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GEORGE H. PEARSON 
P. O. BOX 2256 


WICHITA. KANSAS 67201 


(316) 832·5227 


September 14, 1979 

Mr. Samuel L. Blumenfeld 
171 west 7th Street 
Boston, Massachusetts 02127 

Dear Sam: 

It was good to see you and I was delighted to learn 
that Devin-O'Hair will be publishing your book. 

Enclosed is some correspondence that will be of interest 
to you. I don't know if I have permission to share it 
with you, so please treat it confidentially. I send 
it along because I believe that it reinforces my point 
that the book should in some form or another include 
documentation for your research. 

Sincerely, 

6~ - r-
GHP:dmj 

Enclosures - Adams Letter 2/14/79 
Weston-Jones Letter 2/15/79 
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February 14, 1979 

Reverend 	Dick Weston-Jones 
Unitarian Universalist Church 

of Jacksonville 

7405 Arlington Expressway 

Jacksonville, FL 32211 


Dear Dick: 
¥ • . 

, .•..) 	 Over the years, a couple of questions about Unitarian­. .....~~ Universalism have nagged at me. An article I just received 
brings them back to mind. 

, ­
, 

. _ I {I first 	became a Unitarian in 1951, primarily as an ... ! ': 
escape from more orthodox religion. Having a chance to venti ­
late the hostility I had accumulated was a welcome thing. 
During my early association with the church, I was unques­
tioningly enthusiastic. I even listened with some degree 
of amusement at what I thought were peculiar definitions of . " 	 freedom, advanced by other churches--many of whom seemed to 

say that freedom was the right to do the right thing, i.e., 

what we (the Church) think is right. But, gradually,l began 


. to have doubts about the Unitarian concept of freedom as well •,'.. ,.. . . 
I began to wonder whether Unitarians really believe in free­
dom. Official statements emphasize freedom, at least in 
religious belief, and unitarians have always been devoted 
to civil liberties. But in reality, the First Amendment -' 	 plays a rather small part in our lives. In most of the 

important areas of life, Unitarians always seem to come 

out on the side of using state coercion to solve economic 

and social problems. I began to .wonder whether it was not 

a little schizophrenic for an organization to talk so much 

about freedom in religion but practice the opposite of 

freedom in other perhaps more fundamental aspects of life. 


Then I began to wonder if unitarians really do 
believe in religious freedom. If Unitarians have any creed 
at all, it is stated to be the determination not to have a . 
creed. Yet, even here, the Unitarian Church has not seemed 
to be particularly tolerant. I cite Blanchard's books about 
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the Catholic Church that were sponsored and widely publicized 
by the Unitarians. And then too~ Unitarians were at least a 
few years ago the most active force in an organization that 
went under the name of Americans United for Separation of 
Church and State. This organization never seemed to me to 
be fully aware of its stated purpose and often acted in areas 
not strictly concerned with any real threat by the Catholic 
Church to religious freedom in America. In short, from time 
to time I have wondered whether Unitarians have not used the 
political action to promote their own religious beliefs which 
don't seem religious simply because they are considerably more 
secular than those of other organized religions~ 

I have also wondered about the atmosphere within the 
Church itself. Although Unitarians have no written creed, a 
creed exists just as surely as it does in other churches. 
Although (just as in other churches) the pattern differs 
slightly from church to church, a strong well-defined pattern 
exists nevertheless. No traditional Christian could possibly 
feel any more comfortable in a Unitarian Church than a Uni­
tarian could feel in a Christian church. I recognize that 
the situation could not realistically be othen~ise, but the 
fact that tolerance may not rea~ly be possible doesn't justify 
using phrases that do not accurately portray reality. As a 
practical matter the Unitarian Church is not one of real 
freedom or diversity even in religion. 

I have put the foregoing in the form of statements, 
but in reality, the ideas I have stated have existed in my 
mind more as questions than definite conclusions. But there 
was one thing I was relatively sure of; that was, that the 
Church that once really believed in freedom had somehow 
changed. As it evolved, it lost sight of its fundamental 
purpose and became apostatized. 

Yesterday, the latest issue of Reason magazine 
arrived. It contained an article by Samuel ~Blumenfeld 
entitled "Why the Schools Went Public." The article has a 
powerful ring of authenticity and frankly clears up much of 
my confusion about waht "freedom" really means (and ap­
parently has always meant) in the Unitarian religion. 

lfuat still amazes me is hm... an organization devoted 
to a freedom, perversely defined, could have so faithfully 
maintained its purpose for so long a time. It seems odd 
that over the years the generous use of the term freedom 
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in describing the purposes of the church would not have attracted 
more people who know what freedom really means. I hope that 
there is some possibility that at least in the Jacksonville 
Church, the Unitarian religion can begin to reoognize the 
social potential of true freedom. 

Sincerely, 

. .; 

. ~lVHA:dp . 
Enclosure ")0 ,~• 

. '. 
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UNITARIAN UNIVERSALIST CHURCH OF JACKSONVillE 
7A0!5 ARLINGTON EXPRESSWAY JACKSONVILLE. FLORIDA 322.1' 

IS February, 1979 

Mr. 'Hilliam H. Adams III II.,1·1a honey, Hldlov: & Adams 
Post Office Box 4099 
Jackwnville, Florida 32?02 

,'./ !' 
' t • . . ..Dear Bill: \

; \ ~ 
Thanks for your letter ard the copy of th e\larticle by Blumenfeld. 

I am certain I v[ould not have been am:r€ of it if you had not brought it 
to my attention .. HOrlever, I'm afraid I rove to tell you that Blumenfeld . 
is at best a poor historian; And reading it from my per specti ve, I caught 
a somevTrot p3.ranoid flavor to his writing and adoption of the "Conspiracy 
TheorY" to explain how educational statism was foisted upon us in the 
years of innocence shortly after the birth of our nation. 

Briefly, there ,~s no Unitarian movement from 1805, when he 
says "the most important (intellectual event) in American history: the 
takeover of Har\8.rd by the Unitarians" took place - to 1818 when he 
cr€dits Unitarians wi th "the beginning of the organized move:nent that was 
to culminate in the creation of cur compulsory publiC educational systemo" 
It is clear from his article tm t h3 is talkil'"€ about a highly organized, 
well-coordinated group of religionists with a consistant philosophical 
position tre t empov;ered them through their leaders, tre "H3.rvard-Unitarian 
elite," to reverse tre social structure of the cOlmtry in a few years. 
There had been a gradual transition in many of the paris h crurche~ of 
Yassacru setts tOvJard Unitarian belief s (pr:i.JrBrily non-tri nitar:ia n in their 
most essentia 1 sta tements) from the late eigp. teenth century until 1825 
when the American Unitarian Association "'8.S foonded. At that time it 
was very weak. Most local churches refused to join it because they dis­
trusted the organizational and theological pressures they thought would 
come with the new denomination. In fact, the Ameri~an Unitarians were so 
disorganized as a body at the time that RIQ~enfeld says that Owens t ideas 
vlere "music to the ears ' of th3 Boston Unitarians" (only 5 years after he 
started publishing in Scotland) that they were not even aware of the 
existence of the British Unit<lrians who 'Were slo.,ly emerging on the other 
SIDe of the ocean. Roth the American Unitarian Association and the British 
and Foreign Unitarian Association were officially formed within one day of 000 an­
other inll)25, though they ../ere not a1-13re of tre existence of one another 
at too time (one of the most remark:iole, and trivial coincidences in 
religious history). Yet they rne',., irrrnediately aboot Olmnst trechings'l 

Of course t~ Unitarians did not bwst, full-blown, into 
existence in 18::?5o There was an imIJ orta."1t eVe:1 tat Harm rd in 1805 ;..h en 
the Rev. Henry i-lare was appointed to the Hollis Professorsnp. He was 

* at least in regard to Unitarianism 
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the liberal candidate. There is no confusion abm t that. 3ut the 
definitive history of Unitarianism, by Earl Horse Hilbur, S3.ys "Hare was 
!mown to be an Arian, rut when tJ-e orthodox charged trot he was a Unitarian, 
the charge was indignantly denie d as a calumny." It was another 10 years 
before the term Unitarian began to be used by tre liberals to describe 
thernsel ves, and not unti 1 tm decision in the Dedham COill't case in 1820 
did the emerging Unitarians gain tre right to cmtrol t.~e church pro;lerty 
of local churches in Hass3.chusetts i-lhere the orthodox had wi thdrawn fran 
t~ churc.~es. Thrcughout this pff'iod, the liberals-to-become- Unitarians 
were much more intere sted in defending t re ir right s i.'1 theolOGical argu­
ments, and maintaining their OWl. rather privileged positions in SJciety 
than they were in changing society. Acca'd:L"lg to ",liTher: 

In belief they had vt. th onG accord abandmed the doctrine of 
the Trinity, and were rapidly lea. ving Arianism behind; but on 
other doctrinal points there was great di versi ty, s mce thEY 
were liberal and undogmatic in spirit, though adva"se to the 
dogr.as of Calvinism. In fact they valued Unitarianism more 
for its freedom than for its cbctrine. Belonging generally 
to the conservative class, socially and politically they were 
disposed to be canplacent and self-confidEnt, and fel t moved 
by no eager desire to make con V'::!rts to their religion or to urge 
it upon others; but their main emphasis was upon uprightness of 
moral character, while they were given to philanthropic causes 
and tre general welfar~, were devoted to genEral intere st s, 
faithful to civic duties, and generous to cases of pri va te need. 
(A History of Unitarianism, In Transylvania, England and America,
p: 436) - - ­

In short, trey were the least likely, as a body, to try to bring about 
the socbl change Blumenfeld credits trem wi tho There were, of course, 
individua Is among them \...r1O promoted various ro cial causes, many of m om we 
honor today for their fore sight. Those people did work to establish public 
schools, universal suffer-age, improved living conditions in prisons and 
trrotment fo;' the m~ntally ill, abolition of s]avery. :dlt in every case 
they were opposed by rr.~y of their fellow Unitarians, often by the majority 
of those with p01-ler in tre churches. There simply was no Unitar:i3n roc:i31 
position with a "Harvard-Unitarian elite_" leading the people of till church. 
Further more, Blumen ieId is completely wro ng in ascribing certain beliefs to 
those early day Unitarians and suggesting trn d:i.r ection tJ-e ir leader s were 
trying to go. In regard to education, I can only point to the remarks by 
'tlilliam Ellery Channing to the Sunday School Society in, I belie ve 1837, 
though my copy is not dated. Char.:1ing 18S tre pre -eminent leader of the 
Unitarians from IB19 unti 1 his dEB th in 1853: 

Never forget that the child is a rational moral free being, 
am thl. t the great End of education is to awaken rational and 
moral energy wi thin him, an::i to lead him to tiE free choice of 
the right, to the free determination of himself to truth and 
duty. The chUa is not a piece of W3.X to be moulded at another's 
plea sur 0, not a stone to be he'NT1 passively into any shape which 
the caprice and intere st of othor s may dicta te; but a living, 
thinkL'1g beir-g, made to act from principles in his 0'Wl1. heart, 
to distinguish for himself betl~en good and evil, between truth 
and falseho?J, to form himself... to be iJ:1 an imrortant Se1se the 
author of his own character, tne determmer of his O\-}I1 future 
being. This most important vi;o '~ of the dJ ild should re ver 
fQrs,'!l\e. the t~ch~r_ "- _He_ L.is~ a ~r..e_e mor(a}L.~_g_eo~t!. !,,~~__ ~ur end I I~' 
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I cbn't claim to be a historian of Unitarianism, but I lmow 
tha t !3lumcnfeld is wrong in mtlch of ..hat he says about Unitarians and 
their position in the first half of tre 19th century. The infcrlTBtion to 
prove that is readily at h3.nd, and well documented. Fcrthermore, my own 
position on the que stion is radically opposed to his. I do not lamm t the 
development of public education, and I would be delie}:1ted if he cO'..lld show 
that Unitarians were the important group tra t brought it about. His 
comments smack of the kind of marges trot those early day liherals lad 
to put up .lith from the orthodox, end I suspect they are the sour ces he 
used. Respon!Jible scholarship 1-lould not rove permited the kind of sur;gestion 
of monolith ic or coor-dina ted belief st:r-uctu.re s that he m3.k es o 

In the field of education, I believe he is equally distant 
from the truth. His interest in proving a novel position per:nits him to 
turn his om lack of background into an advanta ge (II It took me a full year 
to get a handle on all of th is, mainly because nothing in my pre vious 
reading or education had prepared me for what I was to uncover. lI ) I 
cannot take the time to check his claims, and frankly, given his irresponsi­
bility in treatment of the Unitarians, I don't have much intere st in doing 
that. However, I believe he is incorrect about his claims th3.t "parents 
h3.d the freedom to en oose whatever kind of school or education they want ed 
for their children1l for too fi'st 50 years after the fa-mation of our nation. 
He quickly glossed over the black children trapp:d in th e institution of 
sla very, and he i~ared the female children mo were not permited in many 
schools, or beyond Ce" ta in grades. He accepted at face value a Boston 
survey in 1818 which he cIa ims shoHed that 90 percent of the children 
a ttended school. He say s nothing ab Q) t how childre n were defined for the 
purpose of the survey (males only or males and females), how schools were 
defined (we know that J11..'lny Boston schools met one day a 1-leek only, as an 
extmsion of church school), haw the statistics were controlled and 
verified, or how children were even found mo Here not in schools (we lmow 
that many s~veys today are notoriously incomplete in spite of our much 
improved survey methods - and that even the U.S. Sensus is estimated to 
miss a significant percEntage of people .mo don't want to be surveyed). 
He says nothing about the quality of education, a key point in the 1954 
BrO'..rrl vs. Board of Educe tion decisi on vtlich outlawed so-called II separate 
but eoual. 1I And of course he says noth ing about children needing special 
education - the emotionally disturbed, mentally retarded and physically 
handicEl.pped - ...J,.o were not evm considered educable until rec~tlyo 

Bill, I think Blumenthal is a salesman for a particular point 
of view who has dabbled in history in order to co.-ne up with some quot83am 
dotbtful data to justify the position he had already come to, namely, th3.t 
state education is the evil that has brought us all th e problEmS of Statism, 
and that it all goes back to tre liberal IIHar\9.rd-Unitarian elite" who put 
thi s on us. It smacks, in its anti -inte llectual ism, of Spiro Agnew's point ing 
to the \I Radic-Libs" who ha va caused our problEm s. I personally woold be much 
more impre ssed with a philosophi,cal article on why he believes state education 
to be evil, am how private education wOJ.ld free all children - or at least 
those who want to ~e freed - to defiIT! and fulfill the:ir oWl destinies. 

http:eoual.1I
http:uncover.lI
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v,Y. Page 4. That article certainly tooehed a nerve in me. 

Let me bring my comnents to your letter, a JTIl1ch more valid 

expression of a position, in my opinion, than the Blumenfeld article. 


Unitarians have struggled with freedom as much as anybody, 

keeping a fine tension between our parochialism in the specifics t~t it 

seems good to us to believe, and the faith in freedoM it self as a Good. 

In an interest~ novel I have just read (The Hagus), the author, John 

Fowles says in the fareword: -­

God and freedom are totally antipathetic concepts; 
and mEn believe i:1 their irrBginary gods most often 
because trey are afraid to believe in the other 
thing. I am old enough to realize nou that they do 
so sometimes wi th good reason. But I stick by the 
gene" al pr :inciple, am tha t is what I meant to be 
at the hffirt of my story: tffit true freecbm lies 
between each t\-.tJ, neVEr in one alore, ani trerefore 
it can ne ver be ab golute freedom. All freedom, eVEn 
tre most relative, may be a fiction; but mine, and 
still today, prefers the at il'r hypothe sis. 

At any giVEn time, some of us get very invested in the specifics 

of some freedom - or more precisely, moral demand - that they feel will lead 

to greater freedan on the part of hurran beings. Thus, oppositi on to authori­

tarianism by Blandl3.rd (.Tho I believe is not a Unitarian though his books 

'.'Ere publiffi ed by geacm), opposition to the Vietnam H2..r, support for sex 

education in the public schools, etc. Some of the specific moral demands 

get murky; one could almost as well claim the goal of Freedom for one si de 

as the other, or freedom from some problem such as hunger- is used to justify 

the imposition of state control. 


In my opinion, tre Unitar:L3.n Universalist movement believes more 
in freedom tron at any time in the pa st. Dur ing our earl:iB st hista' y in this 
l13tjon, the Unitarians insisted upon their riGht to disbelieve in tr.e trinity, 
and in their rieht as indi vidU31s not to ha VB a specific statement of belief 
imposed on them from outside. (That did not, ho,,"ever, stop trem from 
adopting such staterr.ents themselves from time to time W1 ich, not creeds in 
the strict sen se, were CEl'tainly restrictive in defining ei thEl' the heritage 
or the usual belief stru cture existant at that time in tre clurch. The Free 
ReliEious Association, the theological left-wing of the Unitarians, walked 
00 t of a national Assembly in about 1865 and stayed out far ab Ql t 30 years 
because the maj cr it({ insisted upon defining Unitarianl9 as "disci ple s of our 
Lard Jesus Christ. lI ) Today most Unitarian Universali0ts would probably 
agree .a th my statement that we believe that we grow through oor differEnces 
shared as well as thrQlgh those areas in mich -..;e agree Hi.t hone anotrer, and 
no standard of belief wculd be acceptable as a condi ti on of rrember ship or 
as a definition of what Unitar ians usU3l1 y believe. There is a high tolerance 
for life style s am beliefs in a wide range, much wider Uan eve" befare. 
It is true tr.a t some persm s would not feel mmfortabl e wit h us, but that 
is not tre sarre as being tola-ated by us or accepted as having rights equal 
to us. I think one of the problems is thnt it takes a fajrly high level of 
self -respect and comfortable ness fOJ ' an individual to assert beliefs tmt 
differ from those of others around him/her. Hast people seek others "'ho v:i 11 
reinfor ce the specifics of the ir btliefs, or flee to isola ted indi vidU3.1ism 
r o, thor than livi n~ in the a:nbi' of a diverse ou ften me t 

http:Christ.lI
http:Blandl3.rd
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Sorry I can't find tffi "ring of authenticity" in Blumenfeld's 
art icle as you do. I went into rather D"ea t length to explain why. I 
believe the Uni tar:ia ns Here ah.e.y s a much more diverse folk thl n he does; 
I think they still are. He do indeed have great comm:malny in 01..U' 

rnibboleths, ti'E grols trat we value hiBhest. But the ways we hope to 
achieve those eoals remain vary diverse, as is obvious to me in tre ways 
that Unitarian Univer salis ts invest tre i.r lives. 

I' ye gme on so long I may rn. ve to re-vrri te this for a sermon. 
Don't be surprised if you hear it some Sunday. 




