Two chapter excerpts from my doctoral dissertation:

By the Shores of Babylon We Wept: An Exploration ofthe Institutional Response of the
Unitarian Universalist Association to Clergy SexuaMisconduct Between 1991-2005

The Reverend Qiyamah A. Rahman, PhD

October 23, 2007

Abstract

This study describes and analyzes the instituticmedonse of the Unitarian Universalist
Association (UUA) to clergy sexual misconduct fra802 to 2005. Through the analysis of
organizational proceedings, interviews, archivaludoents and historical references, qualitatiave
case study methodology is used to investigate égearch questions: 1) What has been the
response of the UUA to clergy sexual misconduct? ahWhat theology/ideology guide(s) the
UUASs’ institutional response to clergy sexual misgoct? The research findings indicate that
increased inclusion of female clergy, influencgdh®e women’s movement, Unitarian
Universalist women’s advocacy, and the sexual rgia were some of the factors that
influenced the UUAS’ institutional response to gkesexual misconduct. The research identifies
obstacles that have impeded more aggressive supipadtim/survivors leadership and opens a
space for the emergent identities of victim/survsv@ata gathered suggests there is a critical
need for more rigorous theological reflectionsdstér dialogues among the diverse theologies
of UU clergy and laity. By providing examples ofvinthe UUA is working to eradicate clergy
sexual misconduct, this research demonstrates aitlwvdommunities can achieve safe
congregations, and empower victim/survivors, whileving toward a new restorative justice
paradigm. New and fresh voices, perspectives aalyses are introduced to develop a richer

understanding of clergy sexual misconduct and Uts&ponse to this growing problem.
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CHAPTER V

FINDINGS

Unitarian Universalist Association’s (UUA) Responsé¢o Clergy Sexual Misconduct

A number of events and circumstances have beentsdlthat chronicle the Unitarian
Universalist Association’s (UUA) response to clesgyxual misconduct since 1991. These
efforts reflect some of the most important ways/inch the UUA sought to facilitate a culture
change to address clergy sexual misconduct. Thigreichange reflected an increased
intolerance of clergy sexual misconduct that beiganclude new language and knowledge to
replace the institutionalized forms of knowledgattmade women particularly vulnerable to
clergy sexual misconduct. Additionally, the culteteange in the UUA resulted in greater
transparency and sensitivity for victims/survivoFeere was an increased urgency in the UUA
as a result of the mounting media coverage of Qiatbburch scandals, several incidents of high
profile misconduct within UU circles, and the atien of many clergy and laity who were
challenging the prevailing norms that appearedlerate clergy sexual misconduct.

The investigation of the UUA’s institutional respgento clergy sexual misconduct,
roughly approximated the following phases: Phas@vestigation, research and
reconnaissance; Phase Il — analyzing the findingsn@aking recommendations; and Phase Il
development of a plan and implementation of sanseltivess the reduction and eventual

elimination of clergy sexual misconduct. It appehet each phase utilized staff presence for
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oversight and employed a kind of “clearinghouserepgh.” This approach essentially
coordinated all the multiple stakeholders and tb#orts. There were various levels of checks
and balances achieved through reporting up a dfastommand. It appears that currently all the
decision-making and information flow are centradizeltimately, either the Executive Vice
President/Recording Secretary or the Presidenttrepd provide updates to the UUAs Board of
Trustees.

The reaction of a small group of individuals gaizad the UU Women’s Federation and
Women and Religion Committee to issue a joint caficerning this most recent incident of
clergy sexual misconduct. This was a pivotal monmetthe UUA’s response to clergy sexual
misconduct. In general, there were varied respofigesTask Force on Congregational
Response to Clergy Sexual Misconduct (TFCRSM) nstede of the reactions in its report.
Initial reactions were varied and intense: manyietbthe Executive Vice President/Recording
Secretary or the President reported and providedtep to the UUA’s Board of Trustees. In one
such report Kay Montgomery, Executive Vice Presitleecording Secretary of the UUA Board
of Trustees shared the poignant story of a victinvisor that helped to keep the issue front and
center with UUA Board of Trustee members, thusqeabzing this troubling issue:

| want to tell you a story. A couple of weeks aDayid Hubner received a letter from a

woman, not asking for retrospective justice butmyntelling her story. The story of

growing up in a complicated, difficult family anklet church being her anchor. Of her

Unitarian minister becoming a good friend of hanilg’'s. And then another minister

starting at her church and seeming to be kind andg. He began to “counsel” in her

adolescence and eventually turned the counselsgises into sexual sessions that
became more and more sexualized and, eventuatlyded verbal abuse. She tells of
being filled with guilt and shame and the relasibip going on until the minister died

a few years later. She says, ‘I have lived asvéie a good person for almost thirty

years, but my shame is so much a part of me tlcators my whole life. | know,

intellectually, that | was vulnerable and exploitedsatisfy the needs of a pedophile [...]

| have spent hundreds of hours and thousands l@rdah therapy and will likely spend
more to undo the damage.’ She asks for anonymisopally but is willing for her story
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to be shared so that we can minister more effdgtteepeople who have been exploited.
This, I think, speaks for itself [.%]

Others were enraged at an apparent institutionalllimgness to confront the issues or to hold
offenders accountable, and resolved to affect aha@thers remained blissfully unaware of the
problem in the UUA2 Others remained blissfully unaware of the probierthe UUA?
Therefore, this chapter reveals the findings ofukiA’s responses to clergy sexual
misconduct via archival, interview and actual cabas demonstrate the relevancy of clergy
sexual misconduct. The findings are presenteddariadlbowing manner: 1) the emerging
responses of UUA in thematic format including istracture initiatives, training, policy and
procedures; educational material and public ackedggment; 2) thematic findings from the
interviews and archival searches; and 3) discussidine linkages between the two thematic sets
of findings. The thematic findings from the intews are categorized as follows: 1) culture
shift; inclusion of women; responsibility/accounitz, power and control; sexual revolution;

and ethics and 2) intersectionality of clergy séxunigconduct to these thematic findings.

Infrastructure Initiatives

Infrastructure initiatives refer to the creatidrooganizational structures established to
begin the UUA’s systematic examination of clergyusd misconduct. For example, a
clearinghouse meeting was called for November, 1B8tlbrought together representatives from
the following groups: the Unitarian Universalistsdgiation (UUA), the UUA Board of

Trustees, the Ministerial Fellowship Committee (MFQU Minister’'s Association (UUMA),

! Report of the Executive Vice President to the UBard of Trustees, by Kay Montgomery, Executive
Vice President (Boston: UUA).
2 Task Force on Congregational Response to Clergyab®lisconduct (Boston: UUA, 1994).
3 .
Ibid.
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Ministerial Sisterhood UU (MSUU), UU Women and Rein (UUWR), Women and Religion
(W and R) and Liberal Religious Educators Assocra{fLREDA) that considered UUA'’s
responses and gaps to the overall picture of cleegyal misconduct. This body of members
became known as Task Force One and they have uedtio meet three times a year until the
present. Task Force One, now known as Unitariandgsalists for Right Relations (UURR),
has continued its work of identifying gaps in tlystem and suggesting responses to clergy
sexual misconduct. In January, 1992 Task Force *@as created by the UUA Board of
Trustees in response to the discussions held ah@llywood, Florida in 1991. A joint call to
action was issued by the UU Women'’s Federationvdnthen and Religion that was prompted
by the silence following disclosure around a speaifcident of misconduct. The Call to Action
invited attendance at an open hearing on the ukapasubject of clergy sexual misconduct.

Moreover, a number of feminist-identified womeriesl upon hearing about the latest
incident of clergy sexual misconduct. In retrosp#atir actions ushered in a new era and thus,
became a pivotal moment in the life and culturehefUU community. It was if though women
and their allies had taken a stand and declaredpiore.” The resolute tone of the call to action”
communication served notice to UUA and sexuallyomglucting ministers that regardless of
the avoidance and fear engendered by the issweuitd not be business as usual. The call to
action statement read:

We recognize that many of us would rather avoidskee of sexual misconduct because

it is a difficult issue that frightens and disturs We join our voices together with
concern for the victims, families, congregations] alergy”

* Patricia Hoertdoerfer and William Sinkford, ed3reating Safe Congregations: Toward an Ethic ofiiRig
Relations — A Workbook for Unitarian UniversaligBoston; UUA, 1997), 143.
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Recently, Lynn Thomas, District Executive for thiara Barton District of the UUA
reflected on the UUWF's and the Women and Religtammittee’s controversial call to action
in 1991 when she stated:

What | remember was that at the Women’s Federdtiaeting) in Fort Lauderdale . . .
the issue came up and then some discussion froftotire | remember women speaking
about having been abused by clergy and it (the  cud&on) was deteriorating quickly and |
remember Teresa standing up and  saying, “goodrmgeence.® And she probably said it
far more theatrically. There was some clear drakna she said “good-bye innocence” about
three times and people started sitting down. @that the Federation began: a) a

newspaper clipping campaign to gather literatang, literature about sexual assault
(I believe); b) Taskforce One which was ultimatedgponsible for the current Safe
Congregations Handbook. They met a number of orgséional  representatives . . . and, of
course, the Women'’s Federation and there were  raewere constituency groups.

Twenty-eight individuals responded to the Call ién to share information about the
nature and scope of the problem to identify thesgap to brainstorm solutions. In 1998, Task
Force One received funding to hold a Second Caofderence. The Second Circle represented
those individuals impacted by misconduct besidessthvivor and perpetrator that were harmed
by the occurrence of clergy sexual misconduct.

The Moderator of the UUA, Denny Davidoff, attendadearly Task Force One meeting
that transformed her understanding about the saress of clergy sexual misconduct.
Consequently, she helped develop the UUA Boardra$t€es Task Force, which became known
as Task Force Two. According to Reverend Elinormfsam, member of the UU Women'’s
Federation, Task Force Two spent two years intehsexploring all aspects of clergy sexual

misconduct including, “interviewing ministers, coagants, victims, complainants and outside

resources.” A major work of Task Force Two wasdteation and training of “District Response

® The names were changed to protect the privadyeoinidividuals.
® Lynn Thomas, Personal interview by researchemPalMA. June, 2006.

6



and Renewal Teams” that were intended to servesasirces to the District staff around the
country.

Meanwhile, another Task Force, the Task Force mmy€gational Response to
Ministerial Sexual Misconduct, was appointed bythéA Board of Trustees in March, 1992.
Their charge was to help congregations responuicidents of clergy sexual misconduct and
prevent further incidents. A preliminary work plaas developed at the September 1993
meeting that included the following:

1) a proposal to train District Field staff and lagdership that would parallel those
provided at UU Minister Association Chapters;

2) a statement for discussion and dialogue onThedlogy of Sexual Ethics” and

3) resources and recommendations to promote piemertucation and long term healing
in congregation$.

While the Task Force initially established stratqgartnerships with UUA affiliate
organizations, District Field Staff and DistricteBrdents, they also wisely met with lay members
of affected congregations, UUA staff, Ministerialliewship Committee (MFC) and District
Field Staff who had experience dealing with clesgyual misconduct. The Task Force
continued its information gathering at GA in Calgar gather comments and concerns regarding
their critical work. They reported progress in nhaifiour areas: training programs, paper on
theological reflections, workshop and study resesii@and congregational guidelines and
resources. The Task Force encouraged “ongoinggiial input and coordination of efforts.”

One of the Task Forces’ concerns was the poteotighe difficult and complex topic of clergy

sexual misconduct to polarize ministers and lditys, they cautioned the UUA and its affiliate

" Task Force on Congregational Response to Clergyab®lisconduct (Boston: UUA, 1994).
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organizations to remember that the well-being dhboinisters and congregations was
intertwined®

A consultation on the adjudication of cases of “@Qaet Unbecoming” ministers was held
in Boston, Massachusetts on February 20-21, 199& fdllowing representatives attended:
Unitarian Universalist Ministers Association: Waylmnason, Doug Gallager, Paul Johnson;
MFC Diane Miller, Midge Skwire, Milly Mullarky; UW'’s district and Congregational
Services: Bill Linkford, Roger Comstock, Nancy Bowlartell; UUA Board Jean Kapuscik;
UUA Task Force on Congregational Response to Cl8egual Misconduct — Elinor Artman;
Task Force on Sexual Abuse and Clergy MisconduGiy-Aler-Maida; Board of Review —
Deborah Pope-Lance; UUA Administration and ConswlitaFacilitator: Kay Montgomery.
Their focus included the following:

1) Relationships and protocols among UU staff didMA Good Offices at the
early stages of conflict that involved potentiahdact unbecoming ministers;

2) Clarity on the current MFC rules and policiesddjudicating unbecoming conduct
with special attention to unwritten policies goviagithe formalization of
complaints and the process of investigating therdvance of an MFC finding
that a hearing is necessary;

3) Follow up in the congregation during and aftepenplaint had been adjudicated and
the role of UUA staff, district and UMA Good Offisén the follow-up’

A Consultation titled, “On Procedures for Adjudicat Conduct Unbecoming a Minister”
was held in 1995. Participants included: UUMA, UWAFC, Board of Review, UUA Board of
Trustees, Task Forces | and Il, Departments of $fimiand Congregation Services, the

Executive Vice President of the UUA, and the UUWR response to a call from the UUA

8 Hoertdoerfer and Sinkford, ed€reating Safe Congregations06.
° Task Force on Congregational Response to Cleegya Misconduct (Boston: UUA, 1994).
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Executive Vice President, Kay Montgomery, at th@3L&A in Spokane, Washington a Safe
Congregations Resolution was passed that had a#tedlby Task Force One.

In 1998 the UUA Administration created an interai@émental team, Staff Coordinating
Team-Sexual Abuse and Misconduct (SCT-SAM). SCT-S#dd continued its work and a
version of it continues even today though the Paaodbnger meets. Instead, the “Muir Panel”
meets in its place. Their final report was issued000. They included the leaders of Task Force

One in their interviews, and reaffirmed the findraf Task Force Two.

Safe Congregations Landscape — Dialogue

A one-day dialogue on the current landscape aswlrees was held on September 17,
2004 by the UUA's Safe Congregation Team. The Teas comprised of: David Hubner,
Director of Ministry and Professional Leadershipt Ploertdoerfer, Director of Children’s
Family and Intergenerational Programs; Kay MontggmExecutive Vice President; Betsy
Stevens, UUMA Representative; and Tracey Robinsig]dpirector for Congregational
Services and Team convener. Attendees includefibllogving: Elinor Artman (UU minister);
Marge Corletti (LREDA); Susan Manker-Seale (UUMA&)yamah Rahman (UUA/Thomas
Jefferson District); Bill Welch; Fred Muir (Chaif Right Relations Task Force); Gini Courter
(Moderator UUA); Mary Katherine Morn (minister); feeLittle (UUA/Pacific SW District);
Toni Tollerude (UUMN); Susan Archer ( LREDA); Beatlorton (UUMN); and Ken Sawyer
(UUMA) and Denis Meacham (Addictions Ministry). 18e of the discussion subsequently
noted in the follow up communication from facilbat Tracey Robinson-Harris suggested foci

for future discussion that included:



* Restorative Justice - Focus on Restorative Jusiittethe intention of assembling a
packet of materials to be available on line andrefdl to congregations;

* Training - Mentor training will be offered througfREDA along with ongoing training
for religious professionals; role of training forsiict Staff;

» Partnerships — the involvement of UU seminaries evssussed; contact with UU
Trauma Ministry to clarify their role and explorellaboration;

* Resources — attention paid at length to need fesponse team for support of
congregational staff in crisis.

Training and Education as a Prevention Strategiysitute Change

FurthermoreRonald Heifetz differentiates three situationalnsres that accompany
changes requiring new information to institute retuations:’ According to Heifetz these
situational scenarios are: 1jexhnicalsituation where the problem is clearly defined and
solution clearly applied; 2) a technical/adaptiitaation when the problem is clearly defined but
the solution requires learning and 3) adaptiveasittn when both the problem and the solution
are unclear and new learning is required. The wrgasituation of clergy sexual misconduct that
the UUA faced was clearly adaptive—both the prob#d the solution were unclear and new
learning was required. Successful training to afiiestitutional change required commitment
from the top-level leadership and then systemasioring and team learning. Once the UUA
agreed upon an articulated analysis of clergy darisconduct they set about to systematically
create an organizational environment that promatskared vision of safety in their beloved
community. To accomplish this they utilized traigimethodology and written policy and
procedures. They made what appeared to be sinttenepas to build trust and make amends for

tolerance perpetuated by its “good ole boy network.

19 Ronald Heifetz|.eadership without Easy AnswefSambridge: Harvard University Press, 1994).
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Hence, November 1991 represented a significaniteneéhe UUA'’s institutional
response to clergy sexual misconduct. It was saamt because it was one of the first
widespread national trainings undertaken by UUA&eithe high profile misconduct incident in
the summer of 1991. Furthermore, the training wadinect response to Task Force One’s
recommendation for training. The November, 199ihitng that was solely devoted to ministers,
the facilitator invited the participants to artiaté their hopes for the event. Some of the
following comments reveal the general tenor ofrtheisters as they prepared to embark on this
important educational milestone addressing thécditftopic of clergy sexual misconduct:

* Engage in honest conversation about the compleégriathat lead to or away from
misuse of power by clergy and others;

» Come up with avenues to support ministers so thaegle intimacy issues better

* Learn about what others are doing about his issue;

* That we are able to have both emotionally andligtgitly a greater understanding of
what it means to women who are abused and congvagatho are involved with clergy
who have participated in sexual abuse;

» There will be honesty about this issue in our gratnich will reflect outward to the
denomination. That lay persons (women'’s) perspestwill be of utmost importance in
how we deal with the issue. That this begins arelbaxploration of power and power
relationship in our denomination structures;

* That we find a process for dealing with people’saans, hurts and alienation in a
positive way. That we find ways to strengthen cemamination — with clergy, and laity
through the work that will ensue. . . That we’ll&lgle to put this issue into the context of
the larger movement — to gain a perspective. Ti@teiand support concrete resources. .
. That the day will be understood as a religiousreise. That, in a spirit of love and
kindness, we will begin a process of transformatimrus and the denominatidh.

In addition, several other participants noted thesar that nothing would come of the day’s
session. There were also some anxieties voiced #t®potential to inflict emotional pain, and
the tendency to simplify the issues, while alignimith the victim and being overwhelmed.

Comments reflective of the concerns of ministectuided the following:

™ Minutes from November 1991 ministers training.
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» That people will get too hung up on sex and notgrayugh attention to issues of
power and control. That real feelings and fearst dsnexpressed openly;

* Won't be balanced in its compassion for the whabeys— historical remembrance of
inequality

* That anger and pain, instead of energizing refbacéind insight may overwhelm
compassion and logic;

» Scapegoating of any particular group (for examplider males) rather than seeing
the problem with realistic inclusiveness;

e That | will cry. That we’ll run out of time. Thatewvon’'t go deep enough;

« That anger and pain block our creative energy ratta unlock it-?

While many ministers acknowledged the complicitg@me of their colleagues’
“unbecoming behavior” ,others like the followingajed minister chose, instead, to take issue
with women that were erroneously perceived as ‘@emd and vulnerable victims” and that all
the bother is simply a “misdirected overreactianalteged clergy sexual misconduct. The
minister perceives efforts to address clergy semustonduct as “reactionary Puritanism.” The
minister clearly takes issue with women being esstvictims”:

What appalls me as | read the expose in the UU N\istthe underlying
perpetration of the oppressor/victimization modéle women are depicted as
vulnerable and tenuous in their own decision-makirge dynamics of human
sexuality cannot be really categorized into moxrdlcgtations. In the real life, the
situation is far more complex and egalitarian. ‘€heme resourceful women who
initiate, call and control the shots. What wormes most is a misdirected over
reaction to alleged clergy sexual misconduct. it ggawn a dangerous and
pernicious type of McCathyism in the form of a @tary Puritanism that
undermines all spontaneity of embracing and vezlmaithis quasi-religious form

of cleansing our ranks through forced sensitisggsions before we fully
understand what we are doing may prove more haramlrestrictive to our
professional leadership. Whereas liberal clergpakatake the vow of chastity,
poverty or obedience, we are then expected to libeofrontier of new

knowledge, expanding the range of human sexu@rmgpfrom our pulpit.
The gender lines of demarcation keep changing, stimgperceptibly, which

complicate our role in counseling, teaching arehphing. Until we have a
clear and uniform consensus on sexual ethics, aquivocal standard of more
procedure, we cannot cast stones at one anbther.

12 H
Ibid.
13A minister’s letter to UUA dated November, 20, 1992
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In correspondence dated November 20, 1992, a mirtlsat had participated in a
training conducted by Reverend Marie Fortune weoletter to the UUA expressing his
dissatisfactions about the video shown to ten gleggms trained by Fortune. This initiative was
a multi-group effort with significant funding frothe UUA that represented a major institutional
commitment. These clergy teams subsequently sewéain-the- trainers in many UU
Minister's Association chapters and theologicalosth. The reactions to the training revealed
that:

In the videos used in (Marie) Fortune’s workshmgyoman who bakes pies for a

minister and looks at him with cow eyes is sedg¢im, whether she realizes it or not .
.. Nor is this blaming the victim rather, it ismjgng that a woman can be reduced to a mere
victim. It is insisting that she always remainsuanan being, a moral agent, and it is
insisting that all moral agents bear some of the esponsibility when they get undressed and
have sex with someone else — or even when they fiek from mixed motives. To
assume less is to demean and dehumanize thesewbme

The Meadville Lombard Theological School (MLTS)Ghicago. lllinois, one of two UU
identified Seminaries in the country, prepared Midwinter Institutes for its faculty and
students on clergy sexual misconduct in the mid.90ortune, on another occasion was the
featured speaker at the 1993 Institute for ReligiBtofessionals. The 1996 Institute’s theme,
“Turning Back the Tide of Violence” was presentgddeoffrey Canada and Thandeka, a UU
minister and faculty member at MLTC.

As a result, in 1994 a series of Congregationalt&gies Workshops were held to
increase the level of knowledge about how to helpyeegations prevent, respond to and recover

from incidences of clergy sexual misconduct. TheAlli¢lieved one of the most important ways

to accomplish this was to assist District Fieldfstan developing their district resources. The

“bid.
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clergy teams leading the training had been trabyellarie Fortune as part of a project
sponsored by the UUMA and by a member of the Taskd=on Congregational Response to

Clergy Sexual Misconduct.

Policies and Procedures

In a diverse and changing world, increasingly, @e$ and procedures offer practical and
ethical guidelines that govern conduct and appab@iinteractions between the parties involved
and UUMA. In the mid 1980s several UUMA chaptensaesly grappled with incidents of
clergy sexual misconduct, shaping responses, aggesting revisions of the UUMA guidelines.
Records from the UUA reveal that only one incideintlergy sexual misconduct occurred
between 1968 and 1978. However, a dramatic risenotesl between 1984 and 1994 when there
were 22 complaints of clergy “ethics issues” Thartef these incidents took place between 1990
and 1993 according to John Weston, Settlement @iréor the UUA®

One significant strategy to change the institutisagponse of the UUA to clergy sexual
misconduct was a review of the UUMA guidelines thatern professional conduct. From 1985
to 1987, the UUMA Guidelines were revised to ineéwgveral statements of sexual ethics as
part of their standards in regulating ministerisiez and establishing new protocols. The cultural
norms that had previously promoted a more pernmessiNture and were subsequently
challenged, in 1991, continued to demonstrate #el fior ongoing reevaluation and revisions.
The fact that the MFC, the UUA body that credestaid provides oversight for ministers, took

no action based on a misconduct case based oattbeale that there was no official

15 Notes from John Weston, UUA Settlement Directays®n, MA to researcher, Charlotte, North
Carolina, Summer 2003.
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complainant so there was nothing they could do. éles, the local UUMA chapter lodged a
complaint with the UUMA and the minister was “repanded” by the UUMA Executives.

The MFC adopted a Professional Code as early ak 18fier consolidation of
Universalists and Unitarians, in 1961, a new Cdderofessional Practices was developed.
However, the specific language addressing clergyalenisconduct did not occur until the mid-
1980s. In 1988, a new Code was adopted thatif@ehininisters “as sexual beings in the
practice of ministry.” Almost all of the 23 Distts in the UUA have developed covenants that
address ethical conduct and relations. Similatlygfahe mid- to large-sized congregations have
“safe congregations” policies and possess a rahgduzation and training on said topic.
Family-sized churches, fifty or less, often do have the fiscal or human resources to spare for
training. Furthermore, because of their false sefsafety based on their perception of
themselves as a church family, they tend not tedbety conscious about clergy sexual

misconduct.

Creation and Dissemination of Educational Materials

On the other hand, creating new learning oppotiesdbout clergy sexual misconduct
required sophisticated curricula and other edunatipublications for dissemination among
clergy and laity. The UUA World Publication devdten entire issue to clergy sexual
misconduct® Collegium, an association of liberal religious aiens formed at Meadville
Lombard Theological Center, published their “Oconal Papers Number Three.” In 1993, it

was devoted exclusively to Feminist Thought on Sékthics, and addressed some of the key

% The UU World, is the official publication of theUA. It is sent to voting members of UU congregasion
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concerns on clergy sexual miscondticfThe UUA’s extensive website on Restorative Jastic
utilizes electronic technology to display and dmss®ate information about clergy sexual
misconduct accessible to its members and Disttaff.S°

UUWEF sponsored a publication in March, 1992 titleshding Our Way: Responding to
Clergy Sexual Miscondutiat surveyed 40 religious and professional omgtions and
denominations were surveyed about the existenpelafies on clergy sexual misconduct.
Research findings indicated that most faith comitneshdid not have specific policies regarding
clergy sexual misconduct. UUA had developed vemm@hensive policies that some
considered cutting edge for the times.

A worship resource packet was developed for coragi@gs using an integrated “head
and heart” approach. The packet's content inclva@chip materials intended to provide
ritualistic healing for congregations recoveringnir clergy sexual misconduct. Additional
congregational guidelines and resources have beee developed. Two of the major
publications produced by UUA include: “Creatingé&S&ongregations Workbook: Towards An
Ethic of Right Relations” and “The Safe CongregatiNurturing Healthy Boundaries in Our
Faith Community.” Four of the six essays in therfer document were written by Task Force

One and Two membet?.

7 Collegium is an association of liberal religioatislars that was formed at Meadville Lombard
Theological Center in 1975. It is comprised ofderaic and independent scholars that meet oncerdo/déscuss
works in progress.

18 Unitarian Universalist Association, Restorativstiie, available from
http://www.uua.org/cde/csm/toc.html.accesdeBleptember 2006.

19 patricia Hoertdoerfer and William Sinkford, edSreating Safe Congregatiorsnd Hoertdoerfer and
Muir, eds.,The Safe Congregation Handbook
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Public Acknowledgement — Institutional Shift

Less public, but even more challenging to the UUA&oric pattern of non-response to
clergy sexual misconduct, was a letter from KayrAlaida and Natalie W. Gulbrandsen, both
executive members of the UU Women'’s FederationMarch 10, 1992 Aler-Maida and
Gulbrandsen penned a letter to Bill Schultz, thessient of the UUA. The letter expressed
their concerns about the pervasive culture of méstthat characterized the
denomination/movement as a result of the UUA’aufailto respond appropriately to the
disclosure of misconduct at the 1991 GA. Aler-Magai@ Gulbrandsen’s solution called for
disclosure of clergy sexual misconduct to restbeshiroken trust brought on by the crisis. Eight
years later a public apology was extended at t@ ZBeneral Assembff. Kay Montgomery,
the Executive Vice President of the UUA, with téded eyes extended a heart felt apology
witnessed by thousands of UUs. Montgomery essénsiteited that the Association had largely
failed the people most hurt, the victims and swtsy and pledged to implement the Muir Report
— Restorative Justice. Excerpts from her histqrgesh follow:

Cases of clergy misconduct continue. Although @reyfew, the damage they

leave is far greater than we can even supposeD€&partment of Ministry and

the MFC continue to refine their understanding eegpponses. Many

recommendations of Task Force Two (the UUA BoarsKIréorce) remain

unimplemented. First steps have been made towarddwacacy program for

complainants. The UUMA is officially involved onlyhen there is a minister-
minister complaint, or a request for Good Offisapport. The UUMA

guidelines have not been revised to reflect theniegs of the past 15 years. It is

the congregations that remain essentially uninforraed deeply wounded by

past silences about and mis-management of miscandis is where the future
work lies?

2 According to Fred Muir, Chairperson of the Riglel&ions Committee, the apology was in response to
the Clergy Sexual Misconduct’s Panel recommendsatiQuestions evidently still remain about actia@leh by the
UUA regarding the other recommendations.

2L UU Committee for Right Relations, “UU for RigheRtions Minutes,” Unitarian Universalist
Association, 16 October 2000, (www.uua)pr@vailable from URL (accessed summer, 2005).
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Montgomery commented hopefully on the Safe Condiregs Panel Report chaired by Fred
Muir and offered the following vision:

It (Safe Congregations Panel Report) offers hogdler than retributive justice.  But for
victims and survivors, the commitment of trust weéten illusive and missing. Fulfilling our
promise as a dream unfulfilled, The Associatiorgs'h largely failed the people most hurt by
sexual misconduct in our congregation. Other denations have done better than we
have. The brave and the hurt have  been left ustenrgd to. . . | am profoundly sorry . . .and |
ledge that this gap, this failure, will be remetdi€his last year, we have tried a nascent

approach for victims and survivors. Based on itort, we will change and we will bend
toward justice . . . (for) there is only tfs.

Institutional Accountability

Rebeka Miles maintains that a “do-nothing-appréasthe most common response of
non-offending clergy to other misconducting colleesf" Likewise, the UUA, like other
denominational organizations, was initially slowéspond to clergy sexual misconduct. This
was especially true when the perpetrator was asthatic high profile clergy such as a senior
minister. Almost without exception the responsesases involving such clergy in earlier years
were either completely ignored or dismissed. A fienmainister respondent recalls one of the
first such cases:

The first case that went before the MFC that pdgieople’s understanding was

The case. The problem with the casetvall kind of fell open at
General Assembly (GA). I think it was the t was Minneapolis actually.
Purportedly, David Pohl said to after discmgethis case of a woman he

Counseled that he then had sexual relations Wilhere anything else we need

to know before dealing with this unregrettableemstance?” No, she’s the only

one he said. Within an hour or two at GA there were or two others. What roasted the
socks of the Ministerial Fellowship Committee ttthene, not that

there were multiple victims who could be substdata_ had something like

22 U Committee for Right Relations, “UU for Right R#ons Minutes,” Unitarian Universalist
Association of America, 16 October 2000, [www.uug]pavailable from URL (accessed summer, 2005).
% Rebekah L. MilesThe Pastor as Moral Guigé.04-105.
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24-25 women that came forward and the belief istthere are many more. 'S issue

was he was narcissistic and had a compulsive behavivulnerable

Woman would come into his office and ask for colingeas her minister and he was

unable to not intimitize and sexualize that encetfft

Less there be any confusion or doubt, accountglmlithe responsibility of the institution
that bears oversight for the professional condiitsalergy. So while aspersions might be cast
on those ministers that looked the other way, @taty, it is the institution that sanctions the
ministry of its clergy and is, therefore, respotesilor their professional conduct. In this instance
that oversight entity is the UUA.

Charges that the UUA’s earlier responses to cleegyial misconduct were
biased in favor of high visibility senior ministeappear to be confirmed from this female

minister respondents report:

's misconduct happened while David Pohl wiasdior of Ministry at
UUA ... It was in the newspapers. . . magazinesle got involved with a

married parishioner. The husband came in for cdunsd.ater wrote
a letter advising him how to improve his marriag#hen the husband found
out he was furious. The husband did not file a dampand 's wife

did not want to file a complaint. So nobody senbmplaint. There was a
lot of head-in-the-sand behavior. So on one didhang.

Upon investigation, the issue according to UUAfstafs not bias show toward
high profile senior ministers, so much as therelym@as no “complainant.” According to past
policy, the MFC must have a complainant to actltggations of misconduct. This problem has
been addressed so that actions can be taken hjjJtAeas the complainat so that the onus is not

on the victim/survivor to come forward.

24 No attribution is made due to the sensitive canten
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Failure to disclose information about a misconohgciminister’s history has been a
problem in the past with the Settlement Departnaadtcongregational search committees.
When seeking new minister to call to their congtege, information was
oftentimes being withheld about past misconduce @spondent describes how upset a
congregation was that learned about their ministeaist misconduct after the fact:

The congregation was miffed. He had dasgreviously. The

congregation was pissed at the UUA because theytdell He had engaged

in this behavior previously. He was still in theop¢of qualified UUA minister). He was
supposed to et 25% of his annual compensation@aretance if he was terminated. They
were so pissed that they voted to reduce his ammmapensation to zero. He called in the
UUA to defend him against the “horrible”

people who would not give him his severance. Higraxt stated he had to conduct
himself in accordance with the UUA guidelines. 1&il to conduct my-

self in accord with UUA guidelines this contrachigll and void. This is what

ministers contracts should say but it doe$h't.

Even John Weston, the Settlement Director at the,traised questions about
past practices as he assured his constituencthinaroblem was under control:

... Should information be withheld from a comegtiwith a “need to know”

Out of compassion for the (misconducting) ministebecause a person in authority
“knows better”? . . . Is there any question thaearch committee that asks a direct
guestion — “is there any evidence of sexual misaonhdy this minister?” deserves a
direct answer. What about the committee that failssk such a question: should the
committee be allowed to identify its candidate pub-

licly, and the congregation perhaps to call itstmaiister, only to receive through
backchannels disturbing information the departncentd have pro-

vided earlier? And should the Department then aalecthat past sexual misconduct,
though it may not disqualify a minister for ministn theory, in practice disqualifies the
minister from being listed by the Department? But

there must be consistent practice, widely undedsttiat allows enlightened ad
temperate decisions to be made in a context df iyusearch committees and
congregation§®

To its credit, the Settlement Office has been &blgse its new communications

% No attribution made due to the sensitive content.
% John Weston, untitled interoffice memorandumitld=Staff. 2000. Photocopied.
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technologies to compile a “Ministers’ File” thatfwarded to the search committee. The file
contains a brief interpretation of the contentthef ministers’ file kept at headquarters in Boston.
The file content will already have been viewed podsibly corrected by the minister who is
entitled to include comments. This practice elin@sahe past practice of withholding
information. Furthermore, this system opens uprbegss between minister and congregations
and removes the Settlement Office from its
past practice of withholding information. Furthemmothis system opens up the process between
ministers and congregations and removes the Settie@iffice from its previous role of
“‘middleman.” While, the Settlement Department stiterprets and conveys the information it
has about ministers, it views the search committte
authoritative interpreter of the information. Thegartment is obligated to convey information
that it has in its possession and its further meglio inform the minister. The minister in turn,
has the right to include any commentary he or €s&rels. Recently, some very celebrated
misconducting ministers have recovered their feflogy status according to one respondent. It
appears this checks and balances implemented [Settiement Department will be tested
In still another instance, UUA staff handled ant @xtierview process with a minister and

congregation dissolving their mutual ministry. Tiegpondent recalls how the UUA withheld
information about the minister’'s misconduct in artbetransact a generous severance package.
While this is surely an exception, there were ins¢s noted by this researcher that suggests that
there might have been a conflict of interest inghst to represent both the congregation and the
minister:

went in and advocated for a generousa@papacket. The misconduct

process was just beginning. The church was furimee thy
found out about the misconduct. They didn’t knowattthe misconduct
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(at the time the separation packet was negotiated). got a very good

separation packet (for the minister) and then kétknew about it but

didn’t tell them (the congregation) about it (theseonduct)y’

The establishment of a neutral point of contacttmrgregations and victim/survivors
centralized the complaint process and eliminatedptyssibilities for cronyism. Moving the task
of handling complaints from the Director of Minigtnd Professional Leadership/Executive
Secretary of the MFC to the Director of Congregaidervices as recommended by the
“Restorative Justice for All Report” and the Ad Hbask Force on Ethics in Congregational Life
accomplished the following: 1) neutrality, 2) a sewf safety and 3) a show of good faith to
those appointed bodies that recommended the ch@ihgeehanges were part of the larger effort
to address structural deficiencies in the exispiragess for adjudicating clergy sexual
misconduct complaints to ensure a safer experimdbde victim/survivor/complainant.

However, upon close examination of the UUA’s Praggaand Services: Ethics and
Safety document produced by Congregational Servicappears the description of the process
for handling complaints of misconduct disavows egponsibility and accountability. Instead, it
disappointingly lays responsibility on the indivadicongregations. Thus, it reads like a
disclaimer in its statement:

Unlike many other religious bodies, the UUA isaasociation of member individuals
and independent congregations. The role of the WHtA provide support to its member
congregations. It does not govern them. In ounticadof congregational polity, each member
congregation has the power to ordain, call/hwpesvise and dismiss ministers and other
staff; and to do so independently of the UUAsIthe congregation, not the Association that
takes responsibility for regulation of its own ip@s and staff.

In the same document, District Offices are lisisdesources for issues of sexual

misconduct and boundary violations.

27 No attribution is made due to the sensitive canten
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Some archival searches indicate that UUA shouldnpare attention to instances where
laity are guilty of sexual misconduct. The follogitetter from a female minister cites examples
of the kinds of harassment that some clergy expeeiat the hands of laity. And while it appears
that the majority of instances in fact involve mellergy perpetrating sexual misconduct, it is
important to acknowledge that laity are not exefrgph sexual misconduct. However, the onus,
should always be on the minister because s/heiprttfessional that has covenanted with God
and their chosen faith community and congregatiasetve in the sacred role of minister and
spiritual leader. While laity accountability is axthy futuristic goal to strive for, most laity do
not formalize their relationship in such an intentll and dedicated way as clergy are doing. Nor
have the laity chosen a career to be in serviegesgsritual leader as has the clergy. However, the
following letter reveals the extent to which apprafe boundaries can potentially be violated by
laity:

| feel that there also needs to be some examinafitime congregations’ (in
general) responsibilities when it comes to sextlate and boundaries . . . | think
it is important for the laity to focus on ways ifieh they have been remiss in
terms of setting appropriate sexual boundaries am certainly sensitive to the
issues of blaming the victim: but in religious coggpations such as ours, where
power is a non-hierarchical partnership, and wharesters are called and
dismissed by vote of the congregation, the laydesttlp in a congregation is not
in a one-down or victim stance in relationship tmiaister. A great many
ministers have themselves been victims of sexualssanent by members of their
congregations. For example, 1) a male parishioier pursued a new, young
female minister around the room at a welcomingypattempting to feel her up,
2) female parishioners offering a male ministerusg¢Xcomfort” shortly after his
wife died, 3) bets being made by female parishi®@asrto who will be the first to
bed the new male minister, 4) a male minister wivageis called and
propositioned whenever members are aware he igfaotvn, 5) a single woman
minister whose boyfriend received three propos#ifsom married women
parishioners shortly after they first appeared plpés a “couple,” 6) a male
minister who was told that if he did not submietaoman’s sexual advances she
would say that he seduced her, 7) numerous misisfdsoth genders who have
to avoid being alone with a certain sexually aggjkesparishioners and are then
rebuked for being “unpastoral” for not visiting. dar polity, it is the laity in local
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churches that have the power to impose sanctiomgh@n ministers or laity who
misbehave . . . |feel that a focus on helpinty liarn to set appropriate sexual
boundaries is equally important, particularly sitioe laity, unlike the clergy,
have so far not been addressed as to their regpigsi®

UU Culture Shift

Some common themes are evident upon close exaonnatiJU culture that impacts the
issues of sexual misconduct by both clergy ang.lditUism is a movement of come-outers, that
is, the majority of members have come from somerdiith tradition or no faith tradition at &f.
Despite their best efforts to retain young peopéedtatistical fact that the vast majority of UUs a
come-outers has not changed very much over timaddition, most members appear to be
alienated from their past religious upbringing g@nakctices. David Bumbaugh, a faculty member at
MLTS in Chicago, contends that people who have amgld themselves from the communities in
which they were reared possess an ambivalence #imifact® UUs want to be recognized as
part of a valid religious movement, but do not widnatt movement to be confused with the kind of
religious community from which they escaped. Theetists among UUs a growing need for
common structures in which to affirm, assure andiom UU identity. There exists what
Bumbaugh poignantly describes as a “deep and wmagriear of the community’s power to
expose and reject UUs as pretenders and impostmslesire but who are not actually a
community of like-minded people who share commdoes™' UUs tend to avoid any

conversation that has the potential to exposefgnt differences lest it is discovered that the

28 | etter written in 1993 by a female UU minister arutessed by researcher in the UUA files in Boston.
Due to sensitive nature of the content, no attidouis made.
29 David Bumbaugh, “Beyond the Seven Principles: Thee of Our Faith” inThe Journal of Liberal
Religion,Spring 2005 vol. 5 #1(journal on-line); availafiem
http:///W\é\éW.meadville.edu/ll JournalL Rv5nl_Bumbaulgiim; Internet; accessed 1 September 2006.
Ibid.
! |bid.
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community does not actually effectively serve itsmibers who have sacrificed everything. UUs
tend to “circle the wagons” because many view tledves as beleaguered and misunderstood. As
a result they possess a sense of distress thateardbout being unacceptable and being out casts.
They demonstrate an underlying fear of exposureaifequacy and of the concomitant need to
know, “how are we perceived by the larger commutiityBumbaugh asserts that this is a
dynamic that is seldom examined but that is comistabhwork in UU congregations, shaping how
they do religion. It often determines how they heach othef>

As majority “converts” UUs refuse to be definedthgir communities of origin, but at the
same time Bumbaugh asserts they are unable tbamgelves of their communities of origin and
therefore long for acceptance. This fierce deteatnom to be true to themselves forces them to
live in a kind of spiritual duality. According touBnbaugh, UUs are “an anti-establishment
movement with roots deep in the establishment. Baugh identifies UUs as a high-achieving
people with an abiding fear of failure. “We areaaater-cultural movement which owns and
claims a rich culture. We are individualists whean of a blessed community. We live in
boundary zones; move between our worlds, embodyingn ongoing critique of each (world),

precisely because of their marginal stafifs.”

Women in Ministry

Almost without exception respondents, when askiedtwaused or created the change in
the UUASs response to clergy sexual misconduct,valveimingly attributed the change in the

UUAs institutional response to the increased nusibéfemale ministers. Primarily, women'’s

2 bid.
3 Ibid.
3 Bumbaugh,. “Beyond the Seven Principles, Internet.
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inclusion in the bastion of male ministry inevitalshanged the cultural norms of UUA and of
the ministers. The influx of female clergy ultimigtproduced a critical mass that individually
and collectively challenged the permissive cultii had accommodated the misconduct of
ministers over the years. One individual likertem ithe “fox guarding the rooster”In 1875
a woman complained that among almost 700 Univestsaiinisters, only ten were femafelf
female clergy were almost nonexistent among theéfaalists then they were practically
invisible among the Unitarians who were even mefeatant to ordain females. Hence, a
smaller number of Unitarian clergy claimed the tighbe called Reverend. Unitarian
Universalist records show that between 1957 an® 19¢ Unitarian Yearbook showed that
among its 538 ministers only nine were female, @ntiose women none were settled or called
as parish minister¥.By the 1980s female clergy surpassed males igl@itained and called to
UU churches® According to Tucker, in the mid 1990s, of 1200 isiiers, one of every four was
female. Currently, female clergy comprise fifty-qrercent of fellowshipped ministers in the
UUA.*

Drawing her conclusions from the larger societaitest, UU Historian, Cynthia Grant
Tucker, linked the remarkable and rapid progreseidemale clergy to the 1963 debut of Betty
Friedan’s The Feminine Mystiqu&Vhile most scholarship addresses Friedan’s impact

dissatisfied homemakers, Tucker draws an astuteradson. That is, church women,

% |dentity of this individual is intentionally witteid by researcher.

% Cynthia Grant Tucker, “Women and the Unitarianaémsalist Ministry: A Historical Overview” in
Leaping From Our Spheres: the Impact of Women aitatian Universalist Ministry ed. Gretchen Woods (Boston:
Unitarian Universalist Ministers’ Association, 19986.

*Ipid., 25.

*®pid., 48.

39 Fellowshipped ministers are credentialed by theAléidd thus receive the “Good Housekeeping Seal of
Approval” that they are in good standing with thdAJand all the requirements. Thus, making themilgkgto be
called “Reverend” and they enter the pool of qiedifministers to be called UU congregations ancbitmmunity
ministry.
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specifically UU church women, were impacted by #faie's feminist revolution which resonated
with their activist/woman centered values. Just lohvthe presence of female clergy make a
difference in the response of the UUA to clergyusgxnisconduct? Several respondents noted
the change in the ministerial culture as a reduti@® presence of female clergy that often
included heavy drinking and dirty jokes, charastiziof minister’s gatherings prior to women’s
inclusion. One respondent noted the following:

Birth control, women coming into the ministry chadghings, for example, dirty

jokes ceased after women were present. Anothegaiginorm was the heavy

drinking. When | first arrived in the 70s ministevsuld sit up all night drinking.

In a couple of years this heavy drinking ceaseddbse of womerd’

Thus, women'’s presence changed the norms govemtigrgctions and established more
appropriate boundaries and guidelines and how e colleagues engaged one another.
Sylvia Howe, UU minister, noted the highly “sexyatharged” ministerial gatherings that many
of her female colleagues encountered in their gadys based on her study on power, sexuality
and ministry*! The respondents observed that being “hit on” \wasgenerally accepted norm at
that time. Kay Montgomery, Executive Vice Presideiithe UUA, noted the difference of the
increased presence of women on the UUA staff anth@MFC. She posited that, “so that the
habit, that is, “old boy behavior” was no longecegtable. . . | used to regularly meet with
clergy chapters and large church ministers andllaage in those groups was quite dramatically
different (as a result of women coming into the istiry.).”*?

Thus, women'’s presence changed the norms govemtigrgctions and established more

appropriate boundaries and guidelines and the maykich ministerial colleagues engaged one

0 Due to the sensitive nature of this content mdbattion is made.

*1 Sylvia Howe and Paul L'HerroThe Law and the Spirit: Power, Sexuality, and Migisn Unitarian
Universalism-Selected Essays 2@Bbston: Unitarian Universalist Ministers’ Assodat, 2001) , 75.

2 Kay Montgomery, interview by researcher, Bostos.Mugust, 2005.
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another. Sylvia Howe, UU minister noted the higebxually charged” ministerial gatherings
that many of her female colleagues encountereleiin early yearé® The respondents observed
that being “hit on” was the generally accepted natrthat time. Kay Montgomery, Executive
Vice President of the UUA, noted the differencehaf increased presence of women on the
UUA staff and on the MFC. She posited that, ‘the habit, that is, “old boy behavior” was no
longer acceptable. . . | used to regularly met wiéngy chapters and large church ministers and
the change in those groups was quite dramaticéflrent (as a result of women coming into
the ministry)*

Another way that women created institutional changée UUA, though not specifically
related to clergy sexual misconduct, at that tiwees through the use of their organizational
machinery and political clout which they used ttvgaize their collective voices to take
effective action at the 1991 GA. As early as 18&mall group of UU feminists crafted a
resolution to the 1977 GA in Ithaca, NY calling fofsearch within the UUA for the religious
roots of sexism.” The resolution was unanimouslyed as the “Women and Religion
Resolution.”

Years later, the UUWF and the Continental WomenRe@kgion Committee used their
formidable influence to call together Task ForomIClergy Sexual Misconduct. Their actions
would prove to be far more significant than anyooeld have realized at the time. Their actions
essentially challenged the institutional norms treat permitted clergy sexual misconduct to go
almost unchecked except within the most egregiosisnces. Furthermore, this incident

involved a Senior Minister. Research findings iaicthat high-ranking ministers that engage in

“3 Sylvia Howe and Paul L'Herroufhe Law and the Spirit: Power, Sexuality, and Migisn Unitarian
Universalsm-Selected Essays 2@Bbston: Unitarian Universalist Ministers’ Assaiiim, 2001), 75.
4 Kay Montgomery, interview by researcher, Bostom.Mugust, 2005.
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clergy sexual misconduct in the past tended ntdde the same consequences as other ministers
who were engaged in clergy sexual misconductgy flaced any at all. Meanwhile, the UUMA,
the professional organization for UU ministers,dreg@ much needed revision of its guidelines.

In an effort to affirm the UUMA'’s good work the UUMBoard passed a resolution in February
1992 that recognized the UUMA for the newly revigktinisterial Codes of Conduct®® While

the UUWF was congratulatory of the UUMA'’s progr@sgstablishing appropriate guidelines
they were not pleased that the update was ontytgdtresidents of District Boards, ministers

and seminarians. Essentially UUWF perceived igmpsome of the guidelines that provided
leadership initially. Then UUWF President, PhyRgkter, wrote a letter pointing out the

UUMA'’s exclusionary practices and reminded thent thair silence about the misconduct

could lead to continued damage among the constiffén

Ethics

Moreover, traditional ethics involves the studyhafnan conduct with a focus on
attitudes and actions considered to be “right"wrdng.”’ Christian studies trace its discourse
on ethics back to the sixteenth centtiyEthical teaching describes ways in which one khou
make choices and decisions and take actions. Cpotany ethical theories include natural law,
biblically based theories of neighborly love, hunmahts theories, and patterns of ethical

reasoning as well as ethical assessments of indiVattions and social structures. The range of

“5 Betty B. HoskinsComforting the Bystanders and Cleansing the RaligiBommunityn Unitarian
Universalism-Selected Essays 20(¢hicago: Collegium, 1993), 34
46 ;i
Ibid.
" McKim, Dictionary of Theological Term®4.
8 Margaret A. Farley, “Ethics and Moral Theologi@s Dictionary of Feminist Theologie=d. Russell and
Clarkson, 88.
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sub-specialities includes medical ethics, sociaicet sexual ethics, ecological ethics and others.
Therefore, this section focuses on sexual ethigsipég to clergy sexual misconduct.

Changing mores and norms in society created the foee fresh look at specific
guidelines and protocols in the UUA to remove aray@reas of behavior within the ranks of
ministerial conduct. Examination of the UUMA'’s “Cedf Professional Practice” (CPP), the
document that seeks to set appropriate boundanied fUU ministers, reveals a very solid and
well-written document that touches on the essentidiile leaving some areas totally open for
interpretation. For example:

As a sexual being, | will recognize the power tigd profession gives me and  refrain
from practices which are harmful to others and Wiindanger my integrity or my
professional effectiveness. Such practices inchg@al activity with any child or with an
unwilling adult, with a counselee, with the spoose partner of a minister or person in a
congregation in our District, with interns, with  tudents for the ministry, with other field
staff in my District, and in any other such expéive relationshif?

It appears that the UUMA leaves a very definiteygreea in its “Code of
Professional Practice” in the following statement:

I will not engage in sexual activities with a mesnlbf the congregation who is  not my
spouse or partner, if | am married or in a comrdit@ationship. If am single, before
becoming sexually involved with a person in thegregation, |  will take special care to
examine my commitment, motives, intentionality, @&imel nature of such activity and its
consequence for myself, the other person, and ttengregatior’

While the Code of Ethics is very clear about nemrmninisters indulging inappropriately
with anyone other their partner, there appear®ta befinite gray area for single ministers. The

UUA and a number of other faith communities hawenggd its single clergy the option to date

eligible congregational members. This rationaleased on the compassionate notion that

49 Code of Professional Practice of the UUMA as rediat the 1987, 1988, 1992, 1996 and 1998 Annual
Meetings (Boston, MA), 1998.
%0 |bid.
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ministers are just like other healthy human beingbk the same kinds of needs for love and
affection and a social life. Herein lies the praobjeministers are not like laity. When a minister
begins to date a congregant, the parishioner oalstiip no longer exists. Is the ministers’ goal to
satisfy their needs for intimacy and romance @aést to the spiritual needs of their
congregations? “The Code of Professional Pracspetifically states, “I will not abuse or
exploit that trust for my own gratification.” Fhermore, it restates the same theme in the very
next paragraph using almost identical languageilfinot exploit the needs of anther person for
my own.”

While a minister has sexual feelings, the implmasi of acting on them are far different
from those of an individual who is not a ministéncouraging ministers to act on their
attractions with members can lead to disastroudtseed’he boundaries get too blurred and the
power dynamics do not disappear simply becaus&thdA decrees it is acceptable. Such
power dynamics exist whether they are named andoadkedged or not. Most laypersons dating
ministers assume they are “consenting adults” egénto a relationship with another
consenting adult. However, their consent does nahge the power dynamics nor their
vulnerability. It appears that the UUA is providiagequate training and awareness for ministers
to negotiate the “troubled waters” of clergy sexethiics. In a system when one of its most
powerful members, the minister selects one or tnthi@e or whatever member of individuals to
date, they are risking disrupting congregationalashyics and focusing attention on the
minister’s social life. This approval leads to taancerns. It is not possible for the minister to
single out someone as special and therefore wofthitention from the minister without
affecting the other members. This creates tensiadsgproblems for members vying for the

minister’s time and attention.
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Rights, without responsibilities and training areetup for failure. Many workplace
protocols have been devised because it has beemmile¢d that it is not wise for co-workers to
date. While workplace protocols have changed soragwuite original rationale for such norms
has not. When a serious dating relationship begiasvorkplace setting, ideally one of the
individuals transfers. The same, it seems, woupiyapithin the church setting. Perceptions of
the church, and relationships between single clargleligible church members vary.

Correspondence from a minister to a District Exeeuteveals the shared concerns about
ministers dating “eligible” members and the rectignithat the UUMA Professional Practices
were written “nearly twenty years ago.” The writeore than insinuates that the guidelines are
outdated:

[Y]our experience as a District Executive makesryeflections about ministers dating
compelling and important. Over the last ten yedo® Ihave pointed out as frequently as
the opportunity presented itself to do so that gliné ambiguities about ministers dating those
whom they serve has generated numerous regrettable situations as has the guideline which
stipulates the marital status of the congregant  terdenes their eligibility for an intimate or
sexual relationship with a single minister. Thga&lelines were written nearly 20 years
ago; two decades of experience shows they neleel tewritten. Thanks for offering your
thoughtsto  the committee charted with doing’so.

The development of codes of ethics included nog anhisters, but field staff
(individuals co-employed by both the UUA and DistiBoards who were primarily comprised
of clergy with a few laypersons). In addition, yguedults sought to and successfully developed
codes of conduct.

As clergy, field staff was bound by the UUMA Codephics. However, additional
ethical guidelines, while almost identical, were@eleped that forthrightly addressed issues of

sexuality, power and boundaries:

*1 Deborah Pope-Lance, Correspondence to reseafthenpotte, North Carolina, 31 January, 2005.
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As a sexual being, | will recognize the power tihéd profession gives me and

refrain from practices which are harmful to othansl which endanger my

integrity or my professional effectiveness. Suddcfices include sexual activity

with any child or with an unwilling adult, with aanselee, with the spouse or

partner of a minister or person in a congregatmaour District, with interns, with

students for the ministry, with other field staffrny District, and in any other

such exploitative relationshig.

The document further elaborated what course obadteld staff should take upon
discovering evidence of clergy sexual misconduct:

If, in the course of consulting with a congregatibfind that there is evidence of

"conduct unbecoming" on the part of a UUMA membea snember of LREDA,

| will not first discuss such matters in a pubkport. Instead, | will inform both

the minister involved and the governing board sfdr her church of the

evidence, outlining to them the possible actiord tdould be taken, such as filing

a complaint with the Ministerial Fellowship Comreitor the UUMA and then

allowing the church leadership to decide if thisvisat they want to d&’

This research revealed ample evidence of writteic@tguidelines for UUA staff that
included not only religious leaders that is, miaistand religious educators but UUA staff in
general. Young Adult and Campus Ministry had depetbCode of Ethics for Peer Leaders that
outlines very specific guidelines. The issue ofsant, power and control and abuse of power
are only some of the issues addressed in the e fCode of Ethics” created by the
Continental UU Young Adult Network. The documenties a “healthy” relationship as,
“consensual, non-exploitative, mutually pleasurab#de, developmentally appropriate, caring,
based on mutual expectations and respectftil.”

In an effort to revamp its protocols addressinggylesexual misconduct, the UUA

established the Ethics in Congregational Life Paog(ECLP). The Program is headed by the

2 Excerpted draft of Code of Ethic written by Ro@emstock, May 15, 2001.
53 i
Ibid.
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Director of Congregational Services. Its stategpse is to, “develop and/or make available to
congregational leaders education, training andrats®urces and services.” The goals of the
Program are to support leaders in creating sateswithin their congregations, encouraging
right relations among persons who are part of tmgregation, and encouraging just relations
between the congregation and the larger commuHitg.primary responsibilities of the ECLP
are: 1) receive and investigate complaints; 2) dioatte support services to affected individuals
and congregations; 3) present cases for adjudicaiiahe MFC; 4) involve a corps of volunteer
investigators and volunteer liaisons to provideqas support and process information and
advice to the complainant and 5) include an edonand training component for congregational

leaders.

Power and Control

This research revealed that a deep ambivalencd ahthority exists among UUSs.
According to David Bambaugh, many UUs long for atharity that has the power to affirm their
acceptability and yet they resent and fear anyaaityhthat might have the power to define them
as unacceptable — whether that authority emanaigs Boston headquarters, some historic
formulation of the faith, the preacher in the pylpr the committee on social concernghis
tendency to challenge authority coupled with UUpbkasis on individualism sheds some light on
why the continued gray areas in ministers codexto€s. Many UUs do not want anyone telling
them what to do. They tend to ignore any authomgiuding their own. Howe noted the varied
approaches to power that minister’'s assumed dthe@0s and 70s as well as offering some

personal insights:

* David Bumbaugh, “Beyond the Seven Principles: Tbee of Our Faith, Internet.
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There was a belief that we could move from hienaadtstructures and power
inequalities to all being on an undifferentiatexidl playing field with little or no
recognition of the inherent power differences bemvministers and lay person,
between men and women, which did, in reality, corgito exist. A parallel
attempt to reduce hierarchy led many ministersetoydhe inherent difference
and healthy boundary between clergy and laity. Astjon discussed among
colleagues at the time (1960s-70s) was, “Why shoufdsters be expected to
conform to a higher moral standard than the memiifettseir congregations?
During a time when ministers were considered “prs¢ of the folks,” it was a
reasonable questich.

Sexual Revolution

According to Howe, before the mid-1970s behaviamims were clear, at least in theory
— sexual relations were only for married couplasd while the “rules” were clearly ignored in
many instances, one respondent revealed a comroandybottom line and the rationale for
secrecy, “Of course, we knew that the rules weoidm, but it happened (infidelity) in secret so
that the appearance of sanctity of the family waintained.®” A number of respondents noted
that the sexual revolution influenced inappropriaggavior on the part of UU ministers. The
following respondent took note of the long-termeets of misconduct on congregations even
years later:

| know ministers in the 60s when you indicated yare having trouble in

your marriage they arrived at your house the needkawith their massage oil and

incense sticks. That is not competency. That iseskimd of perverted sense of

ones privilege in the world. What shifted the séxaaolution? | was talking to

an elder colleague . . . He reminded me that omeygbredecessors in this

congregation | am serving was notorious and evégtwas encouraged to move

on to bigger and better pastures as well. Whendsesgrving a church in the area

at least five women came to her and told her tleagg sexual misconduct was
going on. This is a minister who was there in te who went on else where and

%6 Sylvia Howe and Paul L'Herrou, “The Law and therlpPower, Sexuality, and Ministry” ikUnitarian
Universalism-Selected Essays 2@Bbston: Unitarian Universalist Ministers’ Assaiba, 2001), 75.
57 i
Ibid., 73.
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misconducted as well. Eventually he was encouragétb pursue parish
ministry>®

Several comments obtained from interviews alsoiooef that some UU clergy
succumbed to the sexual acting out that charaetétize sexual revolution:

General Assembly hospitality suites in the late &0d early 70s were reserved  for
UUA districts to get together with other memberisivery legitimate use was distorted
with a lot of drinking and hooking up. It was atcwdl thing this  involvement with other
persons was joked about and common behavior amonginisters. The culture was a very
free kind of culture. It was like adolescent boys acting out. It was the time of Hugh Hefner.
Liberal ministers were more vulnerable becausg dmin’'t have the ethical context of other
denominations. (misconducting minister’'s name)kadrthe end of this era and such
behavior. It  dealt a death blow to the old norhat teflected a, “why don’t we just love one

another”. The case of (misconducting ministersiaawas very tough on some  stiff.

Another respondent’s comments again reinforce wtiars have already said,
that is, the sexual revolution was a real phenoméhat clearly had an impact on some UU
clergy:

Many UU clergy were very much in the midst of Hexual revolution. While some
of the sexual acting out took place in many denatnams | maintain that there was more
visible acting out among UU%.

Another minister confirms the fact that the sexea&blution took its toll on some
ministers. Additionally, this particular respondemister provides some insighs into the rationale
of some sexually acting out ministers:

Let us not forget that we UU ministers back in 18&0s were in the forefront of

the sexual revolution, liberating our congregatjaupporting trendy, societal

fads as open marriage, the joy of sex and “do gaur thing.” We played with

fire and some of us got burned. One generationld khoweth not what the
previous generation advocat®d.

*8 Deborah Pope-Lance, interview by researcher, BosidA September 2005.

*9 David Hubner, interview by researcher, Boston, M&ptember 2005.

€0 Kay Montgomery, interview by researcher, tape réity, Boston, MA November 2005.

®1 Sylvia Howe and Paul L'Herrou, “The Law and therpPower, Sexuality, and Ministry” in Unitarian
Universalism-Selected Essays 2001 (Boston: Unitddaiversalist Ministers’ Association, 2001), 75.
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On the average it takes a congregation ten yedrsabfrom clergy sexual misconduct.
This interim minister/respondents’ comments alltaéhe long-term effects of clergy sexual
misconduct. Fourteen years following the originadconduct the interim is seeking ways to chip
away at the denial and other lingering emotionthefmembers. Understanding the long term
effects of clergy sexual misconduct asetond circle fall-out are essential to any paster
congregation where there has been a history ofandect®

My presenting the larger historical overview of gexual revolution in the

sermon proved a good indirect way of addressingsthees of ministerial sexual

misconduct that occurred here in the 60’s. (thatister is now deceased). Some

of the congregation had retreated into denial efgast abuses, apparently

because they thought it might sully their reputatiath perspective candidates in

their current search. | had been looking for imdlnals who were here in the

congregation at the time of the abuses who wouldilheg to make private

confirmation of the widely rumored abuses. Thisrsar led one such individual

to confirm & share extensively about the abused,gave me leads to several

more. Where do | go next with all thf§?

Hearing numerous accounts of sexual acting ouhduhe so called sexual revolution
one might speculate whether the behavior was dt i@fsiine changing societal norms, UUs
liberal theology and/or UUisms emphasis on indigickm. While there is some merit to each
hypothesis, Sylvia Howe’s theory casts a diffetighit on UU culture that she asserts influenced
UU ministers. UUism, she contends, has a tendentgap ahead without the support of its
roots.” She cites the civil rights movement, tha-aietnam war movement and the sexual

revolution as times when UUs leaped because they steong on “wings” that is, personal and

institutional convictions that led to public witrsesg against injustices. Conversely, UUs are

%2 Second circle refers to those individuals, inahgdéongregational members and family and friendbef
victim/survivor and misconducting minister that aféected by the misconduct.
%3 Interim minister. Personal correspondence.
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weak on roots she maintains, that is, foundatient theological and/or ideological. Howe noted
the tendency of some UU toward sexual experimentati her comments:

[M]any wanted to be on the cutting edge of thigfamd casual exercise of sexuality.
Experimentation of all sorts occurred in our cogagtens. Boundaries were set aside.
Open marriage, specifically understood as mearergally open marriage, became quite
prevalent. General Assembly became a meeting grimrrtiose wanting an opportunity
to explore away from home. As Paul was registeiangsA one year, he heard one of the
volunteers at the registration table quite opeskyanother, whom had apparently just
met, | see that you are wearing a wedding ringy@ohave an open marriage?
Professional leaders of congregations, ministerg wet exempt from being swept up in
this sexual tide, and sometimes were in the foréfiBoundaries were not part of the
dialogue, but clearly boundaries were being tommand those who attempted to
maintain clear boundaries were often deridedSexual acting out by male colleagues
seemed at times to become a sport. The consequaintes game were widely

ignored®

Another respondent noted a very troubling realrathat many misconducting ministers
early on felt they were awakening women'’s sexualithis same individual came in during the
early years of female ministers and indicated sag sexually harassed by both ministers and lay
members. She eventually had to change her phonberuman unlisted number because an
alcoholic church member was harassing her.

The following minister's comments allude to the coanly held “fifty mile rule” that is
still practiced by some UU ministers today whov&rio maintain a social network outside of
their congregations:

When | entered the parish ministry in 1960, sextiailcs were not explicitly

addressed. If you could not control your libidagorinto therapy, there was the

50 mile radius rule. (That is) you conducted yaaffdir’ 50 miles from your
parish, the guidelines were: be discreet, be chagifil be incognit®

% Sylvia Howe and Paul L'HerroThe Law and the Spiri#5-76.
% Minutes from the November, 1991 minister’s traqnzonducted by UUA. No further information
available.
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Another respondent, Diane Miller contended that“60 mile rule” was an absurdity and
that it was the wrong sort of guidelines to encgardder comments echo others about the
“anything goes” attitude of the 60s and 70s:

In the 60s and 70s there was a permission gratitedhas all good” “more was better” “a

way to related to people and express love.” Allttiiegs in the general culture were in

UUism. If you slept around, swore, then you wege hiwas the whole era. The

constraining ethics that would have been adherad dther traditions didn’t apply. Our

ministers had failed do their thinking around te&wsl revolution. So, the legacy of that

remains. So many people involved in “open marriagaslationship with a parishioner”
today would be called misconduct was simply hanglationship (therf’

Legal Considerations

A legal issue highlighted by Reverend Lucinda Cam@ member of the Sexual Ethics
Seminar, had to do with the UUA’s legal guidancawiers, given who they are, tend to watch
closely for issues of liability. Duncan noted thad UUA'’s legal advice has sometimes
influenced the UUA's response in favor of the ingtonal well-being rather than
victim/survivor. To provide any funs for the victisurvivor would indicate guilt according to
UUA'’s legal advisors, and thus, the UUA’s protocdid not allow financial support for the
victim/survivor. However, in at least one instangenisconducting minister and his wife were
provided funding for marital counseling. This exdenpoints out a fundamental failure of the
UUA to center its response in a victim/survivordedhat utilizes the values of feminist theology
that places the woman or victim/survivor at theteenof its analysis. Advocacy for
victim/survivorsappeared to be one of the weakekslin the UUA’s response to clergy sexual
misconduct. Duncan’s statement clearly addressatasiconcerns and she aligns herself with

the victim/survivor in her observation that expessker concerns that the UUA’s legal counsel,

% Reverend Diane Miller. Interview. Boston, MA. O&tober 2005.
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holds as its first priority the protection of thegociation from law suits. While this may not be
the intent of the UUA, the fact that the recommeiotia to implement an advocates program
and provide funds for victim/survivors was not implented, questions the nature of the UUA’s
support for victim/survivors. Along the same lind®e Safe Congregations Panel sent a letter on
January 20, 2006 inquiring about the status feit®@mmendations. One of its concerns was the
treatment of victim/survivors and complainants arther justice and restoration are possible
for victims. The Panel has been supportive of thAldnd appears to have enjoyed a favorable
and mutually supportive relationship to date. Hogreit is the contention of this researcher that
victim/survivors and their advocates have causedocern. The conceptual framework that the
UUA operates from can at the most produce some Ipa¢icy and procedural changes over the
short term. Furthermore, it ca and has createwateictural changes that make it more difficult
for misconducting clergy to retain their fellowshdpce convicted of clergy sexual misconduct.
However, without an analysis hat questions the fmmpdations of power and reflect on a
theology of power as a faith community, it is netylikely that the UUA can shift the UU
culture toward a vision of justice. Such a cultungtead thrives on individualism, challenging

authority, denial of institutional and personal gowand a distrust of rules and guidelines.

Adjudication
It costs the UUA approximately $50,000 to $100t0Qidjudicate a misconduct case.
“They are passing on those costs,” contended @ponelent. “| am waiting for someone to hold
a misconducting minister accountable for the expessa result of their misconduct, she stated
half in humor and half seriously. According to teeme respondent, the expenses are a result of
the investigation process, that is, the cost ofls®npeople out to conduct an investigation and
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interview people. “It is the cost of pulling evengtogether. It is the cost of attorneys and

feeding everyone. It is expensive,” she stated.

Identifying the Theological Foundation That Guidesthe UUA'’s Institutional Response to
Clergy Sexual Misconduct

Is not this the fast that | have chosen? To lobsebbnds of wickedness, to undo the heavy
burden, and to let the oppressed go free, andytbdireak every yoke?
-Isaiah 58:6.

As a covenanting community, UUs champion the sa@ssl of human life and honor the
“inherent worth and dignity of every persoHi.This widely held belief is embraced by most UUs
and is articulated in the first, second and thirddples and Purposes of the UUA that identify
the belief in: 1) the inherent worth and dignityesery person; 2) justice, equity and compassion
in human relations and 3) acceptance of one ancfhese declarative statements clearly
express primacy for the sanctity of life.

This section focuses on the second research gonebtibat theology/ideology guides the
UUAs institutional response to clergy sexual mishai? The researcher will describe the
findings and conclude with an analysis of thosdifigs. The researcher has already noted the
UUA Principles and Purposes that guide many UUlsesand behaviors. However, in a
creedless religion such as UUism there is an evesitgy need to be grounded in
theology/idealogy to provide clarity. The emphasi§/Uism is on the community of believers
and their covenantal relationships with one anothghen individuals are in integrity with one

another and honoring their covenants they areteaié in “right relations.” When the trust is

broken or the bonds of friendship are broken dwsotue rift then they are out of right relations

7 Excerpted from the Principles and Purposes obihiearian Universalist Association.
41



or out of integrity. The word covenant means pr@n{3ne promises to hold one another in the
bonds of friendship. UUism is a covenantal religi@@mmunity. Thus, violations of the
covenant constitute broken-ness in integrity anh&éxcommunity.

There are several factors that explain the faitirine UUA to center its response to
clergy sexual misconduct in a theological perspectl) diversity of theologies poses
challenges; 2) UU’s inadequate response to sin/@vikeluctance to engage reverent language

and 4) congregational polity.

Background

The paper trail of research documents testifietiédongevity of the issue and the
UUA's historical efforts to address clergy sexuaseonduct beginning most noticeably in the
early 1990s. The incident that enraged a suffiaremiber of UUs eventually challenged the
UUA to change the institutional and thus the indibhal norms that governed clergy sexual
misconduct. So while there was a proliferation @fwments and infrastructure initiatives that
reflected the UUA's efforts there did not appeabéoparallel efforts signifying a theological
perspective. Using a simple definition of theoldgyrame this discussion, the researcher will
guide the reader through the analysis of the figstin‘Theology—the study of religion and of
religious ideas and beliefs; a branch of theologgting God and God'’s relation to the world;
reflecting on the ultimate meaning and value &'l Ultimate meaning and value are
approached differently depending on the theologgraced. The researcher’s findings suggest

that the UUA has not, for the most part, used altiggcal grounding to inform its institutional

% Henry Bosey Woolf, ed., The Merriam-Webster Dintioy (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1974) 707.
This definition was also augmented by the researche
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response to clergy sexual miscondiictWhile the UUA stepped up with considerable
commitment and resources to address the issuemfyctexual misconduct after the 1991 GA
incident their institutional response has been atreg&clusively guided and framed from a
“secular” or humanistic perspective. Extensive effdy the researcher only uncovered two
documents generated through the UUA that expliaitlgressed clergy sexual misconduct using
a theological foundation and approach. The fastix page document written in April, 1994 by
Reverend Lucinda S. Duncan, titl@de Role and Purpose of Our UUA Principles as Lagg,
Framework, Ground and Guidéel'his document emphasized the role of UUA as adiaisly
centered, rather than a legally self-protectiveso&gation.” It essentially addressed the needs of
emotional systems with conflicting priorities ardims and encouraged these systems, that is,
the UUA, ministers, MFC and families to seek guitam their Principles and Purposes.
Duncan highlighted a problem that this researcb&edwith the UUA’s legal guidance that
sometimes fails to address the needs of victimigors in favor of the institutional

well-being. On at least one occasion several y&@gosvhen the researcher inquired about
counseling for a victim/survivor this researcheswald that to provide any funds for the
victim/survivor would indicate guilt and thus thé&JW's protocols did not allow financial

support for the victim/survivor. However, the miadoicting minister and his wife were being
subsidized to attend marital counseling. This eXarppints out a fundamental failure of the
UUA to be victim/survivor focused. Advocacy for tira/survivors appeared to be one of the
weakest links in the UUA’s response to clergy séruiaconduct. Duncan’s statement clearly

addresses similar concerns and she aligns hergblftve victim/survivor in her observation that

% These statistics were taken from a report condLictd 998 as part of a campaign called, Fulfillthg
Promise.
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expresses her concerns that the UUA’s legal couhskls as its first priority the “protection of
the Association from suit.” Duncan consistentlywgrds her discussion and arguments in
theological language with the constant remindee ake a religious association that values open
and responsible access to information” and sheistemsly places her decision within a
theological framework. She articulates the purgosesing religious language as follows: “If
we cannot discuss, mediate and decide about allegkdions of clergy sexual ethics in the
language and framework of our religious heritage farure, then we cease to function as a
theologically grounded religious association.” Ttleer document, a seven page discourse
written by Reverend Thomas Mikelson and publismetid95 was the only other report that
analyzed clergy sexual misconduct from a theoldgiesspective® Mikelson chaired the Sexual
Ethics Seminar (SES) and the paper focused ongeaipoints that primarily addressed the
following: 1) the congregation as a place of satkat is inherently vulnerable by virtue of its
openness as a spiritual community; 2) the rolesiafstry including that of sexually healthy
religious professionals; 3) the presence of powaathics and awareness of appropriate
boundaries and 4) naming sexual relationships aseéualized behavior between a minister
and a congregant as abuses of clergy power andraythDuncan and Mikelson, as members of
the Sexual Ethics Seminar began meeting monthiyarfall of 1990 with its members
comprised of: Lois Ames, Charles Reinhart, Williggtotty” McLennan, Deborah Pope-Lance

and Rita Van Tassét.For two years the SES gathered materials, readesieved information

0 This fact was confirmed by Mikelson who acknowledghere was no follow-up to his
knowledge. One other document that reflects orggleexual misconduct from a theological perspedtiaeone
page document contained on the Restorative Jusébsite.

" Upon retirement, Charles Reinhart resigned andreplaced by Richard Fewkes. In addition to these
members, Donna DiSciullo and Pat Sheppard spesidenable time reading and commenting on the final
document.
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and most importantly, engaged in rigorous theolmgieflections. Why the emphasis on the
UUA grounding its response to clergy sexual miscmtéh a theological perspective? If the
UUA was a non-profit as opposed to a faith basgdmezation it would not be necessary or
expected that the institutional response woulcotfh theologically grounded response. But it is
faith based, and while it is comprised of divetssologies that are an integral part of who the
UUA is and this researcher feels its theologieshot rightfully inform the UUA’s response to
clergy sexual misconduct. Reverend Susan Pangeal) Df Student Affairs at Meadville
Lombard Theological School contends, “If we ardmi@us tradition then we need to be able to
think theologically.” So what prevented the UUArrdhinking theologically about the issue of

clergy sexual misconduct?

Diversity of Theologies

While the diversity of theologies within UUism redits a richness of voices that
contributes to the breath and depth of UUism italgo pose some challenges. In a 1997
campaign titled, “Fulfilling the Promise” surveynélings from over 9,000 respondents reflected
the following theological demographics: humanigimprised forty-seven percent; earth or
nature-centered comprised nineteen percent; tbamsprised thirteen percent and Christians
comprised nine percent of UUs. In a more recemystliames Casebolt devised twenty
theological labels from which respondents weretet/to choose. The respondents selected the
following: humanist (fifty-four percent); agnostithirty-three percent); earth-centered (thirty-

one percent); atheist (eighteen percent); Buddbéstenteen percent); pagan (thirteen percent)
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and Christian (thirteen percerif). The theological diversity alone is enough toridiate the
faint hearted. While others might find such theatagdiversity chaotic many UUs thrive on it,
taking full advantage of the worship experiencanfluence liturgy. Worship services typically
include diverse rituals and sermons drawing fronmyrtheologies. Worship experiences
routinely include animal blessings, water commusjdtalk backs” and experiential worship. In
smaller congregations guest speakers from the contyrassume the pulpit to talk about topics
ranging from their travels abroad to quantum plsysatationship to spirituality to theology. And
while one can appreciate the richness that theses#i theologies reflect in congregational life,
this researcher would be remiss not to make passemgion of the tensions between such
groups as the humanists and Christians or the pagahChristians. These conflicts have been
known to surface between the minister and the @agagron, but most likely emerge between
members. In one instance, the minister was a @Gmi&tU and his congregation was primarily
humanist. The minister eventually resigned afterCommittee began to request his sermons in
advance for the purpose of editing the “God tatkthem. The situation deteriorated to the
extent that the Committee was editing the ministeérmons with a red pen and returning them.
UU ministers are actually entitled to “Freedomloé Pulpit,” that is, the right to freely express
themselves from the pulpit. Clearly this Committg@ated this ministers’ right to freedom of
expression. The point of this story is to acknowkethat diversity of theologies is an important
part of UU community and yet it comes with its ¢bages.

This researcher believes that UUA did itself anstice by not emphasizing theology

more and inviting participants from its major faithditions to espouse its reflections on this

"2 Tom Stites, “New Survey of UUs Shows Theologiciféences, Common Values in The World”
(Boston:The World MagazineMay/June 1998) or Tom Stites, New Survey of Thgimlal Differences,
CommonValues http://www.ua.org/WRLD/0598featurédhlh
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troublesome issue—clergy sexual misconduct. Thitseif would be a learning experience
because of the soul searching that some of thedaihmunities would be forced to engage. For
example, one interpretation from the Buddhist comityus reflected in the controversial
comments of Stephen Bultterfield, an English prafes§hough not a UU, Butterfield asserts
that the purpose of adopting rules is to learn en@ss and not to invoke sanctions for
wrongdoing. The “sin” or violation is a “lapse afareness” which can then be transformed into
an occasion for honesty and further mindfulnesthbyconfessioft® Butterfield views the power
disparity between the teacher and student as rmpthore than an illusion. Buddhists apparently
have very different ideas about spirituality andusdity. Some faith communities and theologies
might speak of “sin.” UUs tend to name the miscantiohg behavior of ministers as broken-ness
and “missing the mark.” Perhaps the failure to nforthrightly address the concept of evil and
sin has prevented the UUA and other UUs from usurgh language. Has there been a time that
the UUA and has named an action as “evil?” Yes,afrthose historic moments was
documented in the recently published bds&ul Work: Anti-racist Theologies in Dialogire
which thirty-two participants explored the spiritaimensions of UU’s anti-racism work One
participant argued for viewing racism “not onlyaamatter of institutional structures and social
power disparities, but as a profound eVil.'Some of the participants perceived their work as
“soul work.” This researcher contends that withatiheological component to end clergy sexual
misconduct the UUA’ work may remain shallow as paeticipant asserted about anti-racism

efforts. Reverend Dianne Arakawa, the first felloypped Asian-American UU minister,

'3 Stephen Butterfield, Accusing the Tiger: Sexudli€t and Buddhist TeachersTricycle: The Buddhist
Review( Summer, 1992) 46-51.

" Marjorie Bowens-Wheatley and Nancy Palmer JoBes) Work: Anti-Racist Theologies in Dialogue
(Boston: Skinner House Books, 2003)

> Marjorie Bowens-Wheatley and Nancy Paln&oul Works110.
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reminded the participants of the following:

[R]acism will not be dismantled with one rationa¢timodology. . . but when “we

as a community of faith exert our moral and ethpsasuasion for the Common

Good [...] We need to consider what is salvific, rmas lives, and makes them as

holy as the stars that are set in the heavens [.e.h@éd to look at and to lift up

feeling, faith, and religious communit§.

One explanation for why the UUA'’s stronger and maxiganced anti-racism efforts may
have more to do with the having been on the “Joutoeward Wholeness” for a much longer
time than their commitment to safe congregatidrEherefore the UUA has internalized a
greater understanding of the dynamics needed t@ssldacism. Perhaps the study of history has
also helped many UU'’s to claim its prophetic vdicat can often be recovered through a
prophetic understanding of history and religionpAgently the stakeholders felt comfortable
exploring anti-racism from a theological perspegtiv

James Luther Adams, one of the great contempordrihgologians, refers to the
watered down version of liberal religion as “chtiieological thinners of liberal religiof®t
is the failure to engage in rigorous theologicllexions that possibly has produced the watered
down version of liberal religion that Luther Adasyseaks about. Luther Adams went abroad and
met concentration camp survivors and activiststiinghagainst facism. When he returned to the
United States of America he, in fact, came to wehite racism as “our Nazism”. Luther Adams
believed theology is a living tradition and not gtady of a “fossilized doctrine.” Clearly Luther

Adams viewed theology and practice as two differeatters. During World War Il many

theologians worldwide failed to lift their voicaadividually or collectively to address Hitler’s

S Marjorie Bowens-Wheatley and Nancy Palmer JorgsSeul Work 161-62.
" This is the actual name of an anti-racism training
8 James Luther Adam$he Prophethood of All BelievefBoston: Beacon Press, 1986), 23.
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genocidal attacks against the Jewish people, gayfama, also known as Gypsies. This moral
stumbling that caused the designated leaders oftGigphore such blatant atrocities was more
recently repeated in Rwanda. The genocide in Rwanidisned the lives of over 600,000
individuals. Thus, the same cultural climate tHimtveed the institution of slavery to flourish in
this country, allowed genocide in Rwanda. The saufi@iral climate that allowed the institution
of slavery to flourish in this country, allowed g&mde in Rwanda. The same cultural climate
that allowed the genocide against the Jews, thratipenodern day slavery here and abroad is
the same moral stumbling that institutions canasilgfall victim and prey to if not being
constantly vigilent. Thus, clergy sexual misconda& moral stumbling block for UUA, for all
ministers and all UU'$® The failure to name the evil in its midst is natpshort of moral

stumbling.

Evil
Unlike some UUs, Luther Adams did not appear stouahis use of the term “evil.” He
even talked about “satanic forces” independentuofigm moral control which he believed was
simply a “demonic distortion of human relatedneysng out for a change of heart, mind and
will.” 8 But Paul Rasor, UU theologian and director offatigion and Social Issues Forum at
Pendle Hill, a Quaker study center, lends his oaatiy voice in a very different direction that
deserves serious consideration by UUs. Rasor costdiat UUs failure to develop a strong

theology of evil has weakened UUs prophetic votoa®sist evil. One of the concrete areas this

| thank M. Shawn Copeland for the use of the t¢émmral stumbling” which allowed me name the
paralysis of will that many denominational leadeigally succumbed to, resulting in a failure tctal a terming
their inaction, “moral stumbling”.

8 George K. Beach, edlames Luther Adams: The Prophethood of All Bel@s.
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is noted is in the area of anti-racism/anti-oppgoesand multiculturalism. Dietrich Bonhoeffer’s
words enrich Rasor’s assertion and remind the rehdéwhat when prophetic voices are
silenced. “Silence in the face of evil is itselfle@od will not hold us guiltless. Not to speak is
to speak. Not to act is to aét:”Rev. Dianne Arakawa reminds UUs of some of tfaiares and
moral stumblings around anti-racism work:
Like most of you, | can recount the tragedies efplast that still plague

our Association: from the settler Indian wars @& Heventeenth century in

Massachusetts, Puritan policies related to slavieeymixed Unitarian response to

abolition, the unjust labor practices at the turthe century, and the racist

statements of our denominational presidents ifitsehalf of the last century to

the slowness to engage in the Civil Rights movermarthe part of some of our

congregations, the derailing of the Black Empowarrmeovement in the sixties,

and the lack of support for congregations and glefgolor from Ethelred

Brown'’s time to our present §3

Compounded by the fact that many UUs do not embitaceoncept of original sin UUs
are further handicapped in their language and #iglities to articulate a theology of evil.
Instead, UUs use such language as “missing the’mather than sin/evil. Rev. Kim Beach
believes that UUs “get worried when they talk abexit (because) they feel they're dipping into
dualism, and they have taught that dualism is Ingdnaonism is good. Beach notes that Luther
Adams had a great deal to say about evil and easorted to terms like demonic which he used
to reference “principalities and powers” of the N€astament® Adams referred to the satanic
as pure evil and the demonic as the distortiomefgood. Thus evil was seen as self-

perpetuating and self-justifying.

The diversity of theologies within UUism simply nezkit challenging for the

81 Marjorie Bowens-Wheatley and Nancy Palmer Jorgs, 8oul WorkAnti-racist Theologies in
Dialogue(Boston: Skinner House Books, 2003), 1.

®1pid., 160.

#1pid., 119.
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denominational leadership, UUA, to speak with ooie®. While this feat is seldom achieved
within denominational ranks it is noteworthy whédaes occur. So it would be too easy to lay
the absence of theological reflections at the dé&tUs theological diversity. If this is the case,
why have UU Christians not generated a body of lachioip that explains clergy sexual
misconduct?

What does it mean to be Gods human creatures vehth@objects of others oppressive
behaviors or the perpetrator of such behaviorsarsistill the perpetrator? While many UUs
have rejected notions of women'’s inferiority andwem as evil seducers of men they have failed
to generate thoughtful reflections that providaeotogical grounding that informs a UU specific
response to clergy sexual misconduct. Thus muchirento be explored in UU generated
literature in the context of UU traditions and tlugy on the topic of clergy sexual misconduct.

UUs strong social justice orientation is a restitheir identification with the

“downtrodden, the dispossessed, disinherited, thighexploited and the

oppressed®

UUs principles view human life as sacred and eraggeiright relations among
individuals. Acts of clergy sexual misconduct bréaikh with these beliefs. Furthermore, the
breach of professional boundaries and breakingust tlenies authentic love or agape love, a
concept while usually attributed to theism can jygliad to UUism. UUA's failure to grapple
with the theological underpinnings of its respottselergy sexual misconduct points to a serious
deficiency in moving forward with a visionary anphetic voice. It also pointed out a number
of long standing concerns: 1) theological divergityeluctance to tackle language of reverence,;

3) failure to produce contemporary theologians essisig prophetic vision and voices; and 4)

8 Cornel WestProphetic Theologyed.Prophetic Reflection: Notes on Race and Power ireriaa
(Monroe, Maine: Common Courage Press, 1993). 223.
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their resistance to internalizing and naming poagea crucial ingredient in clergy sexual
misconduct. This researcher believes that invitefgctions amongst the laity and clergy
representing the dominant theologies and eventadlihe theologies within UUism will go a
long way in getting at the core beliefs that reere@some common theological grounding for
UUs. So while this process maybe time consumingcanihinly will not eliminate clergy sexual
misconduct in our lifetime it will create some commlanguage and bonds across the vastly
diverse theologies represented in UUism. By domthss allows UUs to stand as allies with
victim/survivors while holding perpetrators accalyie through a model using Restorative
Justice. Clergy sexual abuse is an affront to thep@l or good news of UUism and goes against
what it means to “honor the inherent worth and ygof all.”

The ministry of UU is to clearly hold its prophetioice and “name violence as sin and take
action to end if?

Christian identified UU’s might embrace a concefptimago dei” that is, the notion that
humans are made in the image of God. As an intggrralof their theology, Christian identified
UUs and other theists might also recognize conagfgeod and evil - right and wrong. In
contrast, many non theist UUs would not embracet Wiey perceive as binary thinking that
appoints a God figure to symbolize all that is gaod a devil that symbolizes the bad in the
world. Many humanist identified UUs while holding notions of God, do profess belief as a
covenanting community that champions the sacredsfdssman life. Humanist identified UUs
like most other UUs honor the bonds and closenessrmomunity although they may not share

common theologies. Theologies that promote thetggrd community is a commonly woven

8 Doehring is a liberal Christian feminist theolagiaho has written and spoken extensively on clergy
sexual misconduct. , 19.
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thread that is consistent with many world religioReverend Doctor Martin Luther King Jr.’s
theology of oneness that recognized humankind agamily ultimately produced the concept of
“Beloved Community.” Given UUs dedication to sogiadtice issues and public witnessing it
was not surprising that there would be a justicgagigm guiding the efforts to address clergy
sexual misconduct. What was surprising was the ddektheological framework. Yet the
“chronic theological thinness” of liberal religidhat James Luther Adams references suggests

the validity of his observatiofs.

The Transformative Power of Social Action — Standig with the Oppressed: Prophetic
Voices and Social Witnesses

We will not solve the problems of the world from ligwvel of thinking we were at when we
created them. — Albert Einstein

Institutions are slow and cumbersome to changeA $lho exception. Assuming moral
responsibility is an important and necessary agpréa changing the institutional culture that
determines the response to clergy sexual miscon8uch an approach maintains the
institutional vision for transforming cumbersomstitutions and naming clergy sexual
misconduct. To that end, UUA has kept faith wighitsion of social justice by claiming the
inherent worth and dignity of each and every ingiinal. While UU’s distinctive faith claims
should not make them morally superior to otheshduld encourage their prophetic voice in
standing with the oppressed.

Advocacy groups have had a major role in movirsgitutions toward living out their

missions and purpose. The UUA has not been witi®otvn committed passionate groups that

8 George K. Beach, edJames Luther Adams: The Prophethood of All Befig(Boston: Beacon Press,
1985) 23.
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have helped stay the course in its witness eftirjgstice seeking and accountability. While this
research has addressed some of the institutiodal&ors to shift the culture toward a zero
tolerance of clergy sexual misconduct, the resefar@ins now shifts to victim/survivors.

UUA'’s definition for survivor identifies severalagjes of healing that include: 1) personal
safety, 2) reconciliation of the victim/survivossory and 3) restoration of the community. What
is missing from this model is the recognition tpatt of the individual healing is the opportunity
for the individuals to transform their individualffering and trauma into empowerment through
acts of social activism. The telling of women’srae is a powerful way to break the conspiracy
of silence and give voice to victim/survivors. Haee stopping short of activism, that is, efforts
to create institutional change, sanctions and esean individualistic approach to the problem
rather than naming it as a societal problem rafleatf models of dominance and power. Thus,
the intervention then assumes a counseling andwerptent model for the women and
misconducting ministers. While that is an importamtnponent, it begs the issue for social
change that evolves out of social activism. Hetreatment of the experience as opposed to the r
of social change, reduces the solution to a mafteocial services. Developing survival
mechanisms that challenge gender oppression addréssspirit of the conceptual framework
of feminist theology. While the option to engagesatial activism should always be voluntary, it
must be presented as part of the woman’s educatidrihe institution. Victim/survivors
involvement in speak-outs, rallies, support gro@psi court advocacy is an extension of the
empowerment model that testifies to the belief that‘personal is political and the political is
person.” Likewise, individual and institutional ctgee must be viewed using a similar conceptual
framework, that is, the dialectical relationshigvibeen the two provides a dynamic tension

juxtaposed one against the other.
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So what would accountability to victim/survivomok like utilizing feminist theology?
Since UUA has not utilized feminist theology thesearcher draws on examples outside of
UUA. In the battered women’s movement, battereogams that seek to address violence
against women using an empowerment model, sdtieittisdom and accountability of battered
women’s advocates. What does this accomplish? Bsodmale allies demonstrate their
willingness to take leadership and directions fi@amen and thus begin a process of publicly
letting go of some of their male privilege and powviéhis small effort to redistribute power
challenges the socialization of male activists tieate oftentimes internalized notions of female
misogyny and thus male power. This process of exagipower dynamics forces an internal
and external confrontation within male allies asytbegin to reflect o male privilege and
reconfigure and dismantle power dynamics in theads. From the very beginning this
dismantling of male privilege sets into motion ageigm shift that provides a different model
for institutional and individual power. The socilatarms granting males power and privilege are
SO pervasive that male activists can come up in @osnspaces such as women’s movements
and expect to assert their power and privilege msethat is what they are used to doing. They
are quickly checked. Thus, those individuals tmatreot sincere do not stay around because it is
simply too much trouble to do all the necessarykitorbe accountable to women and keep one’s
ego under control and in check. Controlling male agpund women is an important intervention
in male privilege for males who have been socidlizebelieve they are more intelligent and

therefore, more capable leaders. The process clikebed to peeling an onion layer by lajeér.

87 For one of the best examples of males that haee Being this work over time and are genuinely
committed to the process contact: Men Stoppingéariog, Inc.
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Is Nothing Sacred? The Voice and Story of A Victurvivor

While there are countless and nameless individhalsdeserve equal attention the
following individual portrayed in this research dyofizes the courageous ability of
victim/survivors to transform from the soul thredtey experiences of clergy sexual misconduct.
The individual in question was able to heal, camtito grow and develop and most important, to
love again. She moved forward to help countlessrstthrough their courage and grace:

UNITARIAN GUILTY ON SIX CHARGES. Northboro, Massaakets Minister Mack

W. Mitchell, 56 at the time, was convicted on sixwenty-three charges of sexual

assault involving a Tibetan woman who testifiecsbrually abused her as a teenager

after offering to sponsor her education in thisrdop “I came here with a lot of
wonderful dreams, and my dreams were shattered Ksen who is now 37. With the
conviction, “l can dream again and become a whelsgn again.” Rape and assault-
battery charges are still pending against him otter Tibetan womarf.

The victim, Kim was 16 years old when she leftilaetan refugee camp. Reverend
Mitchell had served approximately 27 years at thiedburch. Kim, in a recent interview on the
Oprah Show contended that, “My life was hell.” Qmeek after she arrived the inappropriate
touching started that eventually escalated to rajghen Kim realized what was happening to
her she tried to make the minister cease his alnstead, he threatened her. He made her
believe her parents would go to prison. Mitchedidrto intimidate her into believing that no one
would take her word over a respected minister hilkeself. Kim recalls that over the six years
things got worse. “He started to use foreign oljéatpenetrate me. He got sicker and sicker. |
didn’t understand how a man of God could do thisiin recounted her feelings as she prepared

to testify against her rapist, “A week before hadgat my two cousins over two members of the

congregation approached (me) with suspicions tlagiythat something was going on. | testified

8 “Unitarian Guilty on Six Charges,” Worcester Telem & Gazette15 May 1992.
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against him. It was very scary and frighteningarine out with the story because he was going to
victimize my cousins.”

For many years Kim attempted to put the past laeher. In 1995 she attended the World
Conference on Women in Beijing as part of the Thetelegation. She shared these poignant
words, “l found strength and solidarity with womfeam around the world who shared their
struggles and vision in a way that made many ofcoitural and ethnic differences secondary . .
. | started to see the connections between my oywarences and that of many others. |
discovered | had buried so many feelings and lsefafl as they emerged | was able to express
myself with a sense of authority | never knew | .Haglas able to move through the anger | was
holding and use that energy for positive changdt.has fueled my activism for Tibetan human
rights . . . I now co-direct the Massachusetts-thasafficking Victims Outreach & Services

Network®

8 For a complete description of Kim Phuntsok Dolmeskén’s story see
http://mww.uswomenwithoutborders.org
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CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSIONS — RECOMMENDATIONS — ANALYSIS
The purpose of this research was to explore th#utienal response of the UUA to clergy
sexual misconduct between 1991 and 2005. As shehlresearch topic, clergy sexual
misconduct, is merely one aspect on a continuugentier-based violence that women
experience globally. The grave consequences gfyckexual misconduct are worth repeating
here because of the enormity of the emotional, lpEggical, physical, and spiritual impact on
the victim/survivor and secondary victims. The imipaf clergy sexual misconduct is in part due
to the perpetrators’ role that grants them acae#fisetinner sanctums of individuals and family
members’ lives and, represents the ultimate bdtadytaust and intimacy. It is status and power
of clergy as spiritual leaders and pastors thatlypces such long-term “soul wounding” and
herein lay the egregious nature of the crime. Wihis social problem has gained visibility due
to the recent Catholic scandals, it is still noiadely understood as other forms of societal

violence such as child and woman abuse, elder amgether forms of sexual assault.

Summary of the Research

The literature findings were categorized into fthemes: 1) clergy power and status; 2)
boundary violations; 3) effects of clergy sexuasoonduct on victims, clergy and

congregations; and 4) institutional accountabilltige examination of the literature
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on clergy power and status revealed very diffepemteptions about power among UU clergy
and non-UU clergy. All of the traditional reseasdurces tended to address mainstream
denominations and clergy.

The researcher was only able to obtain UU gengtdégature and research through
denominational publications or directly from denoational headquarters. Working against
these limitations, the researcher ascertainedibat mainstream denominations are
experiencing a declining interest in religion thas impacted their growth and the perception
and role of ministers. This declining interestlige in part to 1) changing values of individuals
that no longer view religion or a personal relasioip with God as important; 2) scandals
associated with the faith community; 3) the risenatterialism and secularism and 4) women'’s
reaction due to the church’s resistance to womesi'participation. However, even with all
these factors mitigating against religious affibat Americans still appear to demonstrate a
strong propensity for religious practices suchltagch attendance and church giving. As
“representatives of God” the church still holds powand sway but in some instances the
research indicated this is declining with the chiaggoles of the church and the clergy.

Among UU clergy, the boundaries tend to be mos#yeblurred became of the
appearance of non-hierarchical relationships antetines flat congregational structures. This
is particularly evidenced in the interpersonaltieteships between the minister and laity in the
following ways: 1) laity tend to call clergy by $irnames and vice versa; 2) clergy seldom wear
cleric robes except for “high church” occasionssidyle/eligible ministers are permitted to date
single/eligible members; 4) sexual intimacy is vweMas a natural part of human relations and is
therefore, not considered immoral, sinful or “exalid 5) UUism is non-creedal and, therefore

there are not commonly held beliefs and theolotfiascreate a unifying identity and a sense of
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connectior’® Non UU scholarship does not address these diffeeim values and perceptions,
which clearly have powerful implications in the goegational culture and interpersonal
relationships between clergy and laity. Many ofgbarces cited the combination of power,
isolation, naiveté, poor training in power dynamacsl lack of supervision as factors that raise
the risks of miscondudf. The fact that clergy’s power and status tendsteduated with God
creates the potential for the abuse of power aedsion between spirituality and sexuality that
can be reverent and/or seductive. None of theatitee addressed this although some of the
feminist theologians touched on it. However, tBisot as much as factor with UU’s because of
the diverse theologies that do not embrace thes@dminotion of “God.” Furthermore, because
some of the research analyses only examined patbeaoot cause of clergy sexual
misconduct they may be less inclined to look atessof sexuality. In addition, in hindsight,
since this research focused on the institutiorspoase of the UUA to clergy sexual misconduct
it might have benefited this researcher to condunbre rigorous examination of institutional
power dynamics and theories of organizational celtu

The researcher’s review of the literature ideatifsix frameworks that explain clergy
sexual misconduct: 1) individualist; 2) social-stural; 3) theological; 4) dominant-feminist and
5) systems theory. The individualist framework kesathe source of the violence within the
individual. The implications for treatment wouldggest long term therapy. The social-structural

framework locates the source of the miscondudténlarger social context that predisposes

%' UU's are not required to adhere to any systenmetiéfs or opinions in order to become a member of a
congregation. In contrast, Christianity is a creéedtgion that adheres to the Apostles’ Creed tiedins, “I believe
in God the Father Almighty.”

L Marie M. Fortune et alGlergy Misconduct: Sexual Abuse in the MinisteRalationship. $eattle
Center for the Prevention of Sexual and Domestaléerice 1997); Cooper-WhiteTheCry of Tamay Grenz and
Bell, Betrayal of Trustand Rebekah L. Mile§,he Pastor as Moral GuidgMinneapolis: Fortress, 1999).
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individuals to violent and predatory behavior. T®ious interventions are to work to change
the social conditions of society. One example efchltural framework contributes promiscuous
pastors’ behaviors to those of plantation culturerdy slavery. This framework considers
particular cultural nuances that might explain sagghenomenon. The theological framework
explores the moral choices of the individual. Whidasically, these choices have to do with right
and wrong there are variations that examine isstiabenation and materialism. The
dominance/feminist framework locates the sourchefproblem in gender aggression. Males
choose to use violence against women because déiney be final framework is systems theory
that maintains that clergy sexual misconduct isfiection of the larger systems acting out its
needs in a symbiotic relationship. This researchese the dominance/feminist framework
although there are aspects of all of these framlesviwat could logically explain clergy sexual
misconduct. However, the use of violence againshamas part of their male privilege reveals
the oppression of women and patriarchy. This fraorkws equally applicable when the
perpetrator of clergy sexual misconduct is femialéhe few instances of female aggressors this
researcher contends that the female minister iplgiosing the power and privilege of her
ministerial role to violate others in a less powerble. In this instance the emphasis is on the
power dynamics and not necessarily the gender. Wale ministers, power is conferred to them
as males and as ministers which they misuse toni women and children.

The literature on the effects of clergy sexualanigluct on individuals, congregations
and clergy was remarkably consistent in its findinbhe literature depicted the grave effects of
clergy sexual misconduct on not only the victimysurr but on the second circle, that is, the
family of the victim/survivor, congregational mennbethe larger community, the clergy

member and his family and friends. The fact thédkes on the average of ten years for a
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congregation to heal from the ravages of clergyakmisconduct speaks volumes about the
soul wounding that takes place. The literatureaengurfaced some of the most significant
scholars associated with the topic and the veesaties that many of the
clergy/scholars/practitioners play. Their scholgrgitrovided a particular richness other lacking
in some disciplines.

The in-depth data analysis of this case studyaledethat the UUA has taken seriously
its primary commitment to ensure the provisionafescongregations. To this end the UUA has
garnered its fiscal and human resources to addkexgg/ sexual misconduct within its ranks. It
has established a formidable, though loosely assehntfrastructure since the early 1990s that
primarily consists of volunteers from around themoy with UUA staff providing monitoring
and oversight. The various established bodies hegstherein have compiled an impressive
array of documents investigating the problem fromast every dimension, except
theologically. At a time when other denominatioasl imade little in-roads on the problem, UUA
had already developed policies and procedures stallleshed protocols that provided guidance
primarily on a national, District and congregatibiezel in the 19908 Many districts also took
the initiative to develop resource materials aathtng. While training and experience were key
factors for District Field Staff, others learnedthgl-and-error in providing effective
consultation support for congregations impactediizconduct. Early in the process, the UUA
contracted with Reverend Marie Fortune, then Exeewirector of the Center for the
Prevention of Sexual and Domestic Violence, nowkmas Faith Trust, Inc. to provide training

utilizing a train-the-trainer model. Various bodiappointed by the UUA to address various

92 Mary Moore Finding Our Way: Responding to Clergy Sexual Mistuct(Boston: UU Women'’s
Federation, 1992).
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aspects of clergy sexual misconduct were usuahyesed of industrious and competent
individuals with good organizational skills thabduced admirable outcomes. nost instances
the UUA appeared to maintain its integrity and drgitly in following policy and acting on the
recommendations of these bodies. Failure to acedmain key recommendations was noted by
this researcher. With infrastructure in place, th$A was able to develop, publish and
disseminate educational materials and trainingaue intended to educate its constituency
about clergy sexual misconduct. From its emphasisaining it appears that the UUA believed
that providing information and new competencies Miduing about a change in the clergy. It
was difficult to assess how successful these trgiefforts have been. What the research on
institutional change indicates is that change chsamagnitude requires a long-range plan that
incorporates multiple approaches. This use of adinated and systematic approach to bring
about the desired outcome can be witnessed indtterBd Women’s Movement and the Rape
Crisis Movement where such efforts over a longqeehave made impressive inroads to provide
services to victim/survivors even though the stiggsdo not suggest “success.” It was not clear
how strategic the UUA was in its response to clagyual misconduct. It appears this may be a
critical period as it seeks to shift its paradigoni “Retributive Justice” to “Restorative Justice.”
The implications of this new paradigm cannot be adé&gly assessed at this time.

The UUAs “staff liaisons” often served in the raoliefacilitator, accountability person
and holder of sacred reports and documents weira@ortant one given the number of
individuals and committees convened to addresgykExual misconduct. Some of these groups
and individuals have diligently served since theyeE990s while others have reinvented
themselves in different but equally needed andreglegroups. Yet, in spite of an infrastructure

and the proliferation of groups and bodies addnegssiergy sexual misconduct the UUAs
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current developmental efforts are more challenginigentify. This current phase appears to

lack the strategic approach that characterized UelBer phases in previous years, or it may
simply be that there are less archival documersiisttte researcher was able to track. Restorative
Justice appears to be the agreed upon vision laaekfore, the next growing edge for UUA. The
UUA has erected an impressive web page that isaitte to all congregations with resources
that include pamphlets, reports, literature anduese materials as well as links to related web
sites?® The Congregational Services Administrator hasipain “Ethics and Safety” web site

that is updated regularly.

Women'’s Inclusion and Activism - Analysis

Moreover, gender issues were forced to the foneiobnational politics in this country in
the 1960s because of the entry of women into therlemarket, women’s activism, the
availability of birth control that loosened familyrms and granted women greater role
flexibility, and ushered in an era of cultural p&siveness. Within the UU context ministry
experienced equally dramatic events. The factribat, one in four UU ministers are females
has changed and expanded the world of ministryedisas the range of problems confronting
clergy. The outpouring of stories by female memloérgolence and abuse in pastoral
counseling sessions surprised male ministers wtheas reported across faith communities that
had courageously opened its doors to female misisténis marked change was due to now
having female ministers available and females’ aotrievel with telling them about sexual

abuse. Inclusion of rituals and introduction of warts leadership styles changed congregational

9 Congregational Services, “UUA Restorative Justi@dston, Mass.: UUA, 2006) accessed 1 September
20006); available from http://www.uua.org/cde/csm.tml;
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life forever. By the 1980s UU women were being ordd in greater numbers than their male
counterpart$? This pattern continued into the 1990s. While nvesien were called to small
congregations that were serving one hundred orrfeveenbers, since 1980 women have been
called to some of the larger churches in abous#me numbers as their male colleagtes.
Marked increases in the numbers of female minist#ess new opportunities for ministers and
lay persons to work together on issues particuksfigcting women such as reproductive rights,
violence against women and sex education.

The findings of this research revealed that theA$tepped up its efforts considerably
once women advocates challenged the history of praldege that had permitted clergy sexual
misconduct to continue. This is an important dyrab@cause it identifies women'’s voices and
organizing efforts as one of the critical sourcegawer among UUs. While the UUWF and the
Women and Religion Committee were the “kick-asgitoggent within the UU community. That
same power and militancy does not appear to beprésday among women activists and more
diplomatic strategies have replaced the “in-yowefanodus operandi of earlier years. The
Women and Religion Committee is no longer a natibody although several districts have
very strong and viable district-wide Women and el Committees. The UUWF remains the
sole, and by far, strongest voice for UU women.iBes providing funding to feminist/womanist
activists and scholars, the UUWF's primary focidgdancludes: reproductive rights, violence
against women and sex education. However, itradegjically poised to wield organizational

power for women. The power from the periphery tefimes more powerful than the

% Cynthia Grant Tucker, “Women and the Unitarianisgnsalist Ministry: A Historical Overview,” in
Leaping From Our Spheres: The Impact of Women oitaldan Universalist Ministry, ed, Gretchen Woods
(Boston: UUMA, 1998), 48.

**Ibid. 49.
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institutional power held by institutions such asAllActivists on the periphery remain free to
draw strength from numerous resources. Furtherntioeg do not have to worry about
jeopardizing their livelihood. Those in the cengrch as UUA, are dependent on its power for
their strength. UUWF draws its strength from tleeighery and multiple constituencies. They
can be appropriately outraged and engage in adyad#dwout having to consider the effects on
their livelihood. Becoming financially astute anehgrating fund sources that are not strictly tied
to UUA provides a financial base.

The UUA’s appointment of Reverend Diane Millerli®93 as the Director of Ministry,
an influential position also brought a feministdlugyical perspective to UUA along with other
colleagues at a time when it helped to emphasizehianging cultural norms that had for some
time included more women. Another female minisReyerend Carolyn S. Owen-Towle, was
the first woman to run as a candidate for the Begsiy, the highest office in the UUA. While
she ran unsuccessfully against Reverend John Bighaaother woman candidate would not run
again until 2000 when Reverend Diane Miller res@yher position as Director of Ministry to
run against the first African- American candid&eyerend William Sinkford. Along with a gay
white male minister, UUA members were polarizeduambissues of race, gender and sexual
orientation. One can draw interesting historicabpals to the era of Susan B. Anthony when
she and other women suffragists withdrew their ¥@tem Black males to support the vote for
white women’s emancipation. Unfortunately, the ighand politics created some strong
polarizations among key constituents that undegratlrcumstances would have supported any
one of these capable candidates. At the 2001 GMtrabers spoke and Reverend William

Sinkford was elected the first African-American $tdent of the UUA.
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While women provided the accountability and owgnsto push the UUA toward
addressing clergy sexual misconduct, neither thé& dor UU women have embraced a
conceptual framework that centers its work in #dity of victim/survivors lived experiences.
While the UUWF and some committee members have plwarad the cause of victim/survivors
they have failed to bring victim/survivors into ¢eaship in a critical mass. The token
victim/survivor is usually included on Committeexlaheir voices are added to panels and other
critical venues. While this takes nothing away fritna efforts of individual women advocates,
the overall leadership of the UUAs efforts is qtiletty much in the hands of staff, a few
advocates and in general non-victim/survivors. dhly places where this researcher noticed a
considerable gathering of victim/survivors was &kend retreat for women who have
experienced clergy sexual misconduct called, “Ighishg Sacred?” This retreat grew out of the
experience of two survivors of UU clergy sexual enisduct. The other was at “Second Circle”
gatherings that provide safe space for victimderigy sexual abuse and their supporters.

UUAs definition for survivor identifies severabgies of healing that include: 1) person’s
safety, 2) reconciliation of the person’s story &ydestoration of their community. What is
missing from this model is the recognition thattdithe individual healing is the opportunity
for the individuals to transform their individualffering and trauma into acts of social activism.
The telling of women'’s stories is a powerful wayteak the conspiracy of silence and give
voice to victim/survivors. However stopping sharaativism renders a very individual
treatment of the experience as opposed to the poigacial change that comes with social
activism. Developing survival mechanisms that @vale gender oppression addresses the spirit
of the conceptual framework of feminist theologyh¥ the option to engage in social activism

should always be voluntary it must be presentguhaisof the woman'’s education.
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Victim/survivors involvement in speak-outs, rallissipport groups, and court advocacy is an
extension of the empowerment model that testiiespersonal is political and the political is
personal. Likewise, individual and institutionalacige must be viewed using a similar
conceptual framework, that is, the dialecticaltietsship between the two provides a dynamic
tension juxtaposes one against the other.

So what would accountability to victim/survivomok like using a feminist theology
conceptual framework? Since UUA has not utilizedifest theology this researcher draws on
examples outside of UUA. In the Battered Women’s/bhoent batterers programs that seek to
address violence against women using an empowenmmaahe| solicit the wisdom and
accountability of battered women advocates. Whatsdbis accomplish? By doing so male allies
demonstrate their willingness to take leadershgpdirections from women and thus begin a
process of publicly letting go of some of their mplivilege. This small effort to redistribute
power challenges the socialization of male acsvisat have oftentimes internalized notions of
female misogyny and thus male power. This procésgamining power dynamics forces an
internal and external confrontation within maleesllas they begin to reflect on male privilege
and reconfigure and dismantle power dynamics. Rienvery beginning this dismantling of
male privilege sets into motion a paradigm shidit grovides a different model for institutional
and individual power. The societal norms grantirajes power and privilege are so pervasive
that male activists can come up in women'’s spagels 8 women’s movements and expect to
assert their power and privilege. Those individuladég are not sincere do not stay around
because it is simply too much trouble to have taltlthe work necessary to be accountable to

women and keep ones ego under control. Contrafiialp ego around women is an important
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intervention in male privilege for males who hae=b socialized to believe they are more
intelligent and capable leaders. The process edikéned to peeling an onion layer by lajfer.

While this researcher saw evidence of understgraliout power dynamics in UUAs
institutional response to clergy sexual miscondete did not appear to be any understanding
about institutional power. A feminist theology ceptual framework goes beyond an
affirmative action model that would simply requae institution to hire a victim/survivor as an
advocate and fill a quota. This is a more systaratempt to begin to address and dismantle
(male) hegemonic power in ways that is so uncorabbetthat it disrupts up old power

paradigms, sometimes precluding many organizagers engaging this process.

Power and Control - Analysis

“Who holds the power in this congregation?” Whileas a simple enough question,
almost without exception UU board members strugghen unsuccessfully, to answer this
guestion posed by the researcher. Very seldomhéigiame themselves without extensive
probing. This researcher believes that UUs’ relumtato name and claim their power originates
in the desire to be non-hierarchical, honor the a@atic process and their emphasis on equity.
UUs’ in proportion to their total numbers possesksproportionate amount of power and
privilege derived in part from their socio-econorsiatus. While these factors alone are glaring
indicators of privilege, the final, and in this @ascher’ opinion, the most important indicator of
privilege is many UUs apparent lack of awarenessiatheir power. Such unawareness about

white skin privilege, class and other privilegea i®ed flag. With historically marginalized

% For one of the best examples of males that haeer teing this work over the long haul and are
genuinely committed to the process contact: Mepj8tg Violence, Inc. msv@menstoppingviolence.org
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populations, such as people of color, there is atradypervigilence about these factors. The
lack of awareness among people of color can caggtive consequences that potentially can
impact their very survival.

Thus, the model is flipped for people of color aviutes. It is a luxury not to be aware of
these privileges or the lack of them. This laclawhreness fits with the general unwillingness to
address internal class issues. In order to fottklsigaddress these issues UUs would have to
acknowledge their privileged status and the impiliees of wealth redistribution. These are
difficult issues for white liberal middle class An@ans. And they are made more difficult for
white middle class American UUs who want to genlyineew themselves as the champions of
the poor and oppressed. Thus, power dynamics ewilain the last frontier of understanding for
the UUA and its ministers since clergy sexual mmkeet is about power and the misuse and
abuse of power. Thus the UUA would benefit in fferes to shift from viewing the problem as
one “out there” to looking “in side.” Uncoverinigg dynamics of power and privilege related to
race, class and gender within the context of UUsno easy task nor are they solely relegated
to the issue of clergy sexual misconduct. It iseved that based on analysis of the interviews
and archival documents that clergy sexual miscanidue problem deserving the UUAs
attention and requiring a systematic approachadieate. Linking gender and class in a manner
that does not reduce gender to class involves l&enlga that could inform the UUAs

institutional response to clergy sexual misconduct.

Findings about Process
Research findings about the process that is trigghepon identifying suspected clergy
sexual misconduct appears to have undergone mamgeh over the years. In earlier years there
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was no point person to track down responsibilitythe portfolio of clergy sexual misconduct.
That has been corrected. The Director of CongregaltiServices is the institutional point person
for complaints on clergy sexual misconduct. Sinlylathere was no crisis response in place.
Now the Director of Congregational Services follgquvstocols to initiate a process. Institutional
protocols are still not standardized and greatjyetel on the resources of the district and the
experiences or lack of same of the District Exe®uti

Another factor that affects the response is wieoctbrgy sexual misconduct is reported
to. A congregation may report the clergy sexualomsluct to the District or to the UUA. Most
typically, either of those two parties notifies thiber. But in earlier years there have been times
when the right hand did not know what the left haras$ doing. A more coordinated response is
evidenced on the national level and on the didieMl. However, there is certainly room for
improved coordination between the two which hasiadenced in recent times. However,
depending on the resources of the individual Dusthe protocols may still vary on the District
level and be district driven

Another previous protocol that complainants somes found distressing involved the
resignation of misconducting ministers. Why wowemyone be disappointed if the minister
chose to simply resign? In the past, once a misaciimdy minister resigned before their hearing
they could not be charged. Such protocol has $irea changed and the UUA will in fact

proceed with charges whether the individual resmgnsot.

Legal Considerations
A legal issue that Reverend Lucinda Duncan hiditéig has to do with the UUA’s legal
guidance. Lawyers, given who they are, tend telvatosely for issues of liability. Duncan
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noted that the legal advice has sometimes influtioe UUA'’s institutional response in favor of
the institutional well-being. To provide any furfds the victim/survivor would indicate guilt

and thus the UUA'’s protocols did not allow finari@apport for the victim/survivor. However,
the misconducting minister and his wife were preddunding for marital counseling. This
example points out a fundamental failure of the UidAenter its response in a victim/survivor
focus that utilizes the values of feminist theoldiggt places the woman or victim/survivor at the
center of its analysis. Advocacy for victim/survis@ppeared to be one of the weakest links in
the UUA's response to clergy sexual misconduct.damrs statement clearly addresses similar
concerns and she aligns herself with the victinvisor in her observation that expresses her
concerns that the UUAs legal counsel, holds agstispriority the “protection of the Association
from suit.” While this may not be the intentiontbe UUA the fact that the recommendations to
implement an advocates program and provide fundgidam/survivors was not implemented
guestions the nature of the conceptual framewakttie UUA is operating from. The safe
Congregations Panel sent a letter on January 2 id@uring about the status of its
recommendations. One of its concerns was the tegdtof victim/survivors and complainants
and whether “justice and restoration are possineittims.” The Panel has been very
supportive of the UUA and appears to have enjoyled@rable and mutually supportive
relationship to date. However, it is the contentdithis researcher that victim/survivors and
their advocates have cause for concern. The camaepamework that the UUA is operating
from at the most can produce some basic policypaodedural changes over the short term.
Furthermore, it can and has created a few strdatbheanges that make it more difficult for
misconducting clergy to retain their fellowship ermonvicted of clergy sexual misconduct.

However, without an analysis that questions thg faindations of power and fails to reflect on
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a theology of power as a faith community, it is nety likely that the UUA can shift the UU
culture toward a vision of justice. Such a cultungtead thrives on individualism, challenging

authority, denial of institutional and personal goyand a distrust of rules/guidelines.

Recommendations

Three key recommendations emerged from this relsgapject. Several other
recommendations, too important to dismiss, wilbdszussed following the primary
recommendations. The primary recommendations, exffésr possible consideration in
addressing the UUAs efforts to eliminate clergyusgxnisconduct, roughly fall in three
categories: restorative justice, theological reitets and victim/survivors empowerment:

1. Restorative Justice - Conduct a follow-up sesgiith the “think tank” on “Restorative
Justice.” Invite some scholars and practitioneas tfave a well developed grasp of the
concepts. Have them present and pick their br&iagelop a plan of action on training
the think tank, UUA staff, District Field Staff, misters and seminaries;

2. Theological Reflections - Reconvene the Sektlalcs Seminar to initiate theological
reflections and invite feedback from laity, clergpd seminarians for the purpose of
compiling collections of theological reflections olergy sexual misconduct.
Representation should be solicited from the divérselogies comprising UUism,
beginning with the primary theologies, humanisnmlebased religions, Buddhism and
Christianity. Invite sermons and papers on powekadyics and engage in theological
reflections on said topic with the intention of emstanding how to place
victim/survivors at the center of an analysis aftijce that allows the UUA to break ranks
and stand with the victim/survivors. This will bed different conversation and allow
the UUA to reconfigure social relations. Possilblig tconversation and the one on
Restorative Justice are one and the same.

3. Victim/Survivors Empowerment — Provide fundiagvictim/survivors and congregations
that experience clergy sexual misconduct. Provieling to encourage leadership
opportunities for victim/survivors to assume owigrsaround advocacy in the larger
network of victim/survivors. Encourage and provig#working with other faith
communities and activist organizations working tadécate clergy sexual misconduct.
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Additionally, other important areas for considematinclude: education and training,
interventions, and transparency. Education anditrgi— While the laity was not the focus of
this research, future research focused on laityhtrbg helpful in examining the role and
responsibilities of laity in helping to set apprape boundaries to prevent clergy sexual
misconduct. Funding and convening an interdiscgsiimational conference on clergy sexual
misconduct in the next two to five years allow gA to expand its understanding of clergy
sexual misconduct and explore what other faith camtres are doing about this serious issue
that saps the fiscal and human resources. Inuisitio key feminist/womanist scholars,
theologians and activists from the faith commuaitg seminaries to present papers and
workshops would create the opportunity to gendtstery and praxis. Extending invitations to
all the denominations and faith communities promat@laborative efforts to eradicate clergy
sexual misconduct. Providing district wide crilgams to conduct education and provide
support in conjunction with District Field Staffglug and after misconduct is an important
protocol that currently exists but must be reinéakc Finally, trust is the first casualty in clergy
sexual misconduct. Thus, promoting transparenoydest the UUA and congregations through
publicizing annual statistics on clergy sexual rarstuct and the status of said cases will serve to
nurture a culture of trust.

This researcher agrees with the words of Kay gJomiery, Executive Vice President of
UUA, and so this report concludes with her simpid telling words, “Our work in this area
(clergy sexual misconduct) is far from complete.”

For those among us who have experienced abuse

-- we are truly sorry

For those among us who have inflicted abuse

-- may new learning and grace redeem us
For those of us who have stood by in silence
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-- give us the courage of our voice
From this day forward may we be creators of safe sacred space.

- Donnna DiSciullo, a leader in the Unitarian Unisadist campus ministry and a
retired minister wrote these words for the religi@ommunity.
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