to be seen whether any of the latter meetings will change their mind. Indiana Friends need to do something else prior to their October 1 Representative Council, Brown believes, and that is to “count the cost of division in Indiana Yearly Meeting.” IYM 12



is already not in the healthiest financial or spiritual position. According to the 2011 Statistical Report, it has only 2,951 members. This represents a steep decline from the 20,585 members it had a century ago (1912 figures), and from the 4,065 members it had a decade ago. Brown estimates that an attempt to force out the more liberal meetings might deprive IYM of a further 13% of its membership, which would occasion a substantial increase in the per member assessment of monthly meetings, or substantial cuts in program budgets, or both. In addition, there would be significant losses in Friends available for committee service, and in numbers of recorded ministers. Can IYM truly afford this realignment? Shoemaker, who admits that personally he thinks that realignment is the only realistic prospect going forward, agrees with Brown that there will certainly be financial consequences from this course of action. He says now, however, that it should not be a financial decision. Two of the potential liabilities of the realignment model by the Task Force do seem to put financial realities front and center, as the task force noted that realignment could result in two groups, neither large enough to be viable, and that questions of dividing assets present significant complications. And Shoemaker has been very frank in the recent past about the financial problems that IYM faces imminently, realignment or no realignment. In his report to IYM in 2010, he observed, “I believe that we can probably maintain our current yearly meeting programming and staff for a few years, but the way we are structured now is not financially sustainable for the long term. We have worked hard to keep our spending and assessments down, but unless membership increases, we are faced with the prospect of significantly raising assessments or making staff cuts in the not-so-distant future. Our current assessment level may already be at or past a tipping point where the cost of being a part of the yearly meeting exceeds the value received from belonging. I’m not trying to paint a bleak picture, but I want to realistically observe that in the near future, something’s got to give.” ( http://www.iym.org/IYM%202010%20Highlights.pdf )



Surely, a realignment, a separation, will make all of these problems much, much worse. Any decision by IYM either to 13



stay together or to separate cannot be entirely finance-driven, but IYM Friends, in reaching decisions on such matters, will have to take these sobering financial realities into serious account. Shoemaker sees a proactive realignment as the best way to separate, which he regards as inevitable, while preserving friendships. He notes the nine monthly meetings that have withdrawn from or changed their relationship with Western Yearly Meeting in the past year, and wants a planned, rather than unplanned and chaotic, separation, should separation be inevitable. Of the “agree to disagree” option, he believes that the only way the Yearly Meeting could approve that is if the opposition to it “would have mentally checked out during the decision-making process, and soon enough afterwards, they would physically check out.” Brown is less sanguine that a friendly, planned separation or realignment is possible. Brown does not conclude his analysis of the costs of separation with financial realities, but with a reckoning of emotional and spiritual costs as well. Brown, who, as we noted in QT#18, is the editor of a new edition of Allen Jay’s Autobiography, a place where Jay reflected sadly and profoundly on the spirit of schism as it affected nineteenthcentury Friends, is well posted on his Quaker history. Thus Brown observes, “Friends have been talking about an ‘amicable division,’ which may or may not be possible. Our track record on this has not been good during the last 200 years. There will almost certainly be bitterness, blame and recrimination on both sides, which will take at least a generation to heal. Meanwhile, Friends outside IYM will be encouraged to take sides in the dispute, meaning that everyone else will suffer, too. “The spiritual cost of a division is probably beyond calculation. Friends on both sides have expressed that we need the balance provided by those other Friends, and this is certainly true. Becoming more narrow through division will mean that we will be spiritually poorer. “Although everyone would welcome a decrease in fights and tensions, it is by no means clear that a division would accomplish this. Divisiveness is a habit, and many denominations which have started splitting have never recovered. Once we give in to the spirit of 14



division, it’s hard to give it up. “Friends on all sides have stated their desire to follow Jesus Christ as savior and to follow his teachings. We share a common Faith and Practice, a common interest in missions, a common way of doing business. We agree on so many things. Rather than unprofitably dividing, can’t we find a way to stay together?” Crumley-Effinger says of her monthly meeting that “If West Richmond is not in Indiana Yearly Meeting, we’ll be OK. But I don’t know what will happen with the Yearly Meeting if the purifying and crusading spirit goes on.” Conclusion Again a Midwestern yearly meeting associated with Friends United Meeting finds itself at a crossroads. Your author’s crystal ball is cloudy, as he sorts through these momentous developments. One rather clear-cut development at 2011 yearly meeting sessions was the admission into Indiana Yearly Meeting of two monthly meetings, Westfield and Hinkle Creek, that had seceded in the previous year from Western Yearly Meeting. Some IYM Friends had wished that the admission process for these two monthly meetings would have been more deliberative, but in fact the two meetings were admitted with dispatch. Are some in IYM angling for more of the conservative meetings who have withdrawn from Western Yearly Meeting to join IYM? Thus rendering the Yearly Meeting geographical demarcation lines more elastic causes me to wonder whether the two FUM yearly meetings in Indiana may eventually differentiate somewhat along ideological lines, with Indiana Yearly Meeting emphasizing its evangelical and holiness identity to a greater extent, and Western Yearly Meeting becoming a haven for those meetings more inclined toward a liberal identity. I have not heard any Richmond-area Friend (or other IYM Friend, for that matter) indicate any interest in being part of Western Yearly Meeting, but aside from higher fuel costs and expanding one’s carbon footprint, there might be a certain logic to the differentiation of the two yearly meetings along vaguely ideological lines. But all of that is speculation about events that may be far off, and certainly not urgent at the moment. The more pressing question is one that has beset Friends for the past 200 15



years, the nature of Quaker unity, the highly prized ideal bequeathed to us by our founders 350 years ago, an ideal that has often proved elusive in the latter half of our existence as a religious society. In the current form, this question highlights that Indiana Yearly Meeting has its “pro-purity” and its “protolerance” advocates, just as does its Western counterpart (QT#18), although the issues at prominence in each yearly meeting have been different. Still, one side insists on the enforcement of boundaries for Quaker identity, based in this case on the IYM statements of 1982 and 1995. The other side is questioning these particular boundaries, and could also cite scriptural support – e.g., Galatians 6:2 “Bear one another’s burdens, for in that you fulfill the law of Christ”; and Colossians 3:13: “Bear with each other and forgive whatever grievances you may have against one another. Forgive as the Lord forgave you.” These admonitions translate into calls for a more bottom-up approach toward decision making in the yearly meeting. Its approach would involve more of and an honoring of the role as a prophetic voice that monthly meetings can play toward the yearly meeting as a whole. On all sides in IYM, there have been voices emphasizing the degree to which the Holy Spirit can work through patient Quaker process pursued by Friends of good will. Will IYM Friends take the time in order for the Holy Spirit to be heard clearly? Phrased in this manner, these oft-warring tendencies in modern Quakerism seem quite complementary – each has good, probing questions and considerable strengths to bring to the common endeavor of building up the Kingdom of God. As the Apostle Paul wrote in great hope, God has so arranged the body of Christ, “that there may be no dissension within the body, but the members may have the same care for one another. If one member suffers, all suffer together with it.” (I Cor. 12:24-26). In other words, Paul tells us that the body of Christ retains – yes, it even honors and cherishes – its limbs. Perhaps, in spite of those forecasting doom, the members of Indiana Yearly Meeting will yet discover how much they all really need one another. Sources Indiana Yearly Meeting Executive Committee. Minutes, June 7, 2010; Oct. 4, 2010. Indiana Yearly Meeting Minute on Homosexuality 16
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Lopping off a Limb: Update – October 5, 2011 When I discussed Quaker Theology’s preview edition, which went online at the end of August, with both insiders and outsiders in Indiana Yearly Meeting, Iwas invariably told that information in the article was previously unknown to the reader. One IYM Friend suggested that two items of information in the article were especially important. One was the actual minute approved at Yearly Meeting. The IYM Clerk, Greg Hinshaw, had not sent out that minute with his mailing in mid-August, and many IYM Friends did not know what their yearly meeting, in sessions, had approved. The second, this Friend suggested, was that one of the Task Force members, Stephanie Crumley-Effinger, now dissented from the report brought to Yearly Meeting sessions. The Task Force had striven very hard to present itself has united, and now it turned out to have a dissenter. The Task Force continued work, and by mid-September, it reached a renewed unity. All seven members of the Task Force signed a letter, dated September 15, stating that “we will gather on October 1 as a group of Friends of Jesus, seeking God’s leading for the way forward for our yearly meeting, through listening carefully to one another and listening for the guidance of the Holy Spirit.” All seven of these Friends now recommended a new model, which they called Model #5. (In other words, Task Force unity had been restored.) This Model was considerably more fleshed out than its four predecessors. It identified issues that divided IYM Friends, including “significant differences in how Friends regard, interpret, and use Scripture; differences in whether the yearly meeting is a denominational authority with responsibility to guard and uphold a commonly held Faith and Practice, or a cooperative affiliation of meetings with considerable autonomy and freedom; significantly differing worldviews; and Friends who differ in such ways frequently, but usually unintentionally, offending and wounding one another.” Observing “similar dynamics at work in Western and Wilmington Yearly Meetings,” along with such practical issues present in all three yearly meetings such as “increasing costs and declining membership,” the Task Force offered a Model #5, which they called “Deliberative/Collaborative Reconfiguration.” They 18



recommended that “on October 1, Friends of Indiana Yearly Meeting commit ourselves to a year-long process of seeking a future that honors each other’s consciences and understandings of scriptural guidance, and that is life-giving for all of our monthly meetings.” They proposed dividing IYM along lines of desired exercise of Yearly Meeting authority. “We ask Friends to discern whether they want to be part of a yearly meeting that, as our current Faith and Practice provides, has the power to set bounds and exercise authority over subordinate monthly meetings; or whether they wish to be part of a yearly meeting that is a collaborative association, with monthly meetings maintaining considerable autonomy and allowing great freedom in matters of doctrine.” (Actually, IYM Faith and Practice has both subordinationist and associational provisions in it, so is open to much more richness in interpretation than the Task Force portrayed here; see our QT #18.) On the floor of Representative Council, Tom Hamm stated that one criticism that had been made of Model #4 was that it was a way of dismissing West Richmond through the backdoor. Model #5, he said, would make clear that such would not be the purpose of the Yearly Meeting’s action. They also proposed to invite “Western and Wilmington Yearly Meetings to join in this process of discernment, with the potential for reconfiguring our three yearly meetings into two bodies per the above delineated kinds of yearly meetings.” To be clear, Western and Wilmington Yearly Meetings had not asked to take part in such a discernment process. But, if the Representative Council was to approve Model #5, IYM would ask their two sister yearly meetings if they wished to join in the discernment process. We will append the entire text of Model #5 at the conclusion of this update. Usually, when members of the Religious Society of Friends are asked to undertake big decisions, there is a period of seasoning for such proposals, so that everyone can pray about them, and, at the very least, understand their full import. There would be no such period of seasoning for Model #5. Instead, IYM Friends would be asked to make a decision on Model #5 a mere fifteen days after the Task Force unveiled it. Some IYM Friends showed up at the Representative Council in Muncie on October 1 knowing nothing about Model #5, thinking that they would be asked to make a decision only on one of the first four Models. When Representative Council met on October 1, at Friends Memorial Church in Muncie, it deliberated for more than 19



6-1/2 hours on these matters. Doug Shoemaker gave his view that Option #1 would not work, and reiterated the Task Force views that there were vast differences in ways of interpretation of Scripture, vast differences in worldview, and vast differences in the view of Yearly Meeting authority. Shoemaker stated these views are not held lightly. The Task Force had been accused of trying to divide IYM, he stated, but the truth of the matter is that the division already exists. Thus, he asked, how do we move forward in light of the fact that these serious divisions already exist in IYM? There was no clear answer given to the question of when the year-long process of dividing IYM would start, should the Rep Council approve Model #5. Did the clock start ticking at yearly meeting sessions in July, or would it start with the hoped-for approval of Model #5 in October? In Josh Brown’s view, “the Holiness churches are clearly impatient” to have this division over and done with. In Michael Sherman’s view, the October 1 Representative Council was convened with the Task Force, including the Clerk, seeking to have Model #5 ratified. Those Friends who wished to advocate for other models were told that only Model #5 was under consideration. Sherman stated that the problem with the process was that IYM leadership did not prepare enough room for God to work within the Representative Council Meeting. Crumley-Effinger, however, says that she was pleased by the worshipful nature of the Representative Council meeting. And, indeed, the first two hours of the proceedings included numerous hymns, one suspects, in an attempt to get Indiana Friends in a worshipful mood. According to Josh Brown’s count, 25 IYM Friends spoke in opposition to Model #5, and only 21 spoke in favor of it. The clerk of West Richmond Meeting, Rich Sinex, pointed out that the common way that the dispute within the Yearly Meeting was portrayed, as some Friends being for Scripture and others against it, was not accurate, and it did not represent reality. All Friends valued Scripture. A Friend from Englewood Meeting used Matthew 23:8 (“you are not to be called rabbi, for you have one teacher, and you are all students”) to argue against division. Joe Kelly from the Friends in Christ in Michigan was mystified as to the grounds on which a division could take place; his meeting favored Model #1, Agree to Disagree. Friends from West Richmond, First Friends (Richmond), Anderson, Newcastle, Friends Memorial in Muncie, Englewood and Friends in Christ all spoke in opposition to Model #5. Most of these meetings have at least two of the following three things in 20



common: They come from small cities (Englewood is a suburb of Dayton); they have strong historical ties with Earlham or ESR; or they are located in places that have college or university communities. By way of contrast, most of the holiness and evangelical meetings are quite rural, located in very small towns. As for those who spoke in favor, a Friend from Farmland stated that IYM Friends had lived with division for at least 30 years, and the cost of disunity is too high to continue. “People are worn out and don’t trust each other.” A former clerk of IYM said that the culture of her monthly meeting was different from that of West Richmond, and separation would be the best thing. Despite the Clerk’s prior admonitions against prepared statements, a mere four statements in favor of Model #5 in the afternoon occupied more than one hour of the Rep Council’s time. Repeatedly, proponents of Model #5 stated that “some issues are deal breakers;” for some, it was West Richmond’s permission for gays and lesbians to assume leadership in the Meeting. A pastor from Upland offered his view that the IYM membership was declining because the Yearly Meeting was not taking a high enough view of Scripture. Toward the end of the session, after a period of prayer, Hinshaw, the IYM clerk, stated that it was his sense of the meeting that Model #5 was approved. This precipitated an hour-long procedural wrangle. At least ten Friends, mostly from the host church, Friends Memorial Church in Muncie, stood, with the request that their names be recorded in opposition to the minute. They also refused to stand aside. Hinshaw cited IYM Faith and Practice to bolster his view that the approval of the minute would be valid, despite some Friends taking such a strong stand against it. Not all Friends were happy with this construction of the Friends’ business process. The reaction of West Richmond Friends was complex. When I interviewed Josh Brown three days later, he admitted that he was still “in shock” about the weekend’s proceedings. But no West Richmond Friend stood aside from the final minute. Why? West Richmond representative Sue Axtell explains that while most West Richmond Friends would have preferred the “agree to disagree” option, “as we listened we realized that those who need to exist in an environment of similar theological beliefs and a structured authoritarian YM would be so unhappy unless Model 4 or 5 passed that none of us stood aside or claimed to be not ‘united’ with the final minute. That’s the nuts and bolts of it.” Hinshaw himself called Model #5 the “best of the worst” options. You can find many Friends in Indiana who would essentially echo this viewpoint. The “Deliberative/Collaborative 21



Reconfiguration” of Model #5 is terrible, they might say, but there was no better option. Margaret Fraser noted that “the decision to separate was . . . not without deep grief. The proposal to sing ‘Blest Be the Tie that Binds’ did not sit well with those who were feeling ties torn apart, and was quietly dropped. While it may prove to be the best decision in the circumstances, the ties are not simply ‘fellowship’ but deep ties of history, generational connection and, above all, identity. Grief is appropriate.” One striking aspect of the deliberation was how little deliberation there was on the issues regarding the place of gays and lesbians in our Friends Meetings that had precipitated this latest division in IYM. Clerk Hinshaw discouraged any discussion of homosexuality on the floor of the Rep Council. Certainly, the issues of the authority of Yearly Meeting and Scripture were very weighty in and of themselves, so the Yearly Meeting had much to deal with, without a discussion of homosexuality. Doug Bennett, the recently-retired President of Earlham College, asked on the IYM Facebook page, “Was there any discussion of how Friends should view homosexuality? Or does this remain, among us, the topic about which we will not speak? I believe God cares a great deal more about whether we treat one another in love and respect than whether we sustain organizations in which we find comfort. . . . Can we minister to one another on this question?” But, for the most part, this question was left for another day. As for how the process of Deliberative and Collaborative Reconfiguration will work, there are far more questions at this point than there are answers. At the close of the Rep Council sessions, Hinshaw emphasized two points. First, monthly meetings will not be assigned to a yearly meeting, but they will have to choose. Second, some provision would have to be made for continuing fellowship with one another. Presumably, he meant that there would be no shunning. He was stating that friendships ought to continue across yearly meeting lines. It won’t be easy for monthly meetings to choose, as there is considerable diversity within monthly meetings, not just the yearly meeting. Several IYM pastors have shared with me their unease over the impossible situation that IYM dysfunction has dumped into their laps. It will take all their considerable skills, plus a full and ample reliance upon the Holy Spirit, to guide individual meetings into appropriate responses. West Richmond’s Sue Axtell says that she’s “sad for the meetings caught in the middle that will have to make some decisions from a ‘forced’ place.” 22



Invitations will now be issued to Western and Wilmington Yearly Meetings to join the process. They may accept, or they may decline; no one knows at this point. Several of the institutions associated with Indiana Yearly Meeting (including White’s Institute, Quaker Haven camp, and Quaker Hill Conference Center) already have independent incorporation, so they will not likely be affected too much by the process of separation. However, the Friends Fellowship retirement community in Richmond is owned by Indiana Yearly Meeting, so there will have to be found some way to resolve that issue. Josh Brown points out that the question of affiliation with Friends United Meeting also will need a resolution. Will only one, or both, yearly meetings continue in affiliation with Friends United Meeting? If both yearly meetings continue in affiliation with Friends United Meeting, will they attempt to take their fights to FUM forums? Would a new center-right yearly meeting seek an affiliation with Evangelical Friends Church International? Would a new center-left yearly meeting seek an affiliation with Friends General Conference? How will Friends be moved to continue their financial contributions to Indiana Yearly Meeting in the year-long interim period, when they are unsure as to what they are contributing to, anymore? IYM already is in difficult financial straits, as our main article makes clear. This will undoubtedly make it worse. Not all Friends separations have been accomplished with wild emotion. The violent separation between Hicksites and Orthodox in Ohio Yearly Meeting in 1828 was followed by a separation accomplished far more calmly between Gurneyites and Wilburites in Ohio in 1855. But most seem to have had rather farreaching results. As to what will be the result of this latest contemplated separation, we will just have to see. So stay tuned.
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Appendix: Model #5 Deliberative/Collaborative Reconfiguration 1. We recommend that, on October 1, Friends of Indiana Yearly Meeting commit ourselves to a year-long process of seeking a future that honors each other’s consciences and understandings of scriptural guidance, and that is life-giving for all of our monthly meetings. This process would include (but not be limited to) the following elements: 2. The West Richmond Welcoming Minute is, in our opinion, but a symptom of deeper disagreements in the yearly meeting. One of these is the question of the yearly meeting’s authority over its monthly meetings. We ask Friends to discern whether they want to be part of a yearly meeting that, as our current Faith and Practice provides, has the power to set bounds and exercise authority over subordinate monthly meetings; or whether they wish to be part of a yearly meeting that is a collaborative association, with monthly meetings maintaining considerable autonomy and allowing great freedom in matters of doctrine. A Monthly Meeting may choose to opt out of the early phase of this process, and wait until the reconfiguration is underway before deciding the yearly meeting with which to affiliate. Depending on the outcome of the reconfiguration discussion, the yearly meeting of its preference may be largely the one in which it is currently located. 3. Inviting Western and Wilmington Yearly Meetings to join in this process of discernment, with the potential for reconfiguring our three yearly meetings into two bodies per the above delineated kinds of yearly meetings. 4. A process for appointing a task force, representing the variety of perspectives and interests in Indiana Yearly Meeting, to carry out this discernment work, both within our yearly meeting and, potentially, with parallel bodies of either or both of the other two 24



yearly meetings. It would include, but not be limited to the following responsibilities: a. Maintaining valued relationships, both as the process unfolds and as yearly meetings are reconfigured b. Clarifying a way to go about such a reconfiguration, including how to proceed if Western and Wilmington decline the invitation to join in this process c. Determining how to share our responsibilities for and connections with Friends United Meeting, Whites, Friends Fellowship Community, and Quaker Haven Camp d. Identifying and addressing legal implications, such as meetinghouse ownership We offer this recommendation in the full knowledge that Friends have many sad feelings about Quaker separations in the past, and wishing to avoid the hostility and alienation that has rocked the Quaker community at such times (forms of which sometimes re-emerge these days when we experience our differences.) We have come to recognize that factors which enabled Indiana Yearly Meeting to succeed as “a big tent” 50 and more years ago are no longer present. With more convinced Friends (a good thing!) we have fewer family ties across meetings. Styles of worship vary widely from one congregation to another. Some of us identify closely with the wider Religious Society of Friends and sister peace churches, while others of us find our kindred spirits within the wider evangelical movement. Quarterly meetings have diminished and are much less effective in connecting Friends from different meetings. We trust that there can be a healthy self-differentiation and movement into new forms of relationships that free each Meeting to be faithful to, and supported in, the leadings that they have. We seek for Friends to bless one another in our differing journeys, affirming that we all are following Jesus’ call to the kingdom of God. Thus we encourage Friends to look to the model of three of our long-ago spiritual forebears from the Hebrew Scriptures: Ruth, Orpah, and Naomi (see attachment #3). These women had come to a moment when, through no fault of their own, their way of life was no longer sustainable, and they had to make a momentous decision about how to proceed. At first, all three set out to seek a new life in Ruth’s native land of Judah, but then Orpah took Ruth’s advice and decided to stay in Moab and return to her family home. The three women wept, kissed one another, and parted with love and respect, wishing each other a good future in their differing journeys. 25



May we do as well, if Friends feel led to accept the recommendation of Model 5, and all thrive in faithfulness in the land to which they are called. Your Friends in Christ, Peggy Caldwell, Stephanie Crumley-Effinger, Rod Dennis, Tom Hamm, Greg Hinshaw, Dave Phillips, and Doug Shoemaker
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The Retention of Young People by the Quakers and the Amish Damon D. Hickey Note: An earlier version of this paper was delivered to the North Carolina Friends Historical Society in Greensboro on November 10, 2007. It is still very much a work in progress. It lays out several questions about the retention of young people by the Quakers (Friends) and the Amish, presents the methodological challenges these questions pose, and suggests some answers. This paper is a small tribute to one of my exemplars and mentors in Quaker history. Larry Ingle’s work on the Hicksites is well-known and stands as the most comprehensive treatment of the subject to date. His book about George Fox is a similarly path-breaking work. But beyond his own contributions to the field of Quaker history, Larry has done much to encourage other Quaker historians and archivists to investigate questions that need and deserve their attention. Through his work with the Conference of Quaker Historians and Archivists, he has encouraged many to persist in their work and to set high standards for it. A better professional friend who both walks the walk and talks the talk would be hard to find. I feel honored to have been asked to contribute to his Festschrift [Keeping Us Honest, Stirring The Pot, Kimo Press 2011]. I am also indebted to my Wooster colleague, David McConnell, for his perceptive and helpful comments on this paper. When we moved from Guilford College in North Carolina to the College of Wooster in Ohio in 1991, we did more than change colleges and locales. We moved from a Quaker community to the edge of the largest Amish community in the world. The two groups are very different. For the most part, Friends are no longer a distinctive religious minority who dress and speak differently, consistently adhere to plainness and nonviolence, and disown members who overstep the boundaries of the religious community. The Amish, on the other hand, are just such a community. But popular confusion of the “Pennsylvania Dutch” with the commercial image of the Quaker Oats man, in his dark suit and broad-brimmed hat, has led many to conflate them. The fact that Friends were also, once upon a time, a distinctive religious minority who dressed and spoke differently, adhered to plainness and nonviolence, and disowned members who overstepped the 27



boundaries of the religious community points to an underlying similarity. So the question naturally arises, why did the Friends change while the Amish did not? Or, to put the matter slightly differently, why did the Amish succeed in retaining both their young people and their religious culture, while the Friends could do the former (with mixed results) only at the expense of the latter? There are some pockets of “neo-Conservative” Friends today who have returned intentionally to some of the ways of earlynineteenth-century Friends, finding themselves very much at home among conservative Mennonites and Amish. But these Friends have yet to demonstrate their religious culture’s staying power, and anyway do not represent an unbroken tradition in the way the Amish do. Rather, they have consciously modified the Conservative Quaker way of life of the late twentieth century to make it more like that of a century or more before, overlaid with a modern neoLuddite coloring. It remains a matter of historical fact that Quakerism failed to preserve its traditional religious culture, even if some elements of that culture survived and others have been rediscovered and modified. (For a discussion of an effort to reestablish traditional Quakerism in Randolph County, North Carolina, during the first half of the twentieth century, see “The Cross of Plainness: A Century of Conservative Quakerism in North Carolina,” by Damon D. Hickey, The Southern Friend XXVII (2005): 7–42. For a perspective on neo-Conservative Quakerism, see A Plain Life, by Scott Savage, New York: Ballantine Books, 2000.) The disappearance of traditional Quaker culture (roughly speaking, the culture of American Quakers in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries) was closely linked to the departure of Quaker youth. As Quaker young people (and some of their elders) left their communities throughout the nineteenth century, through either outright defection or disownment for violating the Quaker “Discipline” (rule of conduct, roughly parallel to the Amish Ordnung), these communities either relaxed their Discipline in order to hold on to their members or refused to bend and died out. Even the Conservative Quaker communities that survived modified their Discipline to allow some practices they had previously prohibited, including marriage to non-Friends. So, while these communities changed less rapidly than those in other Quaker affiliations (many of which became nearly indistinguishable from evangelical Christian churches), they became gradually less distinctive than they had been in the early nineteenth century. On the other hand, the Amish, whose culture has changed in some ways–as in the movement from farming to microindustries and “lunch-pail” jobs away from home, and the 28



widespread use of new technologies such as cell phones–have remained fundamentally a non-urban, non-automotive, wireless culture that is endogamous, preserves strict limits on clothing styles and technology, and uses a distinctive language (“Pennsylvania German” or Deitsch) within the community. For all Amish, formal education is limited to the eighth grade, mostly in Amish parochial schools. Humility, obedience, community, and cooperation are encouraged, and individualism, ambition, and competition are not. Nonviolent non-resistance is the norm in relation to the state, but military service is prohibited. Only adults are baptized, and until one has been baptized, he or she is not officially “Amish.” Beginning about the age of sixteen, unbaptized young people enjoy a period of “running around” (Rumspringa), usually with other Amish young people but free from both parental and church supervision. Eventually they must decide for themselves whether to accept baptism and “join church.” In the meantime, they may remain within their families, but once having joined church, they may not leave or violate the Ordnung without incurring the Bann, or shunning, in which they are cut off from communication with both church and family. (See The Riddle of Amish Culture, revised ed., by Donald B. Kraybill, Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2001; Growing up Amish: The Teenage Years, by Richard A. Stevick, Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2007; and An Amish Paradox: Diversity and Change in the World’s Largest Amish Community, by Charles E. Hurst and David L. McConnell, Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2010. The latter, by two of my colleagues at the College of Wooster, deals with the Ohio Amish community.) While one might expect that the Amish retention rate would have declined, as their young people tried to keep from falling even farther “behind” in a world of ever-increasing complexity, technology, and consumerism, the opposite seems to have been the case. Furthermore, among the different Amish affiliations, the stricter, more conservative ones, which have tried harder to maintain their cultural boundaries, have had the higher retention rates. In Ohio in 2005, for example, the very conservative Andy Weaver Amish retained 97% of their children, whereas the Old Order (less conservative) retained 86%, and the New Order (still less conservative) retained 60%. The average retention rate for all groups was an impressive 83%. With the high number of Amish births, the total population has grown at a rate that is among the highest of any religious group in the nation (Hurst and McConnell, 13, 80). The question of how the Amish have succeeded in 29



retaining both their young people and their cultural distinct-iveness is largely sociological and anthropological, whereas the question of why the Friends failed is historical. We can study living Amish communities, interview Amish people, and gather statistics about them. We can ask precisely the sorts of questions we want to ask, look at different patterns of community norms and control, and correlate those patterns with retention rates. We cannot do that with individual Friends or Quaker communities that ceased to exist or modified or abandoned their cultural distinctiveness long ago. There are few studies of the precise causes of attrition in earlynineteenth-century Quaker meetings (religious communities), and even fewer studies comparing communities in different locales and of different affiliations (such as Hicksite, Gurneyite Orthodox, Wilburite Orthodox, and Evangelical). We cannot go into their homes and schools to examine in detail their child-rearing practices, pedagogy, approach to technology, or interaction with non-Friends. There are so many questions we might like to answer but cannot. And there are others that we will not be able to answer until more scholarly groundwork has been laid. (See The Quaker Family in Colonial America: A Portrait of the Society of Friends, by J. William Frost, New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1973; The Reformation of American Quakerism, 1748–1783, by Jack D. Marietta, Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1984; and Quakers in Conflict: The Hicksite Reformation, by H. Larry Ingle, Knoxville: University of Tennessee Press, 1986.) Even with the Amish, there are questions that cannot be answered conclusively, because there are too many factors involved and no way to control for them. For example, how important to Amish retention is the limitation of Amish education to eight grades? If Amish children had more formal education that would prepare them better to make a life outside the Amish community, would they be less likely to join the church? We can certainly ask Amish people that question, but even they cannot know the answer for certain, since they did not have that option themselves. And we cannot compare them with a control group of high-schooleducated Amish to see whether their retention rate is different, because there is no such control group in the real world. Given these methodological limitations, we can still suggest tentative answers to the following questions: 1. Why have Amish retention rates increased? 2. Why have Amish retention rates remained higher among those groups that have changed less? 3. Why did Quaker retention rates decline in the late 30



nineteenth and early twentieth centuries to the point where meetings survived only by relaxing their strictness and modifying or abandoning their cultural distinct-iveness? The question of why Amish retention rates have increased is a historical question about social change, and, therefore, partly historical and partly sociological. American culture has grown more consumer-oriented, urban, globally networked, individualistic, and technologically complex. By contrast, Amish society has remained a horse-and-buggy religious culture largely cut off from global communication and severely limited technologically. The national shift to a service-based economy dependent upon a highly-educated workforce has left most of the Amish, with their eighth-grade education, stuck in agriculture and specialized manufacturing (where they have succeeded thus far). The gulf that exists between the mainstream and Amish cultures has grown wider, not narrower. As a result, individual Amish who leave their communities are less and less equipped to make their way within the dominant culture. Leaving the Amish is a much bigger leap than it used to be. Likewise, the very things that have always made the Amish suspicious and afraid of the culture of the “world” have become more exaggerated. School teachers may no longer lead their classes in prayer. Government regulation of individual and business life has increased. Abortion has become legal. Homosexuality has gained greater acceptance. Sexual practices have become more liberal. Commerce takes place on the Christian Sabbath. Divorce rates have risen. Pornography has become readily-available on the Internet. Drug use has increased. Grown children have left their communities in greater numbers. Higher education is widespread. Individualism, competition, and ambition are praised and rewarded. Although cars, computers, and popular music may appeal to young Amish who are running around before joining church, their appeal cannot hide the increasing threat that the dominant culture poses to the religious-based values formed in them throughout their childhood. In short, the world is becoming not only a place where it is ever-harder for someone brought up Amish to survive outside the Amish culture, but also one that seems more and more antithetical to basic Amish moral, religious, and social values. Seen in that light, it is hardly surprising that more and more Amish young people are joining church and returning to the refuge of the Amish community. If retention rates among the Amish have risen as their cultural distance from the dominant culture has increased, it is also not surprising that Amish retention rates are higher among those 31



groups that have changed the least. The stricter the group, the greater the gap between its culture and the mainstream. If they leave, the young people from stricter groups are less prepared to succeed than those of more liberal affiliations, and they are more likely to view life in the larger society as spiritually dangerous. Paradoxically, parents in the stricter affiliations allow their young people greater freedom from supervision during their runningaround time than do parents in less-strict groups. Nevertheless, Amish youth in the stricter affiliations are taught that failure to return, join church, and remain obedient will lead them literally straight to hell. Their choice is a stark one, between black and white. There are no fuzzy boundaries, no middle ground, no compromises, no shades of gray. Whereas young people reared in some Amish affiliations may eventually join other, lessstrict churches (sometimes with the tacit approval of their families and “home” churches), those from the stricter affiliations who do leave are more likely to go “all the way” and not join any church. For them, the choice is all or nothing. In every way, the stakes are higher for young people of the stricter affiliations, and their defections are consequently fewer (Hurst and McConnell, 88). Thus, higher boundary maintenance, especially in combination with greater cultural distance from the dominant culture, appears to correlate with a higher retention rate. Larry Ingle has taught us that the Quaker schism between the “Hicksites” and “Orthodox,” which began in Philadelphia in 1827, ostensibly over the preaching of Elias Hicks, was fundamentally a rural reform movement that challenged the leadership of urban Quakers, who were regarded as increasinglyworldly members of the economic and social elite. Clearly, there were significant differences between these groups over cultural distance and boundary issues. But the cultural distance between both Hicksites and Orthodox Quakers and their dominant culture was probably not as great as the cultural distance between most of the Amish and their dominant culture today. The Amish, for example, still use Deitsch, a form of German, among themselves, although they use English in school, in writing, and in dealing with non-Amish. Complicating matters further, they read the Bible and sing hymns in High German. But the Friends, who used to use the obsolete “thee” and “thy” when addressing individuals, especially other Friends, still spoke English, did not have to be bilingual (or trilingual), and were fully comprehensible to non-Quakers. Their in-group language distanced their culture from the dominant culture, but the distance was not as great as it is for the Amish, who maintain Deitsch as their primary language and relegate English to 32



second-language status. The different approaches by the Quakers and the Amish to maintaining cultural distance and boundaries may account in large measure for their different retention rates. But the Amish also employ several tools for retaining their young people and way of life that traditional Quakers lacked: running around, baptism, and shunning. Whereas the Amish baptize only believing adults who agree to submit to the church’s authority, the Quakers abandoned the “outward sacraments” of baptism and communion altogether. As a result, the children of Quaker parents were simply members by “birthright.” When birthright Friends reached the “age of accountability,” they did not have to decide to join their Friends meetings, and there was no rite of baptism or confirmation to mark their entry into the Quaker community, since they had always been members. And because there was no period when Quaker young people were not under the authority of their Friends meetings, there was no opportunity for them to experiment with life in the “world” without the threat of disownment. Still, disownment did not mean shunning, as excommunication does for the Amish. Many disowned Friends retained close ties with their Quaker communities. Once Friends had been disowned, they discovered that little had been lost, and a great deal of freedom had been gained. Amish young people, on the other hand, can enjoy the freedom of running around without the threat of excommunication and shunning. But once they have made the decision to be baptized and join church, the likely consequences of their leaving or violating the Ordnung are serious indeed, including their permanent estrangement from family and friends and the threat of eternal damnation. In terms of retention, the Friends had it backward. They were strict when they needed to be lenient and lenient when then needed to be strict, forcing their young people to choose between conformity and disownment, but then imposing few sanctions on them if they chose disownment. No one can say for certain how different retention would have been had the Friends let their young people sow their Quaker oats outside the Friends community before making a real, consequential, adult decision about whether to join the meeting and commit to its authority and strictures. Amish retention rates have risen as their differences from the “world” and their separation from it have increased. But Quaker culture was less different from the dominant culture then than Amish culture is now, and the Friends kept themselves less separate. So even if they had required a real adult commitment, their retention rate might not have risen significantly. But the Amish example suggests that, had the Quakers 33



provided their young people with both a protected time for adolescent experimentation and the opportunity to make a formal adult commitment to the community, with serious consequences for changing their minds, they might have retained more of their young people and maintained more of their way of life.
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“The Evolutionary Potential of Quakerism” Revisited From Kenneth Boulding to John Bellers Keith Helmuth Based on presentations made for the Quaker Studies Programme, Canadian Yearly Meeting of the Religious Society of Friends 2009 Hope is not the conviction that something will turn out well, but the certainty that something makes sense, regardless of how it turns out. – Vaclav Havel Part One Quaker Memes and the Human Prospect “The evolutionary potential of Quakerism” is a phrase that has become a Quaker meme. Kenneth Boulding introduced this concept into the Quaker lexicon in his 1964 James Backhouse Lecture (Australia Yearly Meeting). A meme is to cultural life what a gene is to biological life. A meme is a unit of self-replicating cultural information that spreads from imagination to imagination and from generation to generation. A meme operates as a container, a capsule, or carrier for a story.1 Over the years, the story embedded in Kenneth Boulding’s phrase has been a kind of North Star in my attempt to understand the significance of the Religious Society of Friends in the history of religious culture and progressive social change. Boulding’s lecture mostly looked to the future and what Friends may yet contribute to human betterment. In revisiting this Quaker meme I will be moving from Kenneth Boulding back in time and cultural history to John Bellers (1654-1725). John Bellers, although not well known in Quaker studies, 35



was amazingly prescient with regard to the evolutionary potential of Quakerism. The understanding of human betterment that emerged from his Quaker worldview is simply astonishing for the times in which he lived. His insight into the significance of universal education, vocational training, public healthcare, social fairness, political economy, finance and investment, governance, and international peacemaking grew into an integral conception of human betterment the likes of which had never before been seen and advanced with such practical proposals. In so far, as we look to the past for guidance and inspiration from early Friends, I would like to bring John Bellers more fully into view. My project here is to show how John Bellers stands at the beginning of the evolutionary potential of Quakerism with regard to influencing the common good of the human prospect. In thinking about the human prospect, we all know the bad news. We all know that peak oil, climate change, and biodiversity loss, among other things, are now the grim reapers of the capital driven growth economy. We all know that we are in for a multi-dimensional system failure beyond which the human prospect, and the prospect of the whole commonwealth of life, is very unclear. We all know that the failure of our political, business and cultural leaders to act decades ago on the range of issues that are now converging into civilizational breakdown is the context in which we live. We all know that nationalisms, fundamentalisms and cultural polarizations of various kinds are thwarting much needed global cooperation. I am not minimizing these realities, nor will they be absent from what I have to say. But for the moment I would like to use a lens that focuses in a different way. I want to bring forward and highlight an example from within the Quaker heritage that exemplifies the evolutionary potential of Quakerism through history and into our present time. John Bellers’ example, and the heritage to which he contributed, has a lot to do with how we might effectively engage in the struggle for a livable human future. By way of beginning I want to tell you the story of a conversation I had in California a few years ago. This is a story I have been looking for an opportunity to tell. I should tell it in Philadelphia but I haven’t quite gotten up the courage to do so. In 2006, Pacific Yearly Meeting hosted a retreat at the Woolman Center in the foothills of the north central Sierra Nevada range on the theme “Holding Earth in the Light.” They asked me to attend from Philadelphia as a resource person and plenary speaker. Near the end of the retreat about a dozen of us were sitting in conversation on a grape vine shaded patio at the end of 36



yet another lovely California day. The subject turned to differences between Friends Meetings in different parts of the continent. In particular, the differences between Friends on the East and West coasts came up. Someone said, half jokingly, “We want to know if we are doing Quakerism right out here.” Before I could answer, another particularly quick-witted Friend chimed in, “Oh yes, Keith, tell us, what is it like living in the dead center of Quakerism?” Now, as you can imagine this double-entendre gave us all a good laugh. Californians generally have the feeling they are living on the cutting edge of everything, and, indeed, they often are, but here was a question that cut both ways: a little frontier brashness along with the recognition of deep heritage. Concern for Quaker heritage is not, of course, confined to Philadelphia or England. All of us, wherever we live, if we have studied the history of Friends’ experience, thought, and action, have a special sense of the significance of the Quaker heritage. This heritage has a variety of levels of expression ranging from highly personal spirituality to an almost uncanny group mysticism, from an intensely collaborative decision making process to a core of social equity values based on a deep sense of right relationship. This list is just a beginning. Now it will come as no surprise, since I have recently helped author a book with the title Right Relationship: Building a Whole Earth Economy, that the part of the Quaker heritage most on my mind is the contribution Friends have made in the realm of social ethics and economic equity. Another way to think about this focus is to characterize it as witness and action for “human betterment.” Please understand that when I use the concept of “human betterment” I see it embedded in the well being of the whole commonwealth of life, which is why the book, Right Relationship, is constructed on the concept of “the whole Earth economy.” It is also important to make sure we do not confuse human betterment with the idea of “progress.” Progress, as most often exemplified by the “American dream,” has generally been seen as the continual availability of an increasing diversity of consumer goods, the pursuit of ever increasing convenience, and the attainment of ever-higher levels of personal care and security. And now we must add, instantly available and continuous entertainment as an emerging category in this utopian dream world that is consuming the planet. Quaker educator and social philosopher, Morris Mitchell, and Quaker economist Kenneth Boulding first began using the expression “human betterment” in the late 1950's and early 1960's. They developed this concept as a way of talking about positive 37



scenarios of social and economic development that did not rely on the idea of progress as defined by consumerism and an ever-expanding Gross Domestic Product. Although now used in many non-Quaker contexts, the concept of human betterment, as far as I have been able to tell, came into the socio-economic dialogue from this Quaker source. It is another Quaker meme. In his 1964 James Backhouse Lecture, Kenneth Boulding, brought human betterment and the evolutionary potential of Quakerism together in a particularly cogent way. This lecture, originally titled “The Quaker Mutation,” is constructed around a biological analogy that clearly anticipates the concept of the meme, a package of information and guidance that structures cultural transmission and development. In this lecture, Kenneth Boulding asks and answers the question, “What is the evolutionary potential of Quakerism?” For publication as a Pendle Hill Pamphlet he changed the title to The Evolutionary Potential of Quakerism, a more suggestive and intriguing title.2 (See Addendum) It certainly intrigued me when I first saw it shortly after publication. I have been re-reading and pondering it ever since. This lecture, while deceptively easy to read, lays out big concepts in both scientific and cultural understanding and relates them to the Quaker story and to a vision of the Quaker task in the transition from civilization to, what Boulding calls, “post-civilization.” Already in 1964 Boulding was thinking sobering thoughts about the human prospect and about what kind of changes in social and economic systems would be required for continued human adaptation to the complex ecosystems of Earth.3 A year later he introduced the metaphor “spaceship Earth” and started asking what kind of social and economic behavior makes sense once we realize that Earth is essentially a closed system except for the sunlight energy that continuously bathes the planet, fueling the process of photosynthesis that is the basis for the entire life system the true wealth of the whole Earth economy. Kenneth Boulding was one of the first social scientists, and certainly the first leading economist, who understood that all progressive thinking and action with regard to human adaptation and human betterment must now start with the way Earth’s ecosystems actually work, and that if we continue to pit human economic and social development against the fundamental realities of Earth’s resource and energy dynamics we are sure to lose. In the forty-plus years since he began thinking and writing about this reality, the high energy, industrial-commercial way of life has continued to do just that and we are now losing big time. Kenneth Boulding drew a series of conclusions from the 38



spaceship metaphor to which he devoted the rest of his life. – The human economy must shift from a non- renewable material and energy throughput system to a closed loop system of material re-use fueled by sunlight energy. – A two-deck space ship with “haves” on the upper deck and the “have-nots” on the lower deck will not work. It will become increasingly unmanageable and crash. Spaceship Earth will work only if a new equity system can be installed. –You cannot have war on a spaceship. With the population and technology now on board, new social and political systems of decision-making, cooperation, coordination, regulation, and enforcement are required at the global level for the human enterprise to remain functional. The last two of these items stand fully within the Quaker testimonies of equality and peace. The first is something new on our collective ethical horizon to which I will return. A New Horizon of Learning In my study of the history of the Religious Society Friends, I have come to a focus of understanding that has helped me see the origin of Quakerism, and its contribution to religious and social development, in a particularly luminescent way. When George Fox came down from Pendle Hill and began his days of teaching, a unique combination of events and circumstances gave rise to the Religious Society of Friends. A state of high cultural ferment was at work in mid 17th Century England. Spiritual exploration and social revolution were in the air and on the ground. There was a rising dissatisfaction with orthodox theology and official church structure. For some people Fox’s message was electric. Whole gatherings of listeners were, apparently, suddenly opened to a new spiritual horizon. What was that new horizon? What was that step up in spiritual consciousness and motivational power that Fox and his followers experienced? George Fox was not the only one, nor even the first, in whom the realization arose that true religion was found not in outward forms or particular language, but in inward communion with Divine Presence. Following in the wake of Luther’s Reformation, the Anabaptist movement, a century earlier, set out to recover, as they saw it, this essential gospel message. The experience of personal, direct relationship to God, and the gathering of believers as Church were the pivot points around which the Anabaptist movement was organized. There is, however, in Fox’s recovery of the gospel 39



message, an emphasis that distinguishes it from the Anabaptists, and, indeed, from all previous Christian theology. For Fox it was not just a direct relation to God with respect to salvation, but the immediate experience of direct teaching by the inward Christ the experience of continuing revelation. His announce-ment that “Christ had come to teach his people himself”4 shifted the basis of spiritual life from a preoccupation with personal security to an engagement with the process of learning. Into a milieu of dogmatic theology and rigid church structure already under siege, Fox projected, through his reinterpretation of scripture, a new horizon of learning, a new horizon of spiritual life, the prospect of learning directly from the immediate counsel of the indwelling Christ. Fox’s insistence that a teaching-learning process is fundamental in authentic Christian life seems to me the key to the surge in spiritual energy and motivational power experienced by early Friends. His message implanted a kind of central nervous system in the Body of Christ that had not been there before. His mode of open worship established a method of access, a discipline of listening and learning. Growth replaced security as the dominant metaphor of Christian experience. This continuing revelation found its focus in a sense of right relationship that has permeated the entire ethical horizon of spiritual development since that time. It is important to realize that while Fox opened this new horizon of learning from a biblical base, the process, as such, is not uniquely Christian. This openness to learning is a fundamental potential of human intelligence. Fox was influential and the Society of Friends flourished not because they got Christianity “right” – that dream of all reformers – when everybody else had it wrong, even if many early Friends may have thought that was the case. Quakerism flourished and has endured because it moved from a static conception of spiritual life to an open horizon of learning. Many early Friends had the gift to see, later epitomized in John Woolman, that what they were about was universal to the species, the potential of both genders of every rank, race, culture, and creed. This shift in guidance from a fixed theological formula to an open horizon of ongoing learning is now characteristic of many religious communities. We see it on every hand. For example, a few years ago, at Christmas, when we went to visit the animals in the live creche at the United Church of Christ at 4th and Race Streets in Philadelphia, we saw a banner in the door yard that quoted the old time radio comedienne, Gracie Allen: It said, “Don’t put a period where God puts a comma.” Below these words of 40



theological wisdom, even larger letters proclaimed, “God is still speaking!” This shift in theological viewpoint was launched into the Christian tradition in large part by Quakerism. It is no accident that Quakers have been pioneers in education and in the fields of human development. Nor is it surprising that many Friends have been attracted to the sciences and that scientists have been attracted to Quakerism. We may wonder why so much modern social analysis, so many programs of experiential learning, so many problem solving processes, and so many contemporary programs of social action that have no direct link to Friends, seem, nevertheless, like they come right out of Quakerism. In a real sense, they have. If we study the shift in Western culture from a set worldview to an evolutionary perspective, from the certainty of eternal knowledge to an open horizon of learning, it is not difficult to see that the innovation in spiritual life that Friends launched is one of the primary sources of this change. The cultural world of 17th Century England was certainly primed in a variety of ways for this shift, but its articulation in Quakerism, and its advance within Quakerism’s enduring social form, is an especially notable factor. This factor is what Kenneth Boulding calls the evolutionary potential of Quakerism. To put this scenario into still further perspective it is important to understand something of the context that shaped Fox’s outlook and enabled him to provide the catalytic leadership that, along with others, resulted in the Religious Society of Friends and the enduring quality of Quakerism. “The World Turned Upside Down” The world of English culture, religion, and politics that confronted George Fox when his youthful mind began its quest to make sense of what was happening around him, was a swirling cavalcade of chaotic change that historian Christopher Hill characterizes as “the world turned upside down.”5 When the Monarchy was overthrown and the King shockingly beheaded, the effect was much more than that of a political revolution. Monarchy embodied the principle of Divine Order. When Divine Order was dispensed with at this level, the authority of the established Church was also undercut. A restiveness had been creeping into English religious life from the continent for some time. The Lutheran Reformation, and the subsequent Anabaptist Reformation in the previous century, had spawned a growing movement of religious pluralism. The 41



technology of printing had made the Bible widely available, and thus a kind of freethinking about religion began to percolate outside the dominion of the Church and its priestly class. In England, important elements of this re-evaluation of religious life became associated with the Republican Revolution in the belief that, should it be successful, a radical new order of equality, wealth sharing, and social class “leveling” would be the result. Gerard Winstanley was one of the early and primary voices calling for this new order. From the late 1640's through the early 1650's, he wrote a series of pamphlets and books arguing that Cromwell and the New Model Army, now in power, should fulfill the promise of the Republican Revolution with regard to rights and resources for the Common people and the poor of England.6 Eventually, he moved from argument to action and led a group of like-minded people onto the Commons at St George’s Hill in Surrey with the intent of establishing an agricultural community that would exemplify the right of Common people to earn their livelihood from “the common Treasury of earth.” This farming enterprise was called “a dig,” and the movement became known as “the Diggers.” It was a deliberate, non-violent, direct action movement for land reform, and it is legendary in the history of social change. Neither Cromwell nor his generals in the New Model Army were inclined to support Winstanley’s claims for the Revolution, despite the fact that he, and many other Commoners, had previously joined the Republican Army, fought for the cause, and insured Cromwell’s success. Winstanley’s movement posed a real threat to the class structure and the control of land, and it was defeated both in the courts to which he appealed, and by physical attacks from soldiers and vigilantes. Winstanley and his community remained steadfastly non-violent. He believed that it would only be through non-violent persuasion that their cause could succeed. During this whole time he wrote and published a steady stream of pamphlets that were widely circulated and eagerly read by many people who shared his vision and aspirations for religious freedom and economic reform. But the prospect of land reform was too much for the Gentry and, eventually, the Diggers’ farming community was attacked and destroyed by Cromwell’s soldiers. Immediately after the Digger movement failed and was disbanded, George Fox began the journeys that resulted in the beginnings of the Quaker movement. Fox and his message became a new point of focus for the stirrings and struggles in which many people, including the Diggers were engaged. Although Fox’s Journal does not mention Winstanley, it would have been impossible, in the 42



context of the time, for him to have been unaware of the older man’s work, or to have been uninfluenced by his widely circulated pamphlets and books. These publications were, according to Winstanley scholar, David Boulton, the talk of the nation. Fox had been on a quest, engaging, by his own account, all the resources he could find in an effort to satisfy his mental turmoil and troubled spirit. The critical “opening” he experienced, in the shelter of a great tree, in which his mind was clarified and his spirit aligned with a vision of “Christ having come to teach his people himself”, occurred within the context of all he had most certainly absorbed in his questing years. Figures like Winstanley and Fox emerged with enduring articulation of a changing world view and a new mode of religious adaptation, but it is important to remember they emerged from an historic context that had already been unfolding for over a century. When you read Winstanley’s work you find language, concepts, and expressions that are common in later Quaker writings. For example, he speaks of “the experimental knowledge of Christ,” “a teacher within.” He further explains that, “Not the Apostles’ writings but the spirit that dwelt in them and inspired their hearts gives life and peace.” Historian David Boulton, points out that Winstanley’s writings developed a fully rounded articulation of the religious radicalism that was emerging at this time. It includes “an anti-Calvinist theological universalism; the language of the ‘inner light’ and ‘seed’; a non- literal or metaphorical interpretation of scripture (understood as secondary rather than primary); an apocalyptic expectation that a New Age was about to dawn; and assertion of the rights of women and servants to preach and teach.” Even details of behavior, such as the refusal of “hat honour,” appear in Winstanley’s writings and in his court appearances. All this was part of an intellectual and spiritual revolution that was emerging in this time in English society. It was widespread and for many folks irresistible. It was like the door of a dark room in the mind being thrown open to a landscape of sunlight and verdant promise. Luther’s and Calvin’s reformations congealed into new ecclesiastical straightjackets. The Radical Reformation of the Anabaptists devolved into personal piety and security enclaves. It was only within the radical wing of the English Reformation that economic and social justice – fair access to the means of life and life development resources – became part of the religious vision, or in theological terms, God’s will. This was something new. This was the beginning of the end for the divide between the sacred and secular. This was a vision of a new order based on respect, 43



cooperation, and devotion to the common good – again, in theological terms, the love of God experienced in community. In Gerard Winstanley’s vision and thinking, and in the Digger movement, the potential of this new order emerged in startling completeness. But those who held power ruthlessly crushed it. Even so, we marvel at the tenacity and spiritual strength that enabled those folks to hold out as they did in non-violent witness based in universal love. As the movement for radical religious and social reform was picked up in Quakerism, it did not attempt to directly repeat Winstanley’s challenge to the social and economic order. But – and this is my message – it was not lost. Although Fox and his compatriots, the “valiant sixty,” were focused primarily, at first, on the new way of understanding and experiencing spiritual learning and guidance, and then, later, on organization, communication and discipline, the social and economic realities around them were not out of mind. The Quakers’ mode of direct perception, their openness to learning, and the ethos of the earlier movements from which many Quakers came, continued to inform and deepen their social conscience. After it became clear that Cromwell and the New Model Army, in which many Quakers apparently served, would not challenge the class structure and the Gentry’s control of land, the social and economic witness of Friends became a bit muted. Friends were being repeatedly arrested, tried and jailed for various infractions of laws governing the practice of religion. They were becoming numerous enough to pose the threat of sedition to the authorities. Had they, in addition, taken up social class and economic inequality as major issues they might well have been crushed like Winstanley and the Diggers. That piece of recent history would have certainly been fresh in their minds. Winstanley disappears from history, but then turns up, along with family members, in the record book of a Quaker burial ground. This information only recently came to light, and it establishes that Winstanley must have joined Friends. A Meeting would not have buried non-members nor recorded it in Meeting records. Apparently Winstanley, perhaps in later life, found a spiritual home in Quakerism.7 By the end of the 17th Century, the initial growth of Quakerism was over and the Religious Society of Friends was settling into the forms and disciplines of an established dissenting sect. Quakerism was still regarded by many as heretical and a danger to society, but persecution had mostly ceased. Friends became increasingly successful in various business enterprises, and 44



their place in society became ever more settled. By the early 18th Century there can be found complaints that attendance at Meetings in London were receding from their peak vitality. Into this time comes John Bellers, with a way of thinking and acting that lifts the evolutionary potential of Quakerism fully into a vision of human betterment for the common good. John Bellers is little known to Friends, for reasons I will go into later, and my goal here is to somewhat redress this eclipse. Generally, as we come down the Quaker pantheon from Fox, and Naylor, we have Barclay and Pennington on the theological side, and Penn and Woolman on the social and economic side. This is only a rough characterization. Both Penn and Woolman exemplify a deep universalist approach to piety as well. John Bellers should be firmly inserted into the list of those who are seen as key Quaker figures in the ethical and socioeconomic development of the modern world, and, in particular, placed among those who have been effective in transcending the unfortunate dichotomy between sacred and secular long cultivated in Christendom. Transcending this dichotomy has been a cardinal characteristic of Quakerism. It has not been a matter of Friends setting out to accomplish a theological deconstruction project, but rather that the holistic ethos of Quaker spirituality transcended the distinction between sacred and secular as a matter of integrity from the beginning. Integrity is integrity, whether speaking in Meeting or giving good weight in the marketplace. The guide is always the same and is operational from one end of life’s activities to the other, and applies to everything in between. This is what convicted John Woolman that he could no longer write bills of sale for the ownership transfer of slaves. John Bellers, some fifty years earlier took this holistic Quaker approach – one might begin to say, this systems approach – and applied it to a whole range of economic and social realities of his time. John Bellers and the Quaker Ethos John Bellers was a generation younger than George Fox. He was born in 1654, and died at age 71 in 1725. He was born into a London Quaker family of some means and married into a Quaker family of even greater means. His career as a business person was in the cloth trade which prospered, allowing him a considerable margin of time and energy which he devoted to the Society of Friends, and to the study and analysis of the religious, social and political realities of his time. A few biographical details taken from George Clarke’s book, John Bellers: His Life, Times & Writings,8 will 45



provide a further sense of this remarkable man. Although nothing is known about his formative years, it is clear from his writings that he was well educated and widely read. He quotes or refers to Aristotle, Cato, Caesar, Cicero, Confucius, John Everard, Galen, Hippocrates, Plato, and Tauler. Like many Quakers at the time, he had a deep knowledge of the Bible from which he frequently quoted with great facility to support his arguments. Quakerism had won many converts in the city of London during this time and Bellers grew up immersed in a vibrant and sometimes contentious Quaker culture. He would have been in association with many strong-minded Friends, some from the Leveler and Digger movements, some who had been members of Cromwell’s army, and some who had already suffered severe persecution. He himself was twice arrested and fined for “riotous assembly” – which could be simply gathering with Friends at a time or place in which such gatherings had been legally prohibited. He saw, too, the terrible conditions in which the poor of London lived and died. It is estimated that over 20% of England’s population then lived in wretched poverty. In London it was likely higher. By the time he was twenty-five, Bellers was actively involved in Quaker affairs. In 1686, he married Frances Fettiplace. After Frances’ father died, Bellers and his family eventually totaling six children moved into her family home, Coln St Aldwy in Gloucestshire. This residence, a manor house, was frequented by Friends coming and going, including George Fox, William Penn, John Pennington and Thomas Ellwood. In 1717, tragedy struck John Bellers. His wife, Frances, his daughter Elizabeth, and his young son Francis all died, probably from smallpox, and he was suddenly alone. His older children were married or on their own. His oldest son, Fettiplace, turned out to be a disappointment. He left Friends, became an indifferent lawyer, and was inattentive to business and land interests that were entrusted to him. James Logan, befriended Fettiplace on behalf of his father, but it seems to have made little difference. In these later years, even with failing health, John Bellers continued his study of social and economic conditions, matched them to the ethical demands of his faith, and renewed his call to Quakers, in particular, to act effectively on behalf of the poor. The conditions for the poor in those times were utterly appalling. England had entered the early stages of the industrial and commercial transformation that was to produce the world’s first “modern” society. A burgeoning empire built on military, naval, 46



manufacturing, and commercial power offered the prospect of increased wealth to the already wealthy. Making money became the obsession of the times. Parliament was totally the instrument of landed Gentry and rising commercial interests. Yeoman, Commoners, and Peasants had no voice in government. Workers were viewed simply as raw material for industrial use and not as human beings with development potential. Workers were given only “starvation wages” and long hours in order that investment profits could be as high as possible. Rural families were being driven to the cities by the on going enclosures of common lands. Large numbers of people lived in continual insecurity, illness, conditions of violence, and exploitation. Abandoned children were commonplace, prostitution rampant, theft common. Education and healthcare for the poor was not even considered. The Parish workhouses were wretched places and often cruelly run by persons without feeling or moral concern. Bellers looked on all this and set his mind to the task of understanding and his heart on a prayer for reform. It came to him that without poor labourers there would be no wealth for the rich. Gerard Winstanley sixty-three years earlier had written; “No man can be rich but he must be rich either by his own labours, or by the labours of other men.” Bellers, in a typical flourish of succinctness, said: “The labours of the Poor are the Mines of the Rich.”9 In 1695 John Bellers began a campaign of writing and publishing that he continued to the year he died. “Campaign” is the right word. Bellers did not write with literary ambition, although he was an accomplished writer. He did not entertain philosophic stature although he was fully equipped conceptually and analytically to have done so. Being a Quaker he could not, of course, embark on a political career, although he would have undoubtedly been a splendid parliamentarian. Something was working within him that drew all his talents and energy into a particular kind of focus, a focus that has little in the way of antecedents, and begins to define a new way of thinking about social problems, economics and the connection between them. In Bellers a talent for systematic assessment and analytic thinking are combined and applied to social and economic realities in a new way. Remember, this is in the latter part of the 1600's, nearly hundred years before Adam Smith and others of that time began to figure out the contours of political economy in a systematic way. Where did this new angle of vision come from? It is clear in his writings that the root of his inspiration and the understandings that govern his thinking derive from a Quaker worldview. He would not have thought like he did, had he been 47



raised an Anglican. He certainly would not have looked at the plight of the poor in the way he did, had he been raised a Calvinist. I think the evidence internal to his writings, to his analysis and proposals, establish the Quaker element as key to both his visionary conceptions and his practical proposals. I have, in all this, no dramatic discoveries or startling insights, but rather, I hope, a steady accumulation of evidence, a kind of intellectual and spiritual narrative that will build into a strong sense of the evolutionary potential and contribution of Quakerism as exemplified in the work of John Bellers. Part Two The labours of the poor, are the mines of the rich. – John Bellers John Bellers: “A Phenomenon in the History of Political Economy” In order to lay out the panorama of John Bellers’ contribution to the evolutionary potential of Quakerism, I will first list his twenty publications with brief comment to provide a good sense of both his analytic range and his practical proposals. I will then expand a bit on three of his most important projects. The best way to begin is to give you the full title page of his first published work: Proposal for Raising a Colledge of Industry of All Useful Trades and Husbandry, with Profit for the Rich, A Plentiful Living for the Poor, A Good Education for Youth. Which will be Advantage to the Government, by Increase of the People, and their Riches. At the bottom of the page is printed; “Motto, Industry Brings Plenty”, followed by “The Sluggard shall be cloathed with Raggs. He that will not Work, shall not Eat.” Bellers first published this pamphlet in 1695. He immediately revised it, adding more statistics to his analysis, and answering the objections of his critics. This new edition, published in 1696, carried the signed endorsement of 42 prominent Quakers including William Penn, Robert Barclay, Thomas Ellwood, and Leonard Fell. This Proposal became his signature work. He circulated it to Friends, to the Members of Parliament, to the Archbishop, Bishops, and Clergy of the Church of England, to the rich industrialists of the day and to wealthy landowners. He was not looking for charity. He was looking for investment. This proposal was strictly for a business enterprise. In essence, Bellers’ proposal for a “Colledge of Industry” 48



described a cooperative community set up to provide basic education, vocational training, and livelihood production of goods and services. In our terms, it was closer to the concept of a “new town” than to an “intentional community.” Although Bellers advanced the concept as an institution through which those in povert y c o u l d w o r k themselves out of this condition, he calculated the investment return to funders in a way that would be attractive to those with surplus wealth. He further calculated that the educational, training, and healthcare benefits would also be attractive to families of good means, thus creating a mix of participants that would help stabilize the projects and develop them as clusters of economically viable and social progressive activity in many districts. At the same time he published a letter entitled, To the Children of Light, in Scorn called Quakers. Many Friends by this time were doing well in business and were accumulating surplus wealth. The letter explained why investing in the establishment of a “Colledge of Industry,” according to his Proposal, would be both fiscally prudent and morally excellent. He also addressed himself, on behalf of his Proposal, to the Government in a document titled, To the Lords & Commons In Parliament Assembled. In this he argued for the welfare of the entire nation, saying that support for one example of a “Colledge of Industry” that was successful could spark a movement of duplication that would have a profound uplift effect on not only the poor but on the whole society. In 1697 he published An Epistle to Friends concerning the Education of Children which linked the by now well established concern among Quakers for education with the education component of his Proposal. In 1699 Bellers published a major integration of his economic and religious perspective. Again, the full title will 49



provided the scope. It is called: Essays About the Poor, Manufactures, Trade, Plantations, & Immorality, and of the Excellency and Divinity of Inward Light, Demonstrated from the Attributes of God, and the Nature of Mans Soul, as well as from the Testimony of the Holy Scriptures. This publication is addressed specifically “To the Lords and Commons in Parliament Assembled,” with a subsidiary address “To the Intelligent and Thinking Reader.” This latter address begins with the following sharp but tempered comment: “Witty Men, who think but once upon a Subject, are able to make a Jest upon it; but Wise Men think twice, that will give the right judgment upon things: And these last are the Readers I address my self unto, who have the temper to receive a good Proposition, and Sense to disprove a bad or weak one, by Proposing a better: For that Physician that can advise nothing in a desparate Disease but contradicts others, will have no great Cure to boast of.” The richness of this collection of essays cannot easily be conveyed. Extensive quotation and comment would be required, and I cannot do that here. Suffice it to say that in my copy of Bellers’ writings, I have marked more passages in this text than in any other. Mainly it provides historical, anthropological, behavioural, ethical, theological, and experiential evidence for the worldview from which he works. The text is only twenty-two pages in Clarke’s edition, but it dwarfs in the power of its conception and execution many of the lengthy and ponderous works of political economy that were to appear within the next Century. Here is just one sample of Bellers surgical like analysis: “It is a certain Demonstration of the Illness of the Method the People are imployed in, if they cannot live by it: nothing being more plain, than that Men in proper Labour and Imployment are capable of Earning more than a Living; or else Mankind had been extinguished in the first Age of the World.” This publication includes two of his most often noted pieces of social and economic analysis: “Of Money” and “Some Reasons against putting of Fellons to Death.” The short piece on money is utterly amazing. He fully understands money as a technology of social trust, the labour theory of value, the dynamics and danger of inflation, and that money is only useful when it is “parted with.” He is literally centuries ahead of his time in his understanding of money. Not even Marx quite escaped the mystification of money with as much clarity. Not until Irving Fisher developed his “quantity theory of money” in 1911, and Silvio Gessell introduced the concept of demurrage, do we have a comparable lucidity on the subject. Likewise, his argument against 50



the death penalty is without precedent. He is the first social thinker in history to reason his way to the abolition of this moral and legal custom. And his argument, characteristically, is a seamless blend of social psychology, economics, and moral advancement. He ends this collection with sections on God, Man’s Soul, Christian Virtue, and the practice of Divine Worship, all cast in a way of thought and expression that clearly illustrates the innovation in understanding that Quakerism was bringing to the times. For example, he writes: “And God being the most invisible Light, Spirit, and Life, he penetrates all Beings and Spirits, more thoroughly than the visible Light at Noon-day doth the Air.” In the section on Virtue, he highlights the cardinal transition of Quakerism that I earlier discussed. He writes: Reasons of State, Profit, Health, Reputation, or Danger of Punishment was part of the Motives given by the ancient Philosophers, to persuade Men from Vice; which, as it is the least, it is the first Step towards Wisdom; Learning to do well, through Love to Virtue, being a degree higher, than ceasing to do evil for fear of Sufferings. In 1702 Bellers published a document that addresses what must have been a persistent problem within the Society of Friends. Although certainly aimed at Friends, it is, character-istically, framed in a way that makes in universally applicable to all who might be concerned with its theme. Again, the full title: A Caution Against All Perturbations of the Mind; But more particularly against (the Passion of) Anger, As An Enemy to the Soul, By making of it Unfit for The Presence of God, And Unable to Enter The Kingdom of Heaven. Quickness to anger and continuing grudges deriving from conflicts must have been a persistent problem. Friends in those days were a diverse lot. Pacifism was not yet a consistent view. Bellers takes up his subject at the root. Here are a few choice lines: Anger is the parent of Murder as an Acorn is of an Oak. ... Anger is the worst Temper of the Mind, it being the directest opposite to Love, which is the best, because God himself is Love; Love is the first Divine Impression the Soul of a Christian receives, and the last he loseth, No Man is Angry for God’s sake, but it is for our Own Will; which not being Resigned to the Will of God as it should be, is that which gives the first motion to Anger; God is a God of Order, and the Glory of those Assemblies, where the 51



Members have a Sense of Him upon their Souls. But it is also true, that any Disorder upon the Minds of Men will deprive their Souls of His Presence, and therefore such Perturbations must be Sin and Evil. In the last line of this essay, Bellers, in his gentle way, really puts it to the leaders, who, as we know, are often beset with outsize egos. He writes as follows, using a reference for the evil power from the Book of Revelation: “But it’s a Melancholy Consideration to think that the Dragons Tail should do more Mischief among the Stars of the Church, than his violence could do among the least of the Flock of Christ.” The last section of this publication is titled: “Watch unto Prayer: or Considerations for All Who Profess They Believe in the Light, To see whether they walk in the Light, without which they cannot become the Children of It, nor be cleansed from their Sins.” In this essay Bellers holds up the discipline of what he calls “watchfulness” in the same way Buddhists hold up the practice of “mindfulness.” Here is the way Bellers begins his essay: Watching is as needful to the soul as breathing is to the body; every quickening of the soul to God, gives a disposition to watchfulness, as much as the body, recovering out a swoon, is disposed to breath. As breathing whilst living, is inseparable from the body; so watching is inseparable from the soul, whilst it lives towards God. Watching is to be Spiritually minded, which is life and peace. Further on in the essay he writes the following: Therefore he that governs his mind right, is the only sincere man; whereas he that keeps not a watch upon the thoughts of his heart, is much out of his way; for though he should imitate the best of forms, he is but of the outward court; it being impossible to worship God in the beauty of holiness, with an irregular mind. But he that watches in the Light it will bring him to the New Jerusalem. Although there is much Quaker literature I have not read, I have never before come across anything quite like this. Its resonance transcends culture. It leaps backwards and forwards over 52



the centuries of spiritual discipline. Confucius would have understood this perfectly. Bodhidarhma would have raised a hand in silent recognition. Thich Nhat Hanh would smile knowingly. And Mary Oliver, the contemporary poet so loved by Friends, whose work is essentially a call to wake up and pay attention, would surely salute a spiritual forerunner. Bellers was primarily a pioneering political economist and a proto-social ecologist, but you can see here that his work was founded on a depth of spiritual insight and relationship insight that the evolving Quaker context was advancing into the society of the time. In the early 1700's the Protestant population of the Rhenish Palatinate region had come under severe persecution and were fleeing in great numbers; over 400,000 in a few years. At least 15,000 came to England destitute and seeking refuge. In 1709 John Bellers responded with a publication addressed To the Lords and other Commissioners, appointed by the Queen to take Care of the Poor Palatines. With brevity and clarity he offered again his Proposal for a Colledge of Industry as a way of responding to the problem within a business investment framework. He saw this refugee immigrant population not as a burden on the Public Treasury, but as a prime opportunity to advance both human and economic development to the benefit of the folks in question and to the nation as a whole. No one, it seems, had the wit to understand the rationality of his project. The concept of combining investment interest with human uplift for the good of the nation was simple beyond the ken of economic thinking at the time. In many ways Bellers’ understanding of political economy had to wait until the 20th Century to be compre-hended and implemented. Even now there are jurisdictions and holdouts of selfish class interest that do want to participate in the reality of the common good, who, in effect, reject the evolutionary potential of human development that Quakerism helped nurture and carry forward to our time. In 1710 Bellers unloaded into the teeth of the endless European wars a publication of stunning prescience. Modestly titled, Some Reasons For an European State, Bellers anticipated the League of Nations, the United Nations and the European Union. This work undoubtedly grew from conversations with William Penn who, in 1693, had published An Essay towards the Present and Future Peace of Europe. Bellers’ publication is a strong logical advance over Penn’s in that it introduces a sophisticated economic analysis with statistically backed arguments illustrating that European wars have 53



greatly retarded the development of husbandry, manufacturing, industry and trade. He argues that, in addition to the moral issues around causing so great a loss of life, the Princes and Sovereigns who foment and extend these wars are foregoing the opportunity to advance economic development, increase the wealth of their jurisdictions, and so gain great favor with their subjects. He cautions them to consider the placement of their responsibilities between God and society and how they can best fulfill the good of their people which God has entrusted to them. As for a way out of these endless wars, some of which can no longer even be attached to a clear rationale, he recommends the creation of a European parliament where conflicts can first come into open discussion, debate and negotiation. He further proposes an agreement among those who come to this understanding that they will combine, with armed force if necessary, against jurisdictions that violate with aggression the peace of the continent. Sound familiar? This is political thinking 250 years before the United Nations and its peacekeeping forces. He then goes one step further. He goes to the heart of the religious controversies that lie behind many of the conflicts that eventually erupt in persecutions, violence and war. He asks that the leaders of all the various Christian Churches and sectarian movements come together in a great council for the end of the persecutions and violence that have so marred the Faith and diminished the credibility of its witness in recent times. He is a master in this appeal in the gentle use of shame. He goes still further: He offers a formula, a technique of dialogue that will enable these Christian leaders – and after all they are all Christian – to meet on common ground and advance the zone of understanding, tolerance, and peaceable relations that Europe so badly needs. He tells them simply to focus on what they have in common, what they all share at the heart of their Christian faith, and keep the things on which the disagree off the table, in fact, completely out of the room. Again, sound familiar? In essentials unity, in non-essentials diversity, in all things charity. This is the evolutionary potential of Quakerism moving into ecumenism. Ecumenism, based in the approach first articulated by Bellers, is now a great force for good in the world. We can’t say that Bellers’ proposals had much immediate effect on the wars of Europe, but it is clear as a bell ringing high over the human landscape that he was dead-on about what was required for peace among nations, and especially with respect to religion-based conflict. The European Union is now a reality, and though it is struggling, it is perhaps the most remarkable 54



achievement of modern political life. And not only is Christian ecumenism a reality, but inter-faith ecumenism is also flowering. In 1711 John Bellers followed his ecumenical intuition and published an open letter To the Archbishop, Bishops and Clergy, of the Province of Canterbury Met in Convocation. This letter powerfully challenges the Church of England to practice what it preaches. His words are simple and direct permitting no misunderstanding. Among other things, he asks the Church to urge the Queen to hold a Convention of all “religious persuasions in the British dominions”, for the purpose of extending understanding and toleration. This is clearly associated with his plea to the Christian leaders in Europe. He probably thought, if they should do it, the British should do it: Set the example. Elections in England at this time were rife with influence peddling and corruption. Parliamentary government was up and running but there was little sense of fair contest in a democratic way. Class and moneyed interests readily bought members of Parliament. Political parties were all about gaining advantage for their members and supporters. Political debate and decision-making were rarely about the common good or the welfare of the nation. In 1712, in his typical targeted fashion, John Bellers looked at this mess and published a proposal titled, An Essay Towards the Ease of Elections of Members of Parliament. The main points of his proposal are to control excessive liquor sales around voting sites, institute severe fines for taking bribes, and to make the qualification of electors (voters) more certain. Voting was tied to landholding and landholding to payment of the Queen’s land tax. Apparently, the only check on fraudulent voting was to swear an oath that you were a landholder. Fraud was thus rampant. Bellers proposed a systematic census of qualified voters, verified by the payment of the Queen’s land tax, be recorded in every Parish every three years. Oaths of qualification would be disallowed, and voting would be permitted only on the basis of the verified record of qualification. He argued that such an arrangement would greatly reduce the time Parliamentarians spent wrangling among themselves, for reasons of self-interest, over disputed elections, and thus enable them to spend their time and energy more profitably on national concerns of public interest. Again, we see here the application of systems thinking to problem solving. This may seem like common sense to our ears, but it was a new way of thinking in those days. Also in 1712 Bellers published a document titled, Some Consideration As an Essay toward Reconciling the Old and New Ministry. This powerful, but, at the same time, strangely gentle, polemic was 55



aimed foursquare at the political leadership of England. The “old and new ministry” referred the political parties of the day that were locked in perpetual battle for partisan advantage, while the common good and public interest languished in neglect. It is an appeal, yea a command, for Parliamentarians to grow up into some semblance of their potential for leadership and national guidance. It details in theory and by example what it means to be organized and operate in a politically mature way with regard to national well being. It is on par with Machiavelli’s The Prince, but it is the obverse; it describes how to cooperate and collaborate in order to serve well the whole nation. Nothing, it seems, could discourage John Bellers in his quest for good order, best practice, and social well-being. In 1714 comes another book to stand along side the Proposal for a Colledge of Industry. The title states the case: An Essay Towards the Improvement of Physick. In Twelve Proposals. By which the Lives of many Thousands of the Rich, as well as of the Poor, may be Saved Yearly. With an Essay for Imploying the Able Poor; By which the Riches of the Kingdom may be greatly Increased; Humbly Dedicated to the Parliament of Great Britain. This is his plan for a national healthcare system, complete with new hospitals, specialty care, research and training institutes, and, above all, with focused attention on the poor. He argues that the National Treasury should fund this national system, and that its cost would be more than compensated for by the increase in national productivity due to a greatly improved health situation, especially among the poor. This is a detailed document of many parts that are, in the end, integrated into an argument of economic logic and social ethics that is astonishingly modern in its conception and reasoning. Indeed, many progressive jurisdictions in the world today have instituted virtually all the parts of Bellers’ healthcare proposal. For reasons of social deficit, political immaturity, and greed-driven economic interests, some jurisdictions, however, are still plagued by the same forces against which Bellers laboured. Even as Bellers’ systems thinking became more complex, his language became increasingly succinct and even, at times, terse. Eminently quotable passages jump off the page tempting me to insert them here. Better, however, that you should seek out his collected writings.10 In 1718 Bellers published An Epistle to the Quarterly- Meeting of London and Middlesex, in which he appeals to their interest in the holistic education and development of children and youth. He attaches a restatement of his proposal for a “Colledge of Industry,” emphasizing that charity is not enough, and that projects based on 56



sound economics, educational opportunities, and the social uplift of self-provisioning will effect much greater good for both individuals and society. He includes “A Dialogue between a Learned Divine and a Beggar” in which the Beggar proves to have a superior understanding of both the material and spiritual worlds. This sketch employs a technique much like that later used by John Woolman in creating a conversation between a wealthy landowner and a poor labourer. In 1723 Bellers redrafts his proposal for a “colledge of industry” into a much briefer form and presents it again to Parliament. At the bottom of the now less elaborate title page he has printed the following: “If there were no Labourers, there would be no Lords. And if the Labourers did not raise more Food, and Manufac-tures than what did subsist themselves, every Gentlemen must be a Labourer, and idle Men must starve.” This statement is yet another version of Winstanley’s aphorism, “The labours of the poor are the mines of the rich.” In the same year, he sends essentially the same document to the Yearly, Quarterly, and Monthly Meetings of Great Britain, and Elsewhere. By this time his health is rapidly failing. He is trying one last time to reach out as widely as possible, especially among Friends, hoping for initiative and investment to support his long nurtured dream of self-provi-sioning and wealth producing cooperative communities, where education, vocational training, and useful employment in husbandry, manufacture, and trades would provide the route to a secure and dignified life for many who languished in poverty. What could be more worth doing? In 1724 Bellers draws up and publishes An Abstract of George Fox’s Advice and Warning To the Magistrates of London in the Year 1657 Concerning the Poor. It is essentially a warning against the ethic of social triage and a plea for the widest application of human solidarity. This kind of thinking and moral sensibility is here just emerging in modern thought. In his last year, Bellers also writes and sends out An Epistle to Friends of the Yearly, Quarterly, and Monthly Meetings; Concerning the Prisoners, and Sick, in the Prisons, and Hospitals of Great Britain. Attached to this is a separate letter To the Criminals in Prison. These short documents, in the form of broadsheets, were “unofficial” and it seems likely to Clarke that Bellers delivered them himself to Friends and to the prisons. Remarkable features in his recommendations to Friends are that they provide training in vocational skills for prisoners, and that prisoners be supplied with regular meals of baked beef. Ever the systems thinker, Bellers knew 57



that improved skills and diet would improve the prisoners’ chances of a better life outcome on release. I have gone on a long time, but truly I have just skimmed the riches that are found in the mind, heart and writings of John Bellers. He is right, one reading is not enough; but even with just this survey, the evolutionary potential of Quakerism shines from the depths to the surface in the life and work of this spiritually grounded, beautifully rational, and ethically advanced Friend. The Persistence of the Quaker Ethos and the Perspective of the Long Haul In the end John Bellers was not successful in convincing Parliament to support any of his proposals. He did not get the investment support he sought to establish even one “Colledge of Industry.” He did get forty-three prominent Friends to endorse his proposal for “raising a Colledge of Industry”, but no practical effect of this support was forthcoming. Yet he persisted. He never stopped promoting and republishing his proposals to which both compassion and reason compelled him to remain faithful. There is no evidence that Bellers was eccentric or obsessive or strange in any way. He was successful in business and in family life and well placed socially. From our standpoint, we can say he simply saw the reality of relationships in social and economic life in a way so different from the dominant worldview that the significance of his contribution was out of phase with what his compatriots were able to comprehend. His ability to identify the key areas of needed change, and envision the kinds of change that would set up a cascade of beneficial effects, was far in advance of his time. The significance of John Bellers’ work needed a longer timeline to come properly into focus. He seemed to understand the potential of his work in this way and gave instructions in his will for how it was to be preserved. He specified for his writings and all associated papers to be reprinted, bound in one volume, and copies distributed “to the Envoy of every Sovereign Prince and State of Europe who shall have such Envoys residing at our British Court for their respective Masters perusal and one to every publick library in London and Westminister and to the two publick libraries of Oxford and Cambridge”, thus assuring longevity and future accessibility. Unfortunately, his son and the legal executors of Bellers’ estate failed to comply with his will, and the reprinting, binding, and distribution never occurred. Although seeming to disappear 58



from notice after his death, some of Bellers’ publications were preserved in the officially approved collection of Quaker writings that eventually became the origin of the Library at Friends House, London. All of his known publications, save one, have been discovered and most recently reprinted in George Clarke’s book. Lost, however, are what must have been a considerable volume of correspondence, and the daybooks he most likely had kept. It is difficult to know whether his writings continued to be read after his death and what effect they might have had. One negative indication is found on the cover page of an original edition of a communication addressed “To the Archbishop, Bishops, and Clergy.” Written across the page with a quill pen are the words; “John Bellers has no following among ye Quakers.” George Clarke comments as follows: That he was ignored by the outside world is not surprising. His age was more concerned with the achievement of imperialist ambitions and the growth of trade than the human condition. There was infinitely more concern with the defence of private property than the welfare of ordinary people. With regard to the unresponsiveness of Friends, Clarke writes: “Perhaps, for the religiously minded, he dwelt too heavily upon economic considerations. . . . Truly the prophet is without honour among his own people.” It was apparently the case, as previously noted, that by the end of 17th Century and into the 18th, Quakers were settling successfully into the world of industry and commerce, and, in some cases accumulating considerable wealth. The thrust of Friends’ pioneering social critique was being blunted by success and acceptance. John Bellers himself operated in this world, but for some extraordinary reason also transcended it with his vision of ethically based social investment on behalf of those in poverty, along with an economically based rationale for national healthcare, and a political solution for the peaceful and cooperative unification of Europe. Clearly he drew deeply on his Quaker faith and on its evolutionary potential for mapping out such prescient and, ultimately practical social and geopolitical reforms. The question naturally occurs: Did John Woolman read John Bellers? They clearly share the same moral universe. Woolman would certainly have found Bellers’ work congenial and confirming. There are ways of thinking, details of analysis, and even elements of phrasing that are similar. Bellers’ last publication appeared when 59



Woolman was four years old. We know from the correspondence of William Logan, William Penn’s right hand man, that Bellers’ publications were brought to Philadelphia. William Penn was a close friend of Bellers. His signature is on Bellers’ marriage certificate, and in the list of prominent Friends that endorsed his proposal for a “Colledge of Industry.” Penn, like Bellers, had an astute sense of the relationship between true religion and the work for human betterment. Penn’s writings are permeated with this holistic sensibility. Colonial settlements in those days were small scale and close knit by our standards. Libraries were highly valued and widely used. Those who read were often well read. Penn’s books would have been in circulation among Friends as John Woolman came of age. Woolman recorded almost nothing of his reading, but he would certainly have read Penn’s books. It seems very likely he would have encountered the works of John Bellers as well. I can imagine that Woolman’s skill in seeing the larger contours of the political economy of his time and his holistic social ecology may have been well confirmed by reading John Bellers. We can, in any event, clearly see that vital currents of the Quaker heritage with regard to social ethics are continuous from Bellers to Woolman, and beyond. A short list would include; 1) equality before the Creator, lifting up equity of access to the means of life; 2) universal compassion, lifting up action to end oppression and injustice; 3) the common good, lifting up collaborative decision making and community enhancement; 4) right relationship, lifting up stewardship for the well being of the whole commonwealth of all life. But there is a second coming for the story of Bellers’ work and influence. In 1817, Frances Place, a social reformer, discovered among his books and papers, a copy of the 1696 edition of Beller’s Proposal for a Colledge of Industry. He was so impressed by the contents that he took it to his colleague, Robert Owen, one of the preeminent social reformers of the 19th Century and, essentially, the inventor of the Cooperative Movement. Owen was, at that very time, developing his “Villages of Co-operation.” Owen was so struck by Bellers’ Proposal, that he had a thousand copies printed and distributed. He saw it as a direct and vital forerunner of his own social and economic views and his projects of reform. He then published a letter in The Times, on 25 July 1817, in which, as Clarke notes, he disclaimed personal credit for the principles on which his own Villages of Co-operation were founded. He wrote as follows:
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None, I believe, not one, of the principles [he means his own principles] has the least claim to originality: they have been repeatedly advocated and recommended by superior minds, from the earliest periods of history. I have no claim even to priority in regard to the combination of these principles in theory; this belongs, as far as I know, to John Bellers, who published them, and most ably recommended them to be adopted in practice in the year 1696. Without any aid from actual experience, he has distinctly shown how they might be applied to the improvement of society, according to the facts known to exist; thus evincing that his mind had the power to contemplate a point 120 years beyond his contemporaries. . . . Whatever merit can be due to an individual for the original discovery of a plan, that, in its consequences is calculated to affect some substantial and permanent benefit to Mankind than any yet perhaps contemplated by the human mind, it all belongs to John Bellers. There could hardly be a more ringing endorsement for the evolutionary potential of Quakerism. I think it likely that if Owen’s accolade could be put to Bellers, he, too, would defer credit and tell us that his analysis and proposals just logically flowed from the moral vision that had developed within Quakerism as the result of its openness to learning and the social ethic of human betterment. Well, perhaps; but in addition, I think we can add that Bellers had, in particular, a cast of mind moving toward what we now call “systems thinking”; and that this approach to social and economic reality, while informed by the Quaker ethos, also helped reform it in a new and evolutionarily significant way. Robert Owen was influenced not just by John Bellers but by association with Quakers of his time. The Cooperative Movement, for which Owen’s work was a catalyst, has become a major and worldwide form of social and economic reality, and, in fact, a way of life in its higher reaches of development. Many Quakers have been drawn into or have grown up in the Cooperative Movement. The affinity has long been evident although many Friends may not have known about the Quaker roots of the thinking behind the Movement. While Owen’s attempts to establish Villages of Cooperation was not sustained, his influence was ongoing. The now worldwide Cooperative and Credit Union Movements stem from this tradition. Karl Marx discovered Bellers while studying Owen and describes Bellers in Capital in 1867 as “a veritable 61



phenomenon in the history of Political Economy.” In the 1880's Henry Meyer Hyndman, a London stockbroker, read Marx and, through him, Bellers. He commented that Bellers displayed “a marvelous faculty for forecasting the future”, and that “In his works will be found some of the most luminous thoughts on political economy ever met on paper.” “Hyndman’s books were widely read by social critics and activists at all levels”, according to Clarke. Hyndman went on to play a major role in the founding of The Social Democratic Federation, a forerunner of the Labour Party. In 1885, Joseph W. Corfield, a follower of Owen, a Christian Socialist, and a wealthy man erected at his own expense in Kensal Green, London, an obelisk known as “Reformers’ Memorial.” The first name engraved on the monu-ment is Robert Owen. The second is John Bellers. Seventy-two other names follow. In 1898, German scholar, Eduard Bern-stein, published Cromwell and Communsim, a major study of 17th Century revolution and reform in England. He devoted an entire chapter to John Bellers and it remains a primary reference. Finally, in 1919, with the publication of William Braithwaite’s Second Period of Quakerism, Quaker scholarship began to give Bellers his due. In 1935, A. Ruth Fry published John Bellers: Quaker, Economist, and Social Reformer, which collected his major writings, along with a biographical essay. And finally, in 1987 George Clarke edited and published a complete collection of Bellers’ work, along with an extended introduction, notes and commentary on the documents. Clarity and Staying Power As I come to the end of my story, I have to think of how every one of John Bellers’ remarkable proposals has, to one degree or another, in various jurisdictions, been recognized and implemented as sound and effective social, economic, or political policy. And all this by people who never heard his name and, in most cases, know little if anything about Quakerism. Now we might say all this would have happened anyway even if Bellers had never put pen to paper or Friends had not carried forward their passion for justice and fairness in social and economic life. I think that claim is highly dubious. Certainly social change of various sorts would have occurred as the Western World evolved into modernity, and progressive reforms of various kinds would have been put in place. But if the “Quaker mutation” had not occurred in the “Christian phylum,” as Kenneth Boulding describes it, there are specific characteristics of spirituality, 62



discernment, decision making, learning, moral vision, ethical practice, and cultural amplitude that would not have had the channel of development and transmission throughout the larger society that Quakerism has provided, and are now widely taken for granted as best practice. Those practices, those ways of thinking, feeling, and acting did not come from nowhere. Nor did they come from the hierarchical, dominator ethos that is the mainstream psychic structure of Western Civilization. Most everything we count as genuinely liberatory, as equity building, compassion nurturing, and community enhanc-ing has been at cross-grain to the hierarchal, dominator template of our culture. There is a long underground tradition of human struggle against oppression and for social equity that has emerged in various ways in various times. It emerged with a particular singularity of consciousness in Gerard Winstanley. It was absorbed and reconfigured in the Quaker movement, and, although muted in the Quietist period, has never gone under-ground again. The movement is now worldwide and growing in many forms. Paul Hawken calls it “the blessed unrest.” I do not want to over-claim the significance of Quakerism in the unfolding of this trajectory. But in tracing out the Quaker contribution to social equity and the common good, and, in particular, by bringing John Bellers into the picture, we can see that the evolutionary potential of Quakerism for advancing human betterment has a kind of clarity and staying power. John Bellers observed and analyzed the relationships of power and the uses of wealth that, in his time, were already beginning to build toward the full flowering of a capitalist economy and market society. He could clearly see the human cost that was already the result of its early stages. We might, from our vantage point, say that Bellers was naive to think that either business interests or the institutions of government would be receptive to his proposals for cooperative enterprises aimed at increasing the economic and social uplift of the poor, or his proposals for education and healthcare aimed at advancing the economic and social well-being of the entire nation. He saw nothing of these reforms in his lifetime. He was disappointed, but he was not wrong. As noted, his proposals have been subsequently implemented in many ways, and his faith in the power of spiritual insight and rational thinking was not misplaced. Circumstances of human betterment have accumulated over the long haul, even though severe recurring regressions have accompanied the unfolding of capital driven economies and market dominated societies. 63



We have now come to a time when another era of economic and social regression is ramping up. Wealth and privilege are clamping down on access to resources. Human betterment gains of the recent past are not secure. Some have already been lost. And now, in addition to the social and economic distress of society, we are facing the ecological distress of disrupted and damaged ecosystems. Serious economic, environmental, and social problems are undermining our society. Our political, economic, and financial systems fail to provide equitable access to the means of life for all people or to sustain the long-term health of Earth’s life support systems. The same political and economic systems that institutionalize inequity also institutionalize ecological destruction by insisting on unlimited and inequitable economic growth on a finite Earth. As John Bellers said, “The labours of the poor, are the mines of the rich.” To which we can add, “The dismantling of Earth’s ecosystems is the accumulation of human wealth.” And, as Kenneth Boulding said, “This is no way to run a spaceship.”11 The evolutionary potential of Quakerism must now combine social fairness, ecological integrity, and a sustainable economy into a single focus of wellbeing for human communities and Earth’s whole commonwealth life. There is a clarity and staying power in the Quaker heritage that we can bring to this task. This clarity and staying power, as exemplified in the life and work of John Bellers, keeps me going in my darkest moments, and I hope that by telling his story it will do something of the same for you. Faith is not believing without proof, but trust without reservation. – William Sloane Coffin Endnotes 1. The meme concept was introduced by Richard Dawkins in his book, The Selfish Gene, Oxford UP, 1976. Susan Blackmore developed the concept further in her book, The Meme Machine, Oxford UP, 2000. A particularly interesting application of the meme concept is found in the book, Re-Imagining Change: How to Use Story-Based Strategy to Win Campaigns, Build Movements, and Change the World, by Patrick Reinsborough and Doyle Canning, Berkeley CA, PM Press, 2010. 2. Boulding, Kenneth, The Evolutionary Potential of Quakerism, Wallingford, PA., Pendle Hill Publications, 1964 3. Boulding, Kenneth, “Earth as a Space Ship” Presentation to the
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Washington State University, Committee Space Sciences. Access at: www.colorado.edu/econ/Kenneth.Boulding/spaceship-earth.html Boulding, Kenneth, “The Economics of Spaceship Earth,” in Environmental Quality in a Growing Economy, Baltimore, Johns Hopkins UP, 1966. Access at: www.panarchy.org/boulding/spaceship.1966.html 4. Fox, George, The Journal, London, Penguin Classics, 1998. Various other editions. 5. Hill, Christopher, The World Turned Upside Down: Radical Ideas During the English Revolution, London, Penguin, 1991 6. Boulton, David, Gerrard Winstanley and the Republic of Heaven, Dent, Cumbria, UK, Dales Historical Monographs, 1999 7. Boulton, ibid 8. Clarke, George, editor, John Bellers: His Life, Times and Writings, London, Routlege & Kegan Paul, 1987. See also A. Ruth Fry, John Bellers 1654-1725: Quaker, Economist and Social Reformer: His Writings Reprinted with a Memoir, London, Cassell & Company, 1935 9. Boulton, op.cit. 10. Clarke, op.sit.. Clarke’s book is out of print, but used copies are available from online booksellers. Any good university library should have it or be able to get it through inter-library loan. In addition, Bellers’ publications are available on line at university libraries that have access to primary historical documents systems such as Quest. 11. Boulding, “Earth as a Spaceship” op.cit.
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Addendum Extracts from The Evolutionary Potential of Quakerism, By Kenneth Boulding. James Backhouse Lecture 1964, Australia Yearly Meeting. Published by Pendle Hill Pamphlets, Walingford PA, 1964 The scientific history of the Universe can largely be written in terms of three great concepts – equilibrium, entropy, and evolution. Without equilibrium nothing could exist at all and everything would dissolve into chaos. Entropy in a loose sense may be equated with the amount of [a] system’s potential for change which has been used up. Similarly a nation or a religious society has its origins in some creation of social potential. As its history unfurls this potential is used up and unless it can be renewed the organization likewise matures, ages and dies. There is however another process at work in the universe which is creative rather than destructive, which makes for diversity rather than uniformity and complexity of structure rather than for the simplicity of chaos. This of course is the process to which we give the name of evolution. It operates as far as we know through a very simple machinery. Any given system and any given state of the world will be subject to random shocks and random changes. The process by which systems change is called mutation. The process by which some survive and some do not is called selection. It is the combination of mutation and selection which gives rise to the evolutionary process and which permits the realization of evolutionary potential. The evolutionary process itself mutates. It has changed several times in the history of the universe, each time as it were, stepping into a higher gear and increasing the rate of evolutionary change. Once life was established the rate of evolution increased enormously, for life itself in its genetic structure had an apparatus for recreating potential in each generation and for enormously increasing the rate of possible mutation. There is no doubt however that the advent of man, a mere half million years ago, represents a break and a change of gear in the evolutionary process at least equivalent to the invention of life itself. 66



Even in the history of man there have been at least three mutations in his own evolutionary process. For the first half million years he seems to have developed at a pace which makes a snail look like a rocket. Then, a mere ten thousand years ago, comes the Neolithic revolution with the invention of agriculture. Five thousand years ago comes the urban revolution with the invention of cities and writing. We are now in the middle of the third great transition, greater even than the other two, which is the scientific revolution. To what end it is carrying us no one can say. What is clear is that we are in the middle of an enormous change. In many respects the world has changed more since the date of my birth than it did in the half million years which preceded it. To dramatize this change I say what is happening today is that civilization is passing away and a new state of man is arising which I call “post-civilized.” What I have given in very rough outline is the scientific image of the history of the universe. I now want to step down from the sublime at least to the domestic and to ask what seems an almost presumptuous question, what is the role of the Society of Friends in this great process stretching from creation to doomsday? Considered as a case of social evolution, the Society of Friends can be seen as a mutation from the Christian phylum. Often indeed it seems to be some obscure bud off the main line of evolution which eventually turns out to contain the greatest evolutionary potential. These concepts apply very satisfactorily to social evolution, whether this is the evolution of ideas or the forms of organization. Each of the great religions can be seen as a phylum stretching through time from its origins, growing or declining and branching with some branches possessing more evolutionary potential than others. Some branches come to an end, and some proliferate into the future. Christianity then is seen in a quite literal sense as a “vine” which proceeds out of the life of Christ. It is hard to identify except by hindsight what is the nature of evolutionary potential. Who would have thought that an intense young man in leather breeches, preaching up and down Cromwell’s England would have been the source of a movement in the course of which this lecture would be given in present day Australia, three hundred years and half a world away! Let us then take another look at the leather-clad George Fox and his circle to try to understand something of what constituted their evolutionary potential, for by doing so those of us who belong to the cultural and historical phylum which originated from this mutation will understand ourselves better as we comprehend the role, however small, which we play in the great process of the universe. All mutations mutate 67



from something and have a long history of earlier mutations behind them. A lion never mutates into an eagle or even into a tiger. The Quaker mutation is purely a mutant from the Christian phylum It is a mutation furthermore from Western, indeed, English, Protestant, Puritan, Christianity. Some Friends who conceive of Quakerism as embodying a universal and absolutely valid truth may not find this statement attractive, but its historic truth can hardly be denied. Even though the Quakers were beyond doubt Puritans, Protestants and Christians, the Quaker mutation nevertheless included a surprisingly large change, comprising an unusually large number of elements. The gulf that divides the Quakers from those most like them, who were undoubtedly the Baptists, is much larger than that which divides the Baptists, shall we say, from Congregationalists or Independents. The magnitude of the Quaker mutation alone makes it of an unusual historical interest. It represented a change from existing beliefs and practices in a considerable number of important religious cultural elements. The first of these, and I think myself the most important, although historians differ on this point, is that Quakers were perfectionists. They believed that life without sin could be lived on earth and they set about rather deliberately to organize a society to do this. The inward light for George Fox was no pale intellectual illumination, but a consuming holy fire which not only revealed sin but brought you out of it. The peculiar Quaker culture is quite unintelligible unless it is interpreted by this strong perfectionist streak. A second very important strand in the Quaker mutation might be called “experimentalism”. This is the insistence on first-hand experience as the only true source of religion and indeed of perfection. Perfection cannot be achieved by the mere following of an outward rule or by book learning. It is a matter of some debate, perhaps largely semantic, as to whether experimentalism in religion implies mysticism. I incline to the view that Rufus Jones was mistaken in trying to identify the stream of European mysticism as the source of the Quaker mutation, and that those who argue that Quakerism came out of English Puritanism are much closer to the truth. This does not deny that there are strong mystical elements in Quakerism, for any religion which lays stress on experience will find mysticism congenial. The object of Quaker meditation [however] is not so much to achieve union with the divine as to receive instruction from the divine, and very practical instruction at that. Out of these two mutations in motivation, towards perfectionism on one hand and experimentalism on the other, 68



comes a series of great practical mutations: the Meeting for Worship, the related Meeting for Business, and the whole structure and practice of Quaker meeting as a social organization. It seems to have been the genius of George Fox himself that created the Meeting for Business and organization of the new society into monthly, quarterly and yearly meetings. This gave it an apparatus, as it were, a “body”, capable of maintaining itself and of mobilizing the scattered resources of individuals into a common purpose. Without this the Society of Friends would have probably suffered the fate of the “Ranters” or other sects of enthusiasts who sprang into being about the same time, but which were unable to create an on going body. Up until the middle of the nineteenth century the Quaker pattern of life everywhere was sharply differentiated from the pattern of life around it. Today this is no longer true. There is [now] hardly any testimony of the Society of Friends which is not practiced by more people outside it than inside it. There are many more pacifists outside the Society of Friends than inside it. Many of the traditional interests of the Society in social reform have largely been taken over by others. Even the very worldly corporations these days are supposed to reach their decisions in their boards of directors by taking the “sense of the meeting.” It is a serious question therefore whether the evolutionary potential of this particular mutation has not been exhausted and whether the Society of Friends, its contribution having been made to the world, should not quietly dissolve itself and pass into history. I answer this question with a clear and unequivocal “no”, otherwise I would not be doing what I am doing today. I believe the evolutionary potential of the Quaker mutation is very far from exhausted, and indeed, has hardly begun to show its full effects. I believe furthermore that the Society of Friends has a vital role to play in the future development of mankind, small perhaps in quantity but of enormous importance in quality, and that to refuse to take on this role or to run away from the burden which it may imply would be a betrayal of trust and a tragedy not only for the Society of Friends but for mankind as a whole. These are large claims and only the future will be able to judge whether they are true, but I believe a convincing case can be made for them. I think Quakerism is an example of a mutation which is in a sense premature and ahead of its time. The Quaker belongs to a kingdom that is not yet. This is an awkward loyalty to have. But it is an attitude and loyalty which points towards the future. I regard both the religious experience, and also the ethical conclusions derived from the Quaker mutation as having more relevance in the 69



world to which we seem to be moving than the world we are leaving behind. I argue that it is precisely in religious experience that one finds the evolutionary potential that looks forward to the ultimate future of man. This I why I think religion will not pass away as we move from civilized to post-civilized society, but will become immensely strengthened and enriched. In the second place the ethical positions which are peculiarly characteristic of the Society of Friends seem to me to be more appropriate to the post-civilized world to which we are hopefully moving: the Society of Friends is deeply committed to love as a major ethical principle, and on building the human identity around universal love which knows no barriers of race, class, country or creed. Quakers therefore are deeply committed to what I elsewhere called the “integrative” system for the organization of society and management of human affairs. The development of mankind leads almost inevitably to an increase in the proportion of social activity which is organized through the integrative system. Even the growth of the national state represents a degree of concern of all for all and of an integrative system covering at least all its own citizens. We can argue therefore that the ethic of love is the only one on which the world society which technology has made necessary can be built. If it is so then both the successes and the failures of the Society of Friends are of great importance for mankind in pointing the way towards the development of a world society bound together mainly because people care for each other . I suggest the Society of Friends has a great intellectual task ahead of it, in the translation of its religious and ethical experiences and insights into conscious understanding Why however should a religious society have an intellectual task? Surely this should be left to the universities. The answer is that the task in question is spiritual as well as intellectual, in the sense that it involves not merely abstract knowledge, but love and community. The search today is for a human identity which will permit us to live in peace – the true world community for which we all long. I believe the next major step for the Society of Friends is to catch a vision of this great intellectual task to which it is called. If it can respond to this vision its evolutionary potential may be great indeed.
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Reviews Collected Essays of Maurice Creasey, 1912-2004. Edited & With an Introduction by David Johns. 480 pages. Edwin Mellen Press; $149.95. Reviewed by Chuck Fager The Swarthmore Lecture is the prestige gig for Britain Yearly Meeting. It’s been given every year for more than a century, since 1908. Every year, that is, except 1948, when it was abruptly cancelled. It seems a Swiss Friend named Edmond Privat had been tapped, and it was learned that he planned to insinuate – to imply, perhaps even to suggest – that one perhaps might not need to be a Christian to be a Quaker. This was intolerable. Some heavy feet were put down, and Privat was banished. Well, banished to a side room, where he gave his talk anyway, but unofficially; in exile, as it were. (http://quest.quaker.org/Manous os-QT-17.html) Yet this re-assertion of orthodoxy by the “powers that were” did not seem to stick. Privat’s shocking notion, soon to be dubbed “Universalism,” was even then by no means his alone, and did not disappear. Like rust and mildew in the damp British climate, it kept coming. Furthermore, dispatches from across the pond told of echoes being heard among some American Friends as well. 71



About this time, a recently-convinced Sheffield schoolteacher named Maurice Creasey began graduate study, focused on the thought of Robert Barclay, the dominant figure in the skimpy tradition that passes for theology in the Society of Friends. Creasey’s studies took him eventually to a doctoral degree, and more significantly, in 1953 to the post of Director of Studies at Woodbrooke, the British Quaker study center in Birmingham. I don’t know who selected Creasey for the Woodbrooke post, but it was likely a committee concerned among other things about the danger perceived in Edmond Privat’s “Universalist” notions, and the fact that “silencing” him had not silenced them. Creasey must have seemed splendidly prepared to take up the struggle to preserve the hegemony of what has come to be known as “Christ-centered” Quakerism. Creasey was indeed well-prepared, and evidently eager to take up this work. Year after year he taught and lectured widely, with an abiding focus on several related themes: the centrality of Christ to genuine Quakerism; the need for Friends to grapple with the current theological debates in Protestantism; and as a crucial companion task, to join in ecumenical work in the national and world councils of churches. He brought these themes to America as well, both in person and in print. In 1969, Creasey had his turn as a Swarthmore Lecturer. But once he retired from Woodbrooke in 1977, he essentially disappeared from sight: no more publishing, few lectures, and only rare attendance at his meeting in Nottingham. Why the abrupt withdrawal and lapse into silence for the last 27 years of his life? This is a question that nagged at editor David Johns, who teaches theology at the Earlham School of Religion in Richmond, Indiana. Johns points out that there were personal considerations, especially a disabled and declining spouse needing care. But taking a step back, to a view of British Quaker evolution during these decades, suggests an additional possibility: despite all his pleadings, Creasey had decisively lost out on every one of his main points: by the end of the 1970s, British Quakerism was unmistakably “Universalist” and pluralist in its religious ethos; indifference to Protestant theology in particular, and serious religious thought in general, was standard; and affiliation with the ecumenical councils was widely resisted, and actual involvement was marginal at best, irrelevant to the larger life of the body. This thumbs-down verdict on Creasey’s efforts was ratified in 1980, when Swarthmore Lecturer Janet Scott rhetorically asked, “Is Quakerism Christian?” and answered flatly, “It does not 72



matter.” (Quaker Studies, Vol. 12 No. 2, March 2009, p. 224) This was not so because Janet Scott said it; but it was and is so; and somewhere, Edmond Privat was smiling. Whether for good or ill, this is undeniably the “condition” of liberal Quakerism on both sides of the Atlantic. In this setting, Creasey’s work quickly sank into obscurity, where it languishes to this day. Not that the “Christ-centered” remnant in Britain threw in the towel entirely. At Woodbrooke they soon had another champion, in the person of John Punshon, a barrister turned Quaker studies tutor. But did he have any more success? It seems doubtful: in his turn Punshon delivered a Swarthmore Lecture in 1990 -- and the next year decamped across the pond to Indiana. There he found greener pastures at the Earlham School of Religion: a professorship of Quaker Studies, and a strong affinity with Quaker evangelicals. Punshon, now in quiet retirement back in England, wrote the Foreword to the book in hand. So we have something of an apostolic succession here. David Johns wants to close the circle by bringing Creasey back to Quakers’ attention. He sees Creasey as occupying the “spacious middle” in recent Quaker thought, and considers his work “a treasure.” To back up his contention, since Creasey produced no full-length books expounding his views, Johns has brought together most of Creasey’s significant essays, including a previouslyunpublished valedictory address at Woodbrooke, as a means of returning him to our attention. Reading through these essays, I felt some sympathy for Creasey’s project, but was also reminded of those days among American Friends, where I came in about ten years after Creasey began his work. He was a non-resident member of a circle of intellectual US Friends, mostly disaffected liberals who were mounting a similar effort, mainly through a journal called Quaker Religious Thought, based in Pennsylvania. I enjoyed QRT, and even published in it. But over the following years I watched its influence vanish under the waves of change much as Creasey’s work did in England. (QRT still exists, as an evangelical organ, based in Newberg, Oregon.) The change was not like the bitter separations of the nineteenth century, with duelling ministers and ugly floor fights and rival bodies claiming the same name; though we do hear tales of individual struggles and disappointments. Rather, it was more like watching a tide rise and engulf a sand castle: no one was in charge; the process was a force of nature, and as relentless and unstoppable. To repeat the old cliche, the Christian “center” of liberal 73



Quakerism to which Creasey was so dedicated, did not hold. “Christ-centeredness” didn’t disappear, but was decisively demoted from an accustomed place of pre-eminence, to take a new seat as merely one among the plethora of worldviews (one hesitates to call them theologies) that floated in on this tide. Whatever one thinks of this shift, and Creasey was not alone in objecting, it seems clear enough by now that there’s no going back. “What is our attitude,” Creasey asks in “The Nature of Our Religious Fellowship” (1960), “to the sincere agnostic–or even atheist – who may wish to join us? Do we accept the idea of Hindu or Buddhist Quakers?” (p. 272) Well, yes “we” (liberal Quakers) do; but he didn’t. His Quakerism was a place for Christians, or those on the way to being so. What, I wonder, would he make of how the Faith & Practice of my own Baltimore Yearly Meeting expresses this revised status quo, with studied delicacy: “The Society of Friends arose out of personal experience of God as revealed in Jesus Christ,” it begins, making what for many is a strictly historical statement; then it moves directly into plurality: “The Divine Spirit, which Friends variously call the Inner Light, the Light of Truth, the Christ Within, That of God in Everyone, has power to reveal, to overcome evil, and to enable us to carry out God’s will. . . . Quaker faith welds the beliefs of its Christian foundation with the conviction that the Holy Spirit speaks to men and women and children of all races at all times. . . . A Friends Meeting . . . should involve frequent, regular coming together in a common spiritual search . . . .” So there it is: the “search,” in which our non-theist and pagan members join, is the thing; like it or lump it. It appears that Creasey lumped it. But the question at hand is, could a revival of his work help fulfill this hope of restoring the long-lost Christian “center” to such Friends? Editor Johns thinks so: “It may be argued that Maurice Creasey is the most important contemporary theologian Quakerism could have,” he writes, “were his work better known.” Johns regards him as embodying “intellectual curiosity, academic credibility, and ecumenical sensibility.”(xx) Having read the essays, though, I’m left with doubts. Yes, they could be an intriguing resource for those who wish to take the measure of the “Christ-centered” view in the 1950s to 1970s. More broadly, I’m for anything that pierces the know-nothing atmosphere among too many Liberal Quaker circlesin which theology and Christianity are seen as outmoded relics of an era we have now “outgrown,” and anyway something Quakers have not 74



bothered with since Barclay. But to say Creasey is the most important theologian among Quakers of his day (and ours) is to judge him by a rather low standard of achievement. And on the evidence of these writings, his “theology” as expounded here is rather thin. Why so? Consider: making Christ the “center” of one’s religious system is not as simple as it might sound. That’s because Jesus doesn’t come alone; he arrives with a large retinue, like an extended family, not of physical kinfolk, but of doctrines and theological issues. Some indeed are relatives: there’s the touchy, overbearing father-figure Jehovah. And that other one, Paraclete; tied to his ankle and clanking behind is all the stuff about that word Robert Barclay was careful never to use, the “Trinity.” This is not to mention the matter of how Christ does whatever it is that putting him at the center is supposed to do for us: Salvation. Atonement. Heaven? Hell? Then there are the texts that tell us about it: the Bible, its credibility, interpretation and authority. Plus the question of the church Jesus supposedly founded: Did he really? Are Quakers it? If not, who is, and why? None of these items is new. I mention them here because, in these essays at least, Creasey does not; or if he does, it is so briefly, en passant, that I missed the references. Surely he was familiar with them; but they are not dealt with here, though they are the bread and butter of a serious Christian theology. There are two significant exceptions to this list of noshows. One is the nature of Christ’s church (yes, there is one), and what about those who aren’t in it: Creasey repeats an amalgam of Barclay and Paul Tillich on how Christ’s spirit draws many who don’t “know” him into a “latent church” (p.108) that is still ultimately and hegemonically Christian. That may satisfy Creasey, but it doesn’t wash in our current circumstances. The only kinds of Christianity that liberal Friends today will put up with, and rightly so in my view, are de-centered ones, ready to join the group without insisting that they deserve top billing as the “real” or “authentic” core of the community. Likewise, such notions as the “latent church” are especially inadequate in contemporary interfaith encounters. That kind of theological imperialism, however dressed up, has been exposed and discredited. The other exception has to do with the outward sacraments, which Quakers traditionally avoid. Creasey rather likes them, at least baptism and communion (I was raised Catholic, where there are seven sacraments; but Creasey accepts the Protestant tally of only two without further comment). Indeed he 75



devotes an entire essay to deconstructing the Quaker arguments for eschewing them, and urges Friends to permit the two, but without “adopting” them (227) If that distinction is unclear to you, it was certainly unclear to me; but never mind. I happen to be one who agrees with the Johns-Creasey agenda in part: like them, I lament the galloping anti-intellectualism in matters theological that has come with this sea-change in liberal Quaker culture; it is paradoxical too, given that we seem to be drawn from a rather highly-educated demographic. Likewise I believe it is a good thing to study Quakerism’s Christian origins, and even do some arm-wrestling with Jesus’ doctrinal family members. (Sin, anyone?) Why else does David Johns want to retrieve him? I gather it’s because he resonates to Creasey’s outlook, and agrees with his sense of being in the “center” of Quaker religious thought. Johns came from a background in the Church of God of Anderson Indiana, and taught at Malone College in Ohio. Malone is affiliated with the Evangelical Friends Church-Eastern Region. Both of these groups are close to funda-mentalist in their theological positions. But he has shifted somewhat away from that. Just how far is unclear; Johns hasn’t yet published much to define his own theological stance. But his move to the Earlham School of Religion by itself is telling: At the Church of God’s seminary, the Bible is still officially held to be “historically reliable” throughout; in Eastern Region, for instance, ESR is widely regarded as a nest of renegades, apostates, or worse, liberals. It’s easy to imagine how “centrist” Creasey seems from that vantage point, and I would not quarrel with the placement from that perspective. Yet while there are some good questions in Creasey’s work, I doubt it will be much more than a beginning for many who are drawn to explore Christianity and Quakerism. This is a new century, a new millennium -- emphatically not a better one, if you ask me, but here we are. And today the kind of imperial “Christocentrism” Creasey advocates continues to be marginalized among liberal Friends, and rightly so in my view. Further, the conciliar ecumenical work Creasey thought so much of has fallen on very hard times: the national and world councils are going bankrupt, fiscally and theologically. The prime forces to be engaged with now are much more on the interfaith front: Islam and Judaism, for instance. Inside Christianity it is the evangelical and fundamentalist groups, which never had any truck with councils anyway; and about these interwoven worlds Creasey is no help: all but entirely silent and seemingly ignorant, as most Quaker liberals certainly are. For that matter, if there was a word about women, 76



feminism, or feminist theology in the entire collection, again it escaped me. To grapple with those, we’re obliged to look elsewhere. This field was still in its early stages as Creasey finished his work; yet it was beyond the beginning; and given Quaker pretensions about elevating women’s status, one is startled not to find even a passing mention. More practically, for an effort to re-introduce Creasey’s thought to Quakers, this volume is a very unlikely vehicle. Priced at $150, none but a few research libraries will ever buy it, and none but the grad school drudges who frequent such temples will ever see it. That is an utterly ridiculous strategy for reaching Quakers. But it is the standard modus operandi of the publisher, Edwin Mellen, a press with a decidedly mixed reputation as an outlet for reputable scholarship. Mellen somehow gets away with charging such prices despite a complete lack of proofreading. This text is unfortunately much the worse for the lack thereof, which further tarnishes its scholarly bona fides. Some British Quaker writers, evidently desperate to be seen as academically credible, have taken a similar path with books about “Quaker theory” and the like, published for about a hundreds bucks a pop. I’ve read some of those because review copies were sent; but if I am acquainted with more than a half dozen others who have even heard of them, I’ll be surprised. Maybe this is a way to get tenure; maybe it builds a self-selected circle of cognoscenti; but as a way of circulating new ideas in this community, it is so lame that only an academic could believe in it. Today technology has transformed publishing more dramatically than practically any other field touching on the academy. It’s time to catch up: for this collection to be truly useful to actual Friends in 2011 and ensuing years, it needs to be proofread, then put into a PDF file and uploaded to the web ASAP. For hard copies, short run and print-on-demand options abound which could produce them for a pittance compared to Mellen’s overpriced clunkers. If the Brits had it together, that’s what they’d do with their Swarthmore Lectures. Indeed, if anyone wants to find the “center” of Quakerism in this new millennium, the web is more and more the place to start looking. References: Manousos, Anthony. “Howard Brinton and the World Council of Churches: The Theological Impact of Ecumenism on Friends.” Quaker Theology #17, Spring-Summer 2010. ( http://quest.quaker.org/Manousos-QT-17.html ) 77



The Darkness of Mother Teresa by George Amoss Jr. Mother Teresa: Come Be My Light — The Private Writings of the “Saint of Calcutta,” edited and with commentary by Brian Kolodiejchuk, M.C. 404 pp. Image Doubleday, 2007. $14.99. The Missionary Position: Mother Teresa in Theory and Practice, by Christopher Hitchens. 98 pp. Verso, 1995. $17.95. “Eternity,” wrote William Blake, “is in love with the productions of time.” A Roman Catholic – especially one who was formed in the pre-conciliar Church of the early twentieth century, as was Mother Teresa – would surely agree with that, but she would not stop there. The Catholic sees time sub specie aeternitatis, from the perspective of eternity. Time is itself the production of eternity, and eternity, like the Light shining in the darkness, 1 is present within but not constrained by time. Time passes; the eternal i s : “ J e s u s C h r i s t , T im e Magazine cover, 2007 yesterday, and today; and the same for ever.”2 And the Catholic Christ, the eternal creative Logos, is in love, in his divine-human way, with his productions in time – with human souls. When the Logos takes flesh in Jesus Christ, and when Christ suffers torture and death in order to rescue souls from the jaws of hell, his act occurs in time and yet is not of time. The agony of the eternal Christ, the Lamb slain from the beginning of the world,3 is eternal: his divine suffering is unending. Indeed, his very nature is 78



kenotic, or self-emptying, love.4 Because his redemptive sacrifice is eternal, it can be effectively re-presented in the Mass,5 which makes him physically present with “the faithful,” who are invited to participate in his eternally-present kenosis by being joined to him in self-sacrificial love.6 Furthermore, as a member of Christ’s “mystical body,” the Catholic is privileged, like Paul, to “fill up” by her own suffering “those things that are wanting of the sufferings of Christ … for his body, which is the church”7 – as some who were educated by nuns, with their frequent advice to “offer up” our pains in union with the suffering of Jesus, will remember. Through the suffering that accompanies kenotic love, the Catholic Christian participates in “the ever-continued sacrificial activity of Christ in Heaven.”8 That may be heresy to Christians whose ideas about time and eternity differ, but it is at the heart of Catholic spirituality. The Catholic is called to carry her cross daily in union with the suffering Christ, sharing in his sacrifice and participating thereby in the salvation of souls. And to be set aside, consecrated, to do nothing else is the special calling of the Catholic “religious,” a person who lives under vows such as poverty, chastity, and obedience; a person whose life is formally and conspicuously dedicated to the service of Christ in/as the Church. It was to that exalted calling that 18-year-old Agnes Bojaxhiu, later to be known as Mother Teresa, was responding when she left her native Albania and traveled to Ireland in order to join the Loretto Sisters.9 In her letter of application to Loretto, Agnes expresses her “sincere desire [to] become a missionary sister, and work for Jesus who died for us all.” Other than to serve in India, she tells Mother Superior, Agnes wants nothing more than to “surrender myself completely to the good God’s disposal.” As a Catholic, she knows that such surrender is the embrace of a life of suffering in union with the eternally wounded “Sacred Heart”10 of Christ. Agnes’s application to the Loretto Sisters is one of many letters in Mother Teresa, Come Be My Light, a collection mostly of her private correspondence, much of which she had requested be destroyed, with commentary by Brian Kolodiejchuk, M.C.11 It was through the publication of Come Be My Light in 2007 that the world learned that Mother Teresa, known for her tireless work for the poor, her ready smile, and her seemingly unshakable faith, had almost continuously for about 50 years felt bereft of God and beset by doubt. Brian Kolodiejchuck wants to explain the apparent contradiction in acceptable hagiographical terms. In fact, it’s his job to do so. 79



Kolodiejchuck is hardly a disinterested editor and commentator: a priest of the Missionaries of Charity, the religious order founded by Mother Teresa, he is director of the Mother Teresa Center and the official postulator, or advocate, for the “cause” of her canonization as a saint in the Catholic Church. As postulator, a role no doubt made easier by John Paul II’s abolition of the ancient office of the “Devil’s advocate,” Kolodiejchuck presents Mother Teresa’s life and writings with the aim of proving her sanctity. And while the contents of her letters are challenging, given that the persistent spiritual dryness she describes can even take the form of loss of belief in God and heaven, he doesn’t fail to produce an edifying explanation. As have others who’ve followed him, Kolodiejchuck offers the concept, made famous by the 16thcentury Carmelite John of the Cross, of “the dark night of the soul,” an experience of spiritual purgation that precedes union with God, to account for Mother Teresa’s interior emptiness. However, because union with God early on was followed by the extraordinary duration of Teresa’s “night” of spiritual deprivation, he finds it necessary to stretch and ultimately redefine that concept. Following Mother Teresa herself, Kolodiejchuck will claim that Teresa’s “dark night” experience became uniquely redemptive rather than purgative: Christ was allowing her to share deeply in his atoning suffering on the cross. But the dark night concept, however creatively applied, is not the only possible explanation for the surprising revelations in Mother Teresa’s correspondence. A less hagiographical reading suggests other, less forced, explanatory frameworks. Perhaps the most comprehensive is this: the strong-willed Mother Teresa knew what she wanted and made sure that she got it, despite increasingly deep doubts about the authenticity of her faith and life. And what she wanted was sainthood as classically defined in the Catholic Church: the sacrifice of “everything” for Jesus and for the salvation of the souls he loves, a sacrifice recognized and applauded by God and Church. Comments in the media about the book tend to give the impression that Mother Teresa’s spiritual difficulties began only after she had founded her new order, the Missionaries of Charity. That is understandable: there is little documentation from the time before she got the idea of the order, and Teresa herself states in a letter that her spiritual darkness began “in [19]49 or [19]50.” Certainly, too, the post-1950 difficulties are startling, afflicting as they do a religious figure who is increasingly famous worldwide as the tireless and deeply committed foundress of a religious order dedicated to serving “the poorest of the poor.” But a careful 80



reading of Come Be My Light reveals that Teresa’s “difficulties against faith”12 began much earlier, only stopping – temporarily – on the day when Jesus began to speak to her in September of 1946. Teresa’s later difficulties appear to be the exacerbation of her earlier doubts. It may be that her outwardly unshakable certitude about both her vocation (i.e., her “calling”; her career) and conservative Catholic ideology, as well as her framing of her aridity and doubt as a saint’s dark night, were aspects of a kind of compensatory reaction, a transformation of unacceptable feelings into their opposites. Doubting that Jesus existed, Teresa began to hear his voice, addressing her “with utmost tenderness”13 and asking that she perform a very specific and public service for him. But that intimacy with Jesus would be short-lived, and the doubt and aridity would return all too soon. We don’t know exactly when the doubts began, whether they were present at the beginning of Teresa’s religious career or began after she entered Loretto. But doubting or not, Agnes Bojaxhiu was received into the Loretto Sisters community in 1928, and her request to be assigned to a mission school in Bengal was granted. She arrived in Calcutta in early January of 1929. On the way, aboard ship, she wrote a self-conscious poem, “Farewell,” some excerpts from which will give us the flavor of the sense of self and vocation to which she would cling throughout her career. ... I am leaving old friends Forsaking family and home My heart draws me onward To serve my Christ. ... Bravely standing on the deck Joyful of mien, Christ’s happy little one, His new bride to be. In her hand a cross of iron On which her Savior hangs, While her eager soul offers there Its painful sacrifice. O God, accept this sacrifice As a sign of my love, Help, please, Thy creature To glorify Thy name!



81



... Fine and pure as summer dew, Her soft warm tears begin to flow, Sealing and sanctifying now Her painful sacrifice.14 Agnes, soon to become the spouse of Christ through her religious vows, has already given herself to him in spirit and shares in his redemptive work. She is, therefore, not despite but because of the twicementioned “painful sacrifice,” “joyful of mien, … happy”; indeed, she asserts that the sacrifice is offered eagerly. Moreover, it is offered on the same cross on which Christ hangs. She is on her way to “doing the same work which Jesus was doing when he was on earth.”15 The paradox expressed in that “eagerly” captures the apparent mystery of Mother Teresa’s life: despite intense and almost continuous inner emptiness and pain, her interactions with others led people to believe that she was a thoroughly joyful person. But the mystery is dispelled if we recognize that the experience of simultaneous happiness and anguish of spirit was not only her lot but also her desire, a crucial part of the identity she chose for herself as a Catholic nun destined for sainthood in the mystical tradition of her namesake, the Carmelite saint Therese of Lisieux. As early as 1937, the year of her profession of lifelong vows, Mother Teresa wrote of a sister nun that “[Sister Gabriella] works beautifully for Jesus – the most important is that she knows how to suffer and at the same time how to laugh. That is the most important – to suffer and to laugh.” The letter concludes with this: “[E]verything is for Jesus, so ... everything is beautiful, even though it is difficult.”16 Later she would write that Cheerfulness is a sign of a generous and mortified [a good quality for a Catholic] person who[,] forgetting all things, even herself, tries to please God in all she does for souls [note souls and not people; that is significant, as we’ll see]. Cheerfulness is often a cloak which hides a life of sacrifice, continual union with God, fervor and generosity. A person who has this gift of cheerfulness very often reaches a great height of perfection. For God loves a cheerful giver [2 Cor. 9:7] and He takes close to His heart the religious [i.e., those who have taken vows and been formally consecrated to the service of God/Church] He loves.17 Teresa not only accepts suffering but embraces it as a sharing in the divine kenosis of Christ and as a gift of reparation to him. She is happy to suffer: the world can be 82



brought to God and his salvation through suffering, salvation is itself effected by suffering, and her own redemptive suffering reduces Christ’s – for he grieves each time a soul is lost to Satan through sin. For a Catholic such as Teresa, suffering (given by God along with the “grace” of embracing it in the right spirit) is a privilege, a sign of election; and intense, long-term suffering is a sign of special favor from God. Teresa will be privileged to hang on the cross in perpetual agony with Christ, sharing in his work of saving souls. He is her beloved: how could she do otherwise? And her complete self-surrender to God through suffering will raise her above the run-of-the-mill Catholic into the realm of sainthood. By means of such devices as voluntary suffering and a special, secret vow of total submission to God’s will – a will revealed not only mediately through superiors (to whom she had vowed obedience) but also directly to her by Jesus – she will induce God, she thinks, to grant her that destiny. If serving God by saving souls through suffering was the principal conscious desire of Teresa’s life, the controlling metaphor of her life was that of spiritual marriage: through her vows as a nun, she became the bride of Christ. And through her extraordinary private vow, made five years after her ritual marriage to Jesus, she would bind Christ even more closely to her. Explaining that “I wanted to give God something very beautiful,” she “made a vow to God, binding under mortal sin,18 to give God anything that He may ask, ‘Not to refuse Him anything.’”19 Presumably, the vow, which was made with the permission of her spiritual advisor, was ratified by Christ/God. In effect, it says to God, “If I don’t do anything and everything that you want me to do in this world, you must abandon my soul to everlasting torment after death.” It also requires that God be quite clear about his wishes, as if Teresa might have known, at least subliminally, that Jesus would speak to her. To this observer, it seems evident that the vow was Teresa’s way of ensuring that, despite her earlier but still-binding vow of obedience to her religious superiors, she would be able to do what she wanted – felt led, as Quakers might say – to do. It is evident, too, that she took the vow quite seriously and at face value, expecting God to reciprocate. What Teresa expected in return for the vow is summarized in a statement she made to her nuns in 1959: To give ourselves fully to God is a means of receiving God 83



Himself. I for God and God for me. I live for God and give up my own self, and in this way induce God to live for me. Therefore to possess God we must allow Him to possess our soul.20 Mother Teresa initially wanted nothing less from the transaction than the possession of God, and it appears that, for a while, she felt that she’d succeeded. But by the time she made that statement in 1959, Teresa was learning the painful lesson that she was able neither to induce nor to possess her divine spouse any longer. She had committed herself to giving Christ all that she could for a lifetime, but, contrary to her expectation, he did not return the gift. Like an emotionally abusive husband, he demanded her abject devotion and self-sacrificing service but then withdrew his love and companionship. I for God but God not for me. In large part, Come Be My Light is the story of Teresa’s attempt to cope with that perceived abandonment, which was evidently the return, in power, of her earlier doubts. According to Teresa herself, speaking in letters that she requested be destroyed, Christ had been quite literally vocal, explicit, and insistent about his demand that she dedicate her life to saving souls of the poor, but after she had complied publicly and irrevocably, he spoke to her no more. Worse, he left her completely alone, withdrawing even the sense of his presence, leaving her to doubt his very existence and, therefore, the value of her life’s work. It seems that Teresa was paying the price of getting what she wanted most: even more than to enjoy Christ’s companionship, Teresa wanted to attain recognized sainthood by founding an order and by suffering for Jesus. When the “difficulties against faith” began to recur as the former goal was achieved, she found herself blessed with the ultimate deprivation – better, even than martyrdom, which, after all, is over relatively quickly – for a life-long bride of Christ: divine spousal abandonment, the supreme endurance test of love. Withstanding even that, she would prove that she could, as she said with blatant if unconscious egotism, “love Him as He has never been loved before.”21 She would love and serve him better than any saint (even his mother Mary?22) ever had – even if he did not exist. A question arises: given that Teresa was already experiencing the loss of God long before 1959, how could she continue to teach her nuns as she did? And as that sense of loss continued and even worsened, so that Jesus was absent for her even from the Blessed Sacrament (the consecrated bread, believed to be the actual flesh and blood of Christ), how could she continue 84



to present the public face of a hyper-committed, conservative, and holy Catholic? Initially, as we have noted, she could frame her experience as a classic dark night of the soul. Formed by Catholic spirituality, she knew that on her own she would never be able give all, to eliminate the residue of self in her actions; God, therefore, in his special love for her, was purging her soul of self-attachment. In that belief, she could hope for a light at the end of that dark tunnel which had been described by St. Therese (whose saintly suffering included a spiritual night that ended with her early death from tuberculosis). But Teresa was eventually able to say that she had “not been seeking self for sometime [sic] now,”23 yet the darkness did not dissipate. As the tunnel stretched across decades, she would need a different paradigm. With the assistance of a spiritual advisor, she found one: knowing that she could withstand the pain, Christ was permitting her to share the terrible but salvific experience of abandonment that he had cried out from the cross on Calvary; “My God, my God, why hast Thou forsaken me?”24 Her soul now pure, her suffering was no longer purgative; the pain had become, like Christ’s, fully redemptive. Every day, precisely through remaining faithful despite her “difficulties against faith,” Teresa was achieving her aim of saving souls. She was hanging on the cross with her God-forsaken Jesus. And so at every step, whatever the conceptual framing, the response of this faithful bride was to say “Yes!” [M]y Jesus, You have done to me according to Your will [here Teresa echoes Mary the mother of Jesus, the icon of the willing and long-suffering spouse of God – see, for example, Luke 1] – and Jesus hear my prayer – if this pleases You – if my pain and suffering – my darkness and separation gives You a drop of consolation – my own Jesus, do with me as You wish – [for] as long as you wish, without a single glance at my feelings and pain. I am Your own. – Imprint on my soul the life and sufferings of Your Heart. […] If my separation from You – brings others to You and in their love and company You find joy and pleasure – why Jesus, I am willing with all my heart to suffer … not only now – but for all eternity – if this was possible. Your happiness is all that I want. – For the rest please do not take the trouble – even if You see me faint with pain. […] I want to satiate Your Thirst with every single drop 85



of blood that You can find in me. – Don’t allow me to do you wrong in any way – take from me the power of hurting You. […] I beg of You only one thing – please do not take the trouble to return soon. – I am ready to wait for You for all eternity. – [signed] Your little one25 Here we see most clearly the essential, if not only childish but also masochistic, selfishness behind Mother Teresa’s career: she wanted to be special to Jesus, more so than his other brides, more so than the rest of the human race. Teresa wanted to be the greatest of saints. That desire had driven her to take a secret vow of total submission to God and to push, even harass, her ecclesiastical superiors – “Don’t delay, Your Grace, don’t put it off. Souls are being lost …. Do something about this ..., and let us take away from the Heart of Jesus His continual suffering”26 – until they permitted her to leave Loretto and work “among the poorest of the poor” with the goal of founding her own religious order. Why the poorest of the poor? Not completely, it turns out, because she feels human compassion for them: Teresa is interested in saving souls from hell, not persons from misery and pain. What motivates Teresa is solicitude less for the poor than for her her lover, Jesus, who is not happy. Teresa’s divine husband is displeased with the poor, not with the rich whose exploitive and hoarding behaviors perpetuate and exacerbate poverty, because the poor do not turn to him for succor in their suffering, do not offer their pain to him for the redemption of the world, do not love him. After a lifetime of misery and a painful death, the souls of the poor are being consigned to everlasting punishment in hell because they either did not know God or rejected him in anger about their lives, anger Teresa traces to a false – i.e., non-Catholic – understanding of suffering. And, believing that the situation causes pain for Jesus, she wants to alleviate “His longing, His suffering on account of these little children, on account of the poor dying in sin ….”27 Teresa left Loretto to “serve” the poor from her desire to give “something very beautiful” to Christ – to, as she repeated many times throughout her career, “satiate his thirst for souls.” When the eternal Christ on the cross says, “I thirst,” he means, believed Mother Teresa, that he thirsts for the love of souls that are being lost for eternity – lost because there are no sisters to take Jesus to them, to be his “light” in the darkness of poverty and sin, to teach them to turn from sin and to give their love and their pain to Jesus. “He spoke of His thirst – not for water – but for love, for 86



sacrifice.”28 Teresa dedicated herself and her order not to helping the poor out of poverty but to helping Jesus – and thereby helping their own souls – by being with the poor as models, teaching them to accept and even embrace their suffering for Jesus’ sake. And she was richly rewarded, at first by Jesus’ loving companionship, and then, when the work had been established, by the opportunity to suffer cheerfully29 her loss of that companionship. Her motivations can be seen in a 1947 transcript of the words that Jesus had spoken to her. Here is an excerpt: The poor I want you to bring to Me – and the Sisters who would offer their lives as victims of My love – would bring … souls to Me. […] You have been always saying, “Do with me whatever You wish.” – Now I want to act – let Me do it – My little spouse – My own little one. – Do not fear – I shall be with you always. – You will suffer … but you are My own little spouse – the spouse of the Crucified Jesus – you will have to bear these torments on your heart. […] Refuse Me not. – Trust Me lovingly – trust Me blindly.30 The Church has taught Teresa that Jesus thirsts for souls. And, while he makes no complaints to her about rich oppressors, Jesus tells her that he is pained by his rejection by the poor. Teresa’s work, therefore, is to deliver the souls of the poor to him, to “make them know Him and want Him in their unhappy lives” and thereby “to fight the devil and deprive him of the thousand little souls which he is destroying every day.”31 That is why, as Christopher Hitchens details in The Missionary Position: Mother Teresa in Theory and Practice, while patients in her facilities receive appallingly inadequate care in penurious, penitential surroundings, Teresa travels around the world like a female John Paul II, receiving public adulation, expanding her order, accepting and hoarding millions of dollars from wellknown sociopaths and autocrats (Charles Keating, the Duvaliers) while helping to improve their images, and condemning the birth control and abortion services that could help alleviate the misery of the people she claims to serve. Teresa serves not the poor but the Catholic Christ and his Church – and her own overarching spiritual ambition. According to the blurb from John Waters, The Missionary Position is “Hilariously mean.” In fact, it is neither: Hitchens has written a sobering and honest account of the dark side of Mother Teresa’s love for Jesus and souls and of her fidelity to Roman Catholic doctrine. Although he wrote his book about a dozen years 87



before the publication of Come Be My Light, Hitchens saw clearly that Mother Teresa’s vocation was to do her utmost to advance the ideology and soul-saving mission of “the body of Christ,” the Catholic Church. If she felt compassion, and it appears from her letters that she did, this was the form her compassion, distorted by doctrine and institutional/peer pressure, took. (We Quakers, even of the liberal variety, may benefit from meditating on that phenomenon.) And that’s understandable, given that she was formed in the Catholic obsession with soul-saving from her earliest days. She would report that “From the age of 5½ years, – when I first received Him [she refers to her ‘First Communion,’ her first reception of bread transubstantiated into the body and blood of Christ] – the love for souls has been within. – It grew with the years – until I came to India – with the hope of saving many souls.”32 When we recall that souls are saved through suffering, we can perhaps understand how a seed of love has produced thorns. In a section called “Good Works and Heroic Virtues,” Hitchens documents a sad litany of such thorns. He begins by quoting a 1994 report by Lancet editor Dr. Robin Fox, who, visiting Teresa’s Calcutta home for the dying, was surprised to find that the nuns were making medical decisions based on minimal training and were providing “care” that could be considered cruelty, especially given the large amounts of money that Mother Teresa had collected over the years but had chosen not to apply to the care of her clients, whose suffering she believed was beneficial. “Along with the neglect of diagnosis,” Fox wrote in The Lancet, “the lack of good analgesics marks Mother Teresa’s approach as clearly separate from the hospice movement. I know which I prefer.”33 Our eyes thus opened, we are immediately exposed to an even more disturbing account, this one by former volunteer Mary Loudon, of the same Calcutta facility. Loudon’s first impression was of a concentration camp. [A]ll the patients had shaved heads. No chairs anywhere … no garden, no yard even. […] They’re not being given painkillers really beyond aspirin … for the sort of pain that goes with terminal cancer …. They didn’t have enough drips. The needles [were] used over and over and over and you could see some of the nuns rinsing needles under the cold water tap.34 When Loudon asks a nun why they were not sterilizing the needles, she was told, “There’s no point. There’s no time.” Loudon then tells of a boy who was dying there because a “relatively simple 88



kidney complaint” had worsened due to lack of antibiotics. The boy needed surgery, but the nuns refused to take him to hospital, lest they have to “do it for everybody,” as an angry American doctor who was trying to treat the boy told Loudon. That level of care was the norm in the premier facility of a modern religious organization flush with millions of dollars and directed by a saint. Mother Teresa herself, Hitchens notes, was treated in the finest clinics and hospitals, yet her “poorest of the poor” – and her nuns – were kept in substandard conditions and given inadequate treatment in order to be joined to the suffering Christ in pain and poverty. With characteristic incisiveness, Hitchens writes that “The point is not the honest relief of suffering but the promulgation of a cult based on death and suffering and subjection.”35 Mother Teresa put it very plainly herself, in a 1981 Anacostia speech quoted by Hitchens: “I think it is very beautiful for the poor to accept their lot, to share it with the passion [i.e., the salvific agony] of Christ. I think the world is being much helped by the suffering of poor people.”36 There’s much more in The Missionary Position, some of which, addressing topics such as Teresa’s assistance in image-management for wealthy criminals and despots, we have already alluded to. In addition, Hitchens notes Teresa’s failure to return $1,250,000 of stolen money, given to her by Charles Keating, when requested to do so by an Assistant District Attorney of Los Angeles; her vocal support for right-wing regimes; her equation of abortion with war; her preaching against birth control, with the cruelly absurd claim that “there can never be enough” babies for God, who “always provides” for them;37 the secret baptisms of dying Hindus and Muslims. But the essential point for our purposes here is that Hitchens, by focusing on the actual implementation of what she called “the work,” exposes the truth of Mother Teresa’s career, a truth reflected in her private “dark night” as well: it’s all about gaining favor with God (if he exists!) and Church by serving up imaginary souls to her imaginary husband Jesus, who, in practice, subsists in the ideology (and in the priestly hierarchy, which operates in persona Christi) of the Roman Catholic Church. It’s noteworthy that Jesus departed from Teresa, and no longer spoke his will to her, only after the founding of her Missionaries of Charity was assured. From one perspective, one might say that, having guided her to do what he wanted, and knowing that she would persevere despite all, Jesus had no further need of Mother Teresa and so moved on, applying the merit of her subsequent suffering to souls in need. From another, one might say 89



that, having gotten her way by appealing to direct revelation from him, well along the road to sainthood and subliminally fearful of contradictory revelation from the same source – namely, her own subconscious mind – she could not risk having him speak to her any longer. I know which I prefer. That is not to say that Teresa ever consciously broke faith with her heavenly husband, or that, having silenced him, she did not continue a one-way conversation. Even while doubting his existence, she spoke her doubts to him. Again from 1959, the following is an excerpt of a prayer Teresa offered to him, transcribed at the direction of her confessor: They say people in hell suffer eternal pain because of the loss of God – they would go through all of that suffering if they had just a little hope of possessing God. – In my soul I feel just that terrible pain of loss – of God not wanting me – of God not being God – of God not really existing (Jesus, please forgive my blasphemies – I have been told to write everything). […] What do I labor for? If there be no God – there can be no soul. – If there is no soul then Jesus – You also are not true. […] I am afraid to write all of these terrible things that pass in my soul. – They must hurt You.38 “Of God not being God”: of her God who demands human suffering being, perhaps, no more than an internalized construct of the Church, a way of making sense of a heartless world by divinizing pain and calling it love? The “darkness,” the sisyphean struggle between fact and fiction, continued almost without interruption for the remainder of Teresa’s life. After many years of inner sorrow and spiritual aridity, and still beset by godlessness, she could nonetheless write in 1983: Jesus is my God. Jesus is my Spouse. Jesus is my Life. Jesus is my only Love. Jesus is All in All. Jesus is my Everything. Jesus, I love with my whole heart, with my whole being. I have given Him all, even my sins, and He has espoused me to Himself in tenderness and love. Now and for life I am the spouse of my Crucified Jesus.39 In the end, the eternally suffering Jesus that had been implanted in the brain of a little girl in Albania was as real and 90



necessary to the adult Teresa as was she herself, despite decades of almost continuous experience that he was a figment. For her, the conflict and contradiction were unresolvable; only exaggerated devotion and outward certainty carried her through. What she and others such as Kolodiejchuk framed as a mystical night of the soul was the experience of a continuous struggle to suppress irrepressible truth lest a life and a self built upon religious delusion fall apart. An almost heroic application of the Catholic myth of salvific suffering saved Teresa’s ambitions from being crushed by truth, but that salvation had a steep price: what could have been – and appeared to be – a beautiful life of compassionate service was instead another insidious operation of superstition and oppression. The chalice may have sparkled on the outside, but a look inside, a look afforded by both books, tells a different story.40 Toward the end of Come Be My Light, Kolodiejchuk adduces testimonials from others to buttress his case that Mother Teresa was a selfless mystic who underwent a dark night of the soul that was perhaps unique in both nature and duration. Hitchens sees Teresa quite differently, as a relatively simple but egotistical woman who was willingly used by powerful people to support oppressive superstition and abusive power and wealth. Both marshal facts, if selectively, to support their cases. Perhaps they are both right; perhaps a saint, at least a canonical saint, is simply a person who, even at great personal cost, consistently and fully lives a religious ideology. If so, Mother Teresa is a saint, but so are religiously-inspired suicide bombers. In any case, with postulator Kolodiejchuk’s very positive framing of her darkness and doubts, and his avoidance of such practical aspects of her career as Hitchens exposes, it seems a good bet (despite Hitchens’ submission of a negative evaluation to the Vatican) that Mother Teresa will eventually be canonized, probably sooner than later. However that turns out, it is likely that the lie will live on. In the eyes of the world, Mother Teresa was a deeply compassionate person who dedicated her life to alleviating the suffering of the very poor. The hagiographic efforts of her disciple and advocate, Brian Kolodiejchuk, are clearly intended to support that view. Quakers should know better than to accept the perspective of the world, but in case we, too, are taken in, Christopher Hitchens does us the favor of adducing irrefutable evidence that the light of Christ which Teresa claimed to be for the poor, a light that maintains the grotesquely unjust status quo by congratulating oppressors while urging the poor to gratefully accept injustice and suffering as blessings, is not a light which we would wish to personify or be guided by. In doing so, he may also 91



raise important questions for us regarding our belief in our own commitment to compassion, justice, and peace: if so, the the (in)famous atheist has done us doubly good service. In any case, Hitchens has thrown open the lid of yet another whitened sepulcher. For that, we owe him our gratitude. Notes 1 John 1:5. All Bible verses quoted in this review are from the Catholic Douay-Rheims translation of the Vulgate. 2 Hebrews 13:8. 3 Revelation 13:8. 4 Philippians 2:6-8. 5 S e e Cou ncil of Trent , S e s s i o n XXI I , I – http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/10006a.htm. 6 See 1 John. 7 Colossians 1:24. 8 See Note 5, above. 9 The Loretto Sisters are formally known as the Institute of the Blessed Virgin Mary: see ibvm.org. 10 See http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/07163a.htm. 11 The letter of application is found on page 14 of the book. 12 Come Be My Light, p. 59. 13 Ibid., p. 44. 14 Ibid., pp. 16-17. 15 Ibid., p. 19. 16 Ibid., pp. 24-25. 17 Ibid., p. 33. 18 A “mortal” sin is one that, unforgiven, results in the soul’s condemnation to hell for eternity. 19 Come Be My Light, p. 28. 20 Ibid., p. 29. 92



21 Ibid., p. 47. 22 The question is unfair in a sense, because by that time Mary had been elevated far beyond even the most special sainthood to “Co-mediatrix” and even “Co-redemptrix” of the universe: “To such extent did Mary suffer and almost die with her suffering and dying Son; to such extent did she surrender her maternal rights over her Son for man’s salvation, and immolated Him – insofar as she could – in order to appease the justice of God, that we may rightly say she redeemed the human race together with Christ.” – Pope Benedict XV, apostolic letter ‘Inter Sodalicia,’ 1918. See http://www.christendom-awake.org/pages/marian/5thdogma/coredemptrix2.htm. But the spiritual ambition and egotism of Mother Teresa’s statement – and many others – do make one wonder. 23 Ibid., p. 216. 24 Matthew 27:46. 25 Come Be My Light, pp. 193-194. 26 Ibid., p. 67. 27 Ibid., p. 66. 28 Ibid., p. 41. See also p. 77. 29 “Cheerfully” in the sense of “with a courageous smile,” much as George Fox used it in his famous “… then you will come to walk cheerfully over the world, answering that of God in every one.” 30 Ibid., p. 49. 31 Ibid., pp. 74, 51. 32 Ibid., p. 15. 33 The Missionary Position, p. 39. 34 Ibid., p. 40. 35 The Missionary Position, p. 41. 36 Ibid., p. 11. 37 Ibid., p. 30. 38 Come Be My Light, pp. 192-194. 39 Ibid., pp. 303-304. 40 See Matthew 23:25-26.



93



About The Contributors



George Amoss Jr. a member of Homewood Meeting in Baltimore, attends Little Falls Friends Meeting in Fallston, Maryland. A social worker and psychotherapist, he has served as editor of Universalist Friends, the journal of the Quaker Universalist Fellowship, and he established the Quaker Electronic Archive Web site at http://www.quakerarchive.org. Stephen W. Angell is Leatherock Professor of Quaker Studies at Earlham School of Religion. Chuck Fager, Editor of Quaker Theology, is Director of Quaker House in Fayetteville, North Carolina. Keith Helmuth helped develop and administer the Independent Study Program at Friends World College in the late 1960's. Subsequently, Keith and his family operated a market garden and farming business in New Brunswick, Canada for almost three decades. During this time he also worked with a variety of community based social and economic development programs. In 1990 he was Canadian Yearly Meeting’s delegate to the World Council of Churches Convocation on Justice, Peace and the Integrity of Creation in Seoul, South Korea. He is currently a sojourning member of Central Philadelphia Monthly Meeting, the Manager of Penn Book Center, and Secretary of the Board of Trustees of Quaker Institute for the Future. He has been writing and publishing in Quaker, Mennonite and ecumenical journals for thirty years. Damon Hickey is Emeritus Director of Libraries, for the College of Wooster, Ohio.



94



Q u ake r T h e o lo g y More Highlights of Recent Issues: # Quaker History & Theology: Three Interviews # A Quaker in a Material World: A Materialist Perspective # Peace Theology and Foundations for Ecumenical Dialogue # A Review & Profile: Milton Mayer, Quaker Hedgehog #The Catechisms of George Fox # Friendly Healing in Frampton and the Forest # Nimrod and the Tower of Babel: Genesis 10-11 in 17th -Century Quaker Writings #The Church: Called, Gathered, and Faithful, Prepared by Friends United Meeting Theological Commission, in response to The Nature and Purpose of the Church: A Stage on the Way to a Common Statement. Faith & Order Commission, World Council of Churches # Reviews of: If Grace Be True: Why God Will Save Every Person, Philip Gulley & James Mulholland; A Treatise on Atonement, Hosea Ballou Just War Against Terror: The Burden of American Power In a Violent World, by Jean Behthke Elshtain Memoirs by Two Quaker Women: A Stone Bridge North, Kate Maloy; Driving By Moonlight, Kristin Henderson Leadings: A Catholic’s Journey through Quakerism



And More . . . .



Put Q u ake r T h e o lo g y In Your Mailbox – And your Meeting Library: A subscription to Q u a ke r T h e o lo g y will be a valuable addition to the reading matter of Friends meetings and schools. It will also help support our ongoing work of sustaining a progressive journal and forum for discussion and study. It’s economical too. Will you pass this form on to your Library Committee? Or better yet, make a gift of a subscription to your meeting?



T h an k T h e e !



---------------------------------Please enter a subscription to Qu ake r Th e o lo g y ____1 year (two issues ) $20 ____2 years (four issues) $35 (Overseas subscribers: US$30 per year.) NAME_______________________________ ADDRESS:________________________________ __________________Zip/Post Code____________ Send this form and payment to: Quaker Theology P.O. Box 1344 Fayetteville NC 28302



Narrative Theologies in Quaker Theology Over the years, we have invited a number of Friends to describe their “spiritual journeys” in a form that is both accessible and intellectually serious. The result is a unique first-person portrayal of the range of thought and exploration by contemporary Friends. Here is the lineup, through Issue #16: George Amoss, Jr. “The Making of a Quaker Atheist,” Issue #1. John Oliver, “From reason To Truth To Mystery,” Issue #3. Richard Lee, “Friendly Healing In Frampton and the Forest,” Issue #9 Brett White, “The Journeyman: The Making of a Muslim Quaker,” Issue #10 Charley Earp, “In Search of Religious radicalism,” Issue #11 Joe Franko, “The Importance of Context,” Issue #14 Bruce “Pacho” Lane, “The Making of The Tree of Life,’” Issue #7 Jeanne Henriette-Louis, “Narrative Theology: From Psychological Warfare to Nonviolence,” Issue #16



Subscribe Today!



























[image: What Can The Bible Teach Us About Peacemaking - Quaker Theology]
What Can The Bible Teach Us About Peacemaking - Quaker Theology












[image: What a New Survey from Alaska Can Teach Us about Public Support ...]
What a New Survey from Alaska Can Teach Us about Public Support ...












[image: What Can Missing Correspondences Tell Us About 3D ...]
What Can Missing Correspondences Tell Us About 3D ...












[image: What can survey forecasts tell us about information ...]
What can survey forecasts tell us about information ...












[image: What Can Financial Markets Tell Us About International ...]
What Can Financial Markets Tell Us About International ...












[image: WHAT THE UBER-LYFT WAR TEACHES US ABOUT BUILDING THE ...]
WHAT THE UBER-LYFT WAR TEACHES US ABOUT BUILDING THE ...












[image: what the bible is all about pdf]
what the bible is all about pdf












[image: what the bible is all about pdf]
what the bible is all about pdf















What Can The Bible Teach Us About Peacemaking - Quaker Theology






For help in plumbing the meaning of this decades-long. â€œdark night of the soul,â€� ...... end, integrated into an argument of economic logic and social ethics that is ... 






 Download PDF 



















 2MB Sizes
 1 Downloads
 195 Views








 Report























Recommend Documents







[image: alt]





What Can The Bible Teach Us About Peacemaking - Quaker Theology 

rule, as democratic process (but not always Friends business process) would ..... light of the fact that these serious divisions already exist in IYM? There was no ..... rates have risen. Pornography has become readily-available on the. Internet. Dru














[image: alt]





What a New Survey from Alaska Can Teach Us about Public Support ... 

Jun 28, 2017 - and social trust. The most common criticisms are that 'free money' will. decrease labor participation, enable the lazy, and go to waste. Rather than relying on conjecture, the Economic Security Project, sup- ported by the Omidyar Netwo














[image: alt]





What Can Missing Correspondences Tell Us About 3D ... 

First, we apply non-monotone reasoning on view triplets using a Bayesian formulation. In contrast to two-view epipolar geometry, image triplets allow the pre-.














[image: alt]





What can survey forecasts tell us about information ... 

models in which agents face information constraints, then use surveys of forecasts ...... in Modern Macroeconomics: In Honor of Edmund Phelps, Princeton Univ.














[image: alt]





What Can Financial Markets Tell Us About International ... 

have described the prospect of deterrence as â€œhopelessly idealisticâ€�.2 .... solar energy manufacturing through a â€œfeed-in tariffâ€�. ..... source of deterrence power.














[image: alt]





WHAT THE UBER-LYFT WAR TEACHES US ABOUT BUILDING THE ... 

... costs are relatively high for developers to co-develop for both Android and iOS. ... WAR TEACHES US ABOUT BUILDING THE NEXT UBER FOR X.pdf.














[image: alt]





what the bible is all about pdf 

Page 1 of 1. File: What the bible is all about pdf. Download now. Click here if your download doesn't start automatically. Page 1 of 1. what the bible is all about pdf. what the bible is all about pdf. Open. Extract. Open with. Sign In. Main menu. Di














[image: alt]





what the bible is all about pdf 

Try one of the apps below to open or edit this item. what the bible is all about pdf. what the bible is all about pdf. Open. Extract. Open with. Sign In. Main menu.


























×
Report What Can The Bible Teach Us About Peacemaking - Quaker Theology





Your name




Email




Reason
-Select Reason-
Pornographic
Defamatory
Illegal/Unlawful
Spam
Other Terms Of Service Violation
File a copyright complaint





Description















Close
Save changes















×
Sign In






Email




Password







 Remember Password 
Forgot Password?




Sign In



















Information

	About Us
	Privacy Policy
	Terms and Service
	Copyright
	Contact Us





Follow us

	

 Facebook


	

 Twitter


	

 Google Plus







Newsletter























Copyright © 2024 P.PDFKUL.COM. All rights reserved.
















