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Foreword 

This document is one of several produced by the Independent Abuse Review Panel 
(IARP).  The others are: 

February 23, 2010   

Suggestions Toward Development of a Model for Risk Management for the PC 
(USA) regarding Allegations of Abuse on Past Mission Fields 

Confidential report presented to the General Assembly Mission Council 
Executive Committee of the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) in response to the 
GAC Executive Committee’s action 9-EC-92808, recorded in the September 28, 
2008 minutes. 

October 2010  

 Need-to-Know Report:  PC(USA) 

This Report is a highly confidential document with information on mission fields, 
accused individuals, and offenders distributed only to the PC(USA).  This 
information is shared for the purpose of facilitating ongoing investigation as 
reports of abuse or additional information are received in the future. 

 
 Need-to-Know Report: Cameroon 

 Need-to-Know Report:  Congo 

 Need-to-Know Report: Thailand 

These three Need-to-Know Reports are highly confidential documents and may 
be provided only to such individuals who “can demonstrate a persuasive interest 
in the review of the pertinent mission field conducted by the IARP.”  Copies of a 
Need-to-Know Report for a particular mission field were furnished to witnesses 
who had provided information related to that mission field, and who had signed 
Witness Agreements with the IARP, according to provisions in the Witness 
Agreement.  Other individuals interested in a copy of a Need-to-Know Report for 
a particular mission field must request the report from the General Assembly 
Mission Council Executive Director.   A form for this purpose is included at the 
end of the Final Report. 

December 2010 

Supplement to the Final Report of the Independent Abuse Review Panel of the 
Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) 

This report will provide additional reference material on the Panel’s Charter, 
method of conducting inquiries, and forms and letters used by the Panel.  It will 
be furnished by the Panel to witnesses who signed a Witness Agreement.  Others 
may request a copy from the PC(USA). 

 



IARP Final Report October 2010  iv	  

 

December 2010 

Suggestions Toward Development of a Model for Prevention for the PC(USA) 
regarding Allegations of Abuse on Past Mission Fields 

Confidential report presented to the General Assembly Mission Council 
Executive Committee of the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) in response to the 
GAC Executive Committee’s action 9-EC-92808, recorded in the September 28, 
2008 minutes. 
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Dedication 

 

Chapter 5 of John’s gospel opens with the familiar story of Jesus and his healing on the 

Sabbath of a man who had been lame for 38 years.  However, it is the immediate physical 

setting of Jesus’ action that has especial relevance to the inquiry described in this report.  

The unidentified man is in Jerusalem, lying by the Sheep Gate where there is a pool, 

known as Bethesda or Bethsaida, with its five covered entrances.  This was the gathering 

place, John tells us, for those who were blind, lame, and paralyzed.  Here, they waited in 

anticipation of an intermittent stirring of the pool.  The popular tradition was that when 

the water was disturbed supernaturally by an angel of God, whoever stepped into the 

water first would be healed.  Only when the water was troubled were people made well.  

 

The first ones who came forward to their church – adults who had been victimized while 

they were children of parents serving on the mission field, parents whose children had 

been abused, and missionaries of conscience – were the divine agents who stirred the 

waters to make for the possibility of wrongs being righted, of broken lives being mended.  

Their dignified and plaintive voices disturbed the outward calm and serenity of the 

denomination’s pool.  Their individual acts of courage collectively became the angel’s 

opportunity for their church’s leaders to step into the stirred up waters.  The stepping in 

of those leaders eventually became this nearly seven-year inquiry.  And as this inquiry 

stirred the waters of past mission fields, many others came forward to step in, too. 

 

The heartening words of the driving African American spiritual capture the vision of all 

who would gather at the Bethesda pool:  “Wade in the water. / Wade in the water, 

children. / Wade in the water. / God’s gonna trouble the water.” 
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To those who came forward to the PC(USA) with reports of past abuse:  Your courage 
and faith in approaching the Church provides the opportunity for the PC(USA)’s 
response. 

 

 

To all of the members of the General Assembly (Mission) Council Executive Committee 
and PC(USA) staff, since 1999, who envisioned, established, and supported first the 
Independent Committee of Inquiry, then the Independent Abuse Review Panel, to engage 
in fact-finding in order to 

pursue the truth, encourage healing, and promote justice on behalf of those 
making allegations and those accused. 

further the integrity of the mission and witness of the Presbyterian Church 
(U.S.A.)1 

 

 

To all those who chose to participate in the Panel’s work:  Your faith in and commitment 
to these purposes is the foundation upon which the Panel’s fact-finding rests.   

 

 

 

The Panel is deeply grateful to all of these people: Their courage, persistence, faith, and 
support have made this Final Report possible. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 Charter for the Independent Abuse Review Panel for Allegations of Past Misconduct 
Related to the Staff and Dependents of the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) Worldwide 
Ministries Division and its Predecessor Bodies, herein after referred to as Charter, 
Section IV. Nature. 
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Executive Summary 
Final Report of the Independent Abuse Review Panel 

Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) 
October 2010 

 
This Final Report of the Independent Abuse Review Panel (IARP) of the Presbyterian 
Church (U.S.A.) summarizes fact-finding inquiries conducted since 2004 into reports of 
past physical and sexual abuse on Presbyterian mission fields. 

The reports received by the IARP were varied, and complex.  They spanned a 40-year 
period of time and 10 different mission fields.  Thorough investigation of the reports 
required, at various times, the effort of multiple groups of people, both within and outside 
of the Presbyterian Church:   

• Victims weighing the personal costs of coming forward;  
• Those accused of abuse debating risk in deciding whether or not to participate; 
• Families of these individuals facing immediate stresses and longer- term 

uncertainties; 
• Church communities providing sustenance and support for people struggling with 

unspoken, yet deeply personal issues and painful effects;  
• Mission administrators, some looking back over the past choices and others 

looking to present and future challenges; 
• Current Church staff, negotiating the Panel’s independence even while offering 

support, cooperation, and assistance whenever possible; 
• Other denominations re-discovering cooperative mission ties and commitments 

from the past in the form of joint sponsoring of facilities for missionary kids 
(MKs); and, 

• The Presbyterian family of faith as it becomes aware of and reacts to the efforts of 
their national entity to wrestle with uncomfortable truths and frightening realities. 

The Final Report, then, mirrors the past 7 years in all of these ways.  The pages that 
follow form a whole that is complex, and nuanced, with interlocking components.  It 
requires a careful reading of the whole in order to appreciate the full context of the parts. 

* Past, Present and Future:  

The Final Report addresses reports of past abuse.   

The Final Report represents a slice of the present; the IARP is still a functional 
entity and will be over the next three months as the Panel transitions its ongoing 
investigative work to the PC(USA) and completes some of the tasks outlined in 
the Charter.   

The issues discussed in detail here have real and serious implications for the 
future.  The Church will no longer be able to say they do not know how abuse 
happens to children on the mission field.  It will not be possible for Presbyterians 
to claim ignorance of the far-reaching effects of abuse in the lives of individuals, 
families, and mission communities. 
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* What happened then and what to do now: 

The Final Report contains information on the 131 reports the Panel received, the 
decisions made, and the Panel actions that flowed from those decisions. 

Even with the changes in the world, in the Church, and in mission service over the 
past 40 years, there are direct and important lessons for now and the future to 
learn from the breadth and depth of the Panel’s inquiries.  The Final Report 
includes recommendations for improvement and prevention. 

* Who is responsible for what: 

The Final Report addresses past actions and inactions, current effects and 
consequences, and future choices for individuals and collective entities, adults and 
children, those who committed abuse and those who were in possession of 
information and could have intervened, or intervened more effectively.  

The Final Report contains public information on reports.  The Panel has authored 
Need-to-Know Reports for three mission fields, Cameroon, Congo, and Thailand, 
which are available only to members of those mission communities who are 
directly affected by events reported to the Panel.  The Panel has also authored a 
more detailed PC(USA) Need-to-Know Report containing information helpful to 
the Church as it moves forward with investigations and support of those affected. 

The Final Report is divided into two Parts, which will offer opportunities for readers to 
pursue various interests at different times.  Readers will begin in different places – for 
some, chronological order; for others, specific section of interest.  The Panel hopes, 
however, that this Final Report will offer the opportunity to return for further reflection 
using other styles and approaches over time. 

Part 1 contains information on the Panel and the process of investigation: 

 Introduction: Orientation to the issue of child abuse and the Final Report. 

Panel:  The Panel’s structure, scriptural and faith foundation, membership, and 
processes. 

Investigative process: Underlying principles, outreach as a critical part of inquiry, 
and the Panel’s investigative methods. 

Resources: Information from witnesses and archives in the fact-finding process. 

Decision-making:  Panel protocols for notification of third parties, finding of fact, 
and naming those responsible where the Panel has concluded that abuse occurred. 

Part 2 contains information on the Panel’s conclusions: 

Context for the reports: Contextual features from investigation, Church, 
missionary, and missionary kid (MKs) perspectives that are important to 
understand before reading specific conclusions and recommendations. 
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Summary:  Overall information on reports, parties to the reports, and Panel 
activity and decisions. 

Mission fields:  Reports from and conclusions pertinent to specific mission fields: 
 Cameroon 
  Congo 
  Egypt 
  Ethiopia 
  India 
  Kenya 
  Mexico 
  Pakistan 
  Thailand 
  Zambia 
 
Themes:  Issues that transcended individual mission fields – Third Culture Kids 
(TCKs), MKs, boarding schools, the effects of abuse, and offender patterns. 
 
Concluding comments and afterword 
 
Recommendations:  Those offered by witnesses and those offered by the Panel. 

 

The IARP offers this Final Report with deep respect for each person and entity touched 
by the difficult issues discussed here.  The purpose of gathering and reporting this 
information at this time is to move each of us and all of us forward toward the fullness 
and richness of life given to us and promised for us by God. 
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Glossary and terms 

Denominations: 
  

PC(USA):  Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.)   
Current Presbyterian entity chartering this inquiry 

 
Predecessor denominations: 
 

PCUSA: Presbyterian Church in the United States of America 
UPCNA:  United Presbyterian Church in North America 
 
 The PCUSA and UPCNA merged in 1958 to form the UPCUSA. 
 
UPCUSA:  United Presbyterian Church in the United States of America 
PCUS:  Presbyterian Church in the United States 
 
 The UPCUSA and the PCUS merged in 1983 to form the PC(USA). 
 

PC(USA) investigating bodies: 
 

ICI: Independent Committee of Inquiry, which preceded the IARP. 
 
IARP or Panel:  Independent Abuse Review Panel, the author of this Final Report. 

 
PC(USA) entities: 
 

PHS:   
Presbyterian Historical Society, official Presbyterian archives.   
The Panel reviewed files in Montreat, former location, and Philadelphia, 
current location of all PHS archives. 

 
Mission fields: 
 

Congo:   
Congo was known as Zaire from 1965-1997.  For simplicity’s sake the 
Panel has referred to this mission field as Congo throughout the entire 
period of time of our inquiry, even though Congo was Zaire for part of this 
time. 
 

Cameroon: 
The Panel has used this current spelling of this country throughout the 
entire period of time of our inquiry, even though there have been different 
spellings and different nomenclature for parts of the country during this 
time. 
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Chiang Mai: 
 The Panel has used the current spelling of this city in Thailand, although 
 it is spelled numerous ways in the archival records. 
 
 

Roles: 
 

Victim:  
When referring to those who experienced abuse, the Panel has used the 
word victim.  We have not used the word survivor.  Individuals who have 
experienced abuse vary in their preferences about how they should be 
described, and one person may change their preferences over time.  For 
this reason, we have used victim as descriptive of a role.  This allows 
individuals to decide for themselves if another word is more appropriate.  

 
Offender:   

Many words are used to describe those who have abused others:  
perpetrator, molester, and abuser are some of the other designations.  The 
Panel chose to use offender, because it is consistent with professional 
literature. 
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PART 1:   How the PC(USA) and the IARP addressed reports of and  
  questions about child abuse on past mission fields. 
 
A. Introduction: Receiving reports and questions. 
 
Reality of child abuse 

Child sexual and physical abuse is a sad reality in our world.  It is far too 

prevalent, enough so in the United States that the Centers for Disease Control considers 

child abuse a public health problem.1  Overall, about 20% of females and 5-10% of males 

experience childhood sexual victimization.2  Churches and their mission fields are not 

immune from this problem.  The fact that the World Health Organization includes 

research on child abuse and neglect in its studies on violence and health attests to the 

universality of child maltreatment. 

The reality of child abuse has its own particular characteristics that interact with 

the processes on mission fields.  At its heart, child abuse, from the child’s perspective, is 

a betrayal of trust and dependency.  Children are born undeveloped, immature, and 

dependent.  Children need safe, stable, and nurturing relationships to learn, develop, and 

grow.3  Disruptions in any of these dimensions – safety, stability, and nurture – can 

hamper development.  Safety, as opposed to neglect or violence, represents freedom from 

fear and harm.   Stability, as opposed to chaos, represents predictability and consistency 

in care-giving.  Nurture, as opposed to hostility, coldness, or rejection, represents warm, 

accepting, availability, and appropriate responses to needs.4  Together, these allow 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 See, for example, Understanding Child Maltreatment Fact Sheet 2010, Center for 
Disease Control and Prevention, National Center for Injury Prevention and Control, 
available at www.cdc.gov/violenceprevention. 
2 World Report on Violence and Health, World Health Organization, Geneva, 2002, page 
64.  [Original citation:  Finkelhor, D. The international epidemiology of child sexual 
abuse.  Child Abuse & Neglect, 1994, 18:409-417.  Finkelhor, D.  Current information on 
the scope and nature of child sexual abuse.  The Future of Children. 1994, 4:31-53.] 
3 Preventing Child Maltreatment through the Promotion of Safe, Stable, and Nurturing 
Relationships between Children and Caregivers, Center for Disease Control and 
Prevention, n.d., page 3. 

4	  Ibid,	  page	  3-‐4.	  
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children to learn to trust other people, within which children can appropriately turn their 

attention to learning and developmental tasks rather than having to focus on their own 

physical survival.  Betrayal leads to mistrust, which, in turn, forces a child to focus on 

what they think they need to do to survive.   

Providing safety, stability, and nurture are challenges for all parents wherever 

they live.  The isolation present on a mission field, however, presents special challenges 

and some unique resources for missionary parents.  The family’s social isolation from 

extended family and other sources of support ass well as the stress of living in a foreign 

culture are risk factors for child maltreatment.  However, the social network of other 

missionaries and other MKs, and the presence of other caring adults to serve as role 

models and mentors can also represent protective factors.5   The overlap of call and 

employment can make parental decision-making in any particular instance more difficult:  

Who has the responsibility to act or provide – God, the church, the missionary parent? 

 

Investigating reports of abuse 

 People who approach the church to report child abuse on a mission field may 

come from any part of the indigenous church / church of missionary parent / missionary 

parent / MK system.  In fact, the Independent Abuse Review Panel (IARP) received 

reports of abuse from individuals in indigenous churches, former denominational mission 

officials, missionary parents, and MKs.  Each reporter brought similar questions.  And, 

because abuse is a relational act involving two people and their roles, the questions 

reporters bring have implications for others in the system. 

 The common questions and concerns that reporters have are these: 

 

1. Is the abuse still occurring?  Reporting is often motivated by a desire to keep an 

offender from harming any other children. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5 Child Maltreatment: Risk and Protective Factors, Injury Prevention and Control: 
Violence Prevention, Center for Disease Control and Prevention, available online at: 
http://www.cdc.gov/ViolencePrevention/childmaltreatment/riskprotectivefactors.html. 
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2. Was there really abuse?  Reporting often reflects a desire to have the church 

acknowledge the reality of what happened. 

3.  How many people were harmed by this offender?  Reporting allows determination of 

the extent of the abuse. 

4. How can abuse be prevented?  Reporting may be prompted by the desire that no other 

child have an abusive experience.  Prevention has two facets:  the church and missionary 

parents.  Both parties’ decisions determine the mission field conditions under which 

children live, so both parties can learn from the past what to improve for children now 

and in the future. 

5.  How can the offender be held accountable?  Reporting may be motivated by a desire 

that the offender recognize the extent and nature of the damage they have caused, be held 

accountable for this damage, and have the opportunity for repentance based on this full 

understanding and accounting of their actions and their consequences. 

 

A report of past child abuse on a mission field to the church raises questions for those 

receiving the report.  These questions are very similar to the questions that reporters 

bring.  Hearing a report may also elicit other common reactions or questions:  How could 

this have happened?  How can trusted members of a mission community abuse children 

in their care?  How can people representing God and interpreting Christ to others abuse 

children?   

Reporters who approach the church or others who react to reports with questions like 

these see the abuse as a problem to be acknowledged and solved.  From this perspective, 

reports are helpful and necessary; they provide information for a more complete 

understanding of a problem that will then allow a better solution. 

Fact-finding investigative committees or panels, like the IARP, are formed in 

response to problem-solving questions like these.  Fact-finding investigations are not the 

same as investigation for disciplinary or adjudicative purposes.  Fact-finding panels seek 

information from individuals and archives as a way of answering questions; their role is 

not to evaluate civil, criminal, or ecclesiastical responsibility.   

In this way, fact-finding is an alternative to other approaches to reports of abuse.  It is 

possible to ignore reports.  This leaves the reporter to bear the burden of the information 
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they wish to share and the questions they have.  The church does not learn how to 

improve, and the presence of unexamined reports undermines the integrity and credibility 

of the church’s mission.   

It is also possible to view reports only from a legalistic perspective, one designed to 

determine civil, criminal, or ecclesiastical responsibility.  This mechanism, when 

employed, may not provide satisfactory answers to questions, and it may not lead to 

effective problem-solving.  The emphasis is on defense, not learning.  

Fact-finding panels are a legitimate, useful means for addressing reports of child 

abuse shared with the goal of problem-solving.  The PC(USA) now has ten years of 

experience with fact-finding panels, and they have proven useful in addressing questions 

in a manner that is productive for both individuals and the church.  This experience is 

discussed in more detail later in this report (Section B, the Panel, and its background). 

The ultimate goal of a fact-finding inquiry is the truth:  To seek and report full 

information answers questions, allowing resolution for the parties who raise the 

questions.   With facts in hand, victims can engage healing more fully, while offenders 

can become more justly accountable, potentially allowing each to experience the rich 

benefit of deeper, more firmly rooted, relationships with family members, with MKs, 

with adult missionaries, with faith communities.  With factual information, churches can 

better prevent current or future abuse. 

The Independent Abuse Review Panel of the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) was 

created to be just such a fact-finding body to investigate reports of child abuse from past 

Presbyterian mission fields.  This is our final public report of facts as we have found 

them.  While we have not answered all of the questions brought to us, we present what 

we have learned in order “to pursue the truth, encourage healing, and promote justice on 

behalf of those making allegations and those accused,” and “to further the integrity of the 

mission and witness of the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.).”6 

 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
6 Charter for the Independent Abuse Review Panel for Allegations of Past Misconduct 
Related to the Staff and Dependents of the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) Worldwide 
Ministries Division and its Predecessor Bodies, adopted June 27, 2003, Section IV. 
Nature.  (Hereafter, referred to simply as Charter of the IARP.) 
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Readers of this report 

There are several audiences for this final report: 

• MKs 

• Missionary parents 

• Other missionaries 

• Mission officials 

• Presbyterians 

• Members of the general public 

Individuals in these groups may have different kinds of overlapping relationships to 

the Panel.  People fall into more than one of these categories: 

• Aware of the Panel’s existence and work or not 

• Supportive of the Panel’s existence and work or not 

• Participant or not 

• Reporter or not 

• Victim or not 

• Offender or not 

• Person supportive of victim 

• Person supportive of offender 

• Person providing general background or contextual information 

The Panel’s hope is that each of the groups, regardless of their relationship to the 

Panel, will find information of value in this report.  The report is written such that each 

chapter builds on issues discussed previously.  The chapters may be informative read on 

their own, but it is the Panel’s hope that readers will eventually return to read previous 

material, as it provides the context for what follows. 

While the chapter on the Panel’s conclusions may be an initial draw to read the 

report, we hope all readers will read on to the chapters on overall conclusions and 

discussions.  These chapters are designed to be educational in nature for anyone 

encountering child abuse. 

To MKs who have been abused, missionary parents, and the mission community 

for a particular mission field, the Panel recommends reading the conclusions for mission 
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fields other than your own.  This broader view of issues and findings in other places may 

further your understanding of your own or other’s experiences. 

To Presbyterians and members of the general public, the Panel hopes that this 

report furthers your understanding of child abuse, regardless of its setting. 

 
 
B. Panel: The people and type of entity charged with addressing the reports and 
questions. 
 
Relationship to the PC(USA) 
 
 The IARP was chartered by the General Assembly (Mission) Council Executive 

Committee on June 27, 2003 in response to a recommendation in the Final Report of the 

Independent Committee of Inquiry (ICI).7  

In the structure of the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.), PC(USA), the IARP is extra-

constitutional, which means that the Panel is not found in the Book of Order, the 

Constitution of the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.).  The Panel is an independent body with 

an establishing document entitled “Charter for the Independent Abuse Review Panel for 

Allegations of Past Misconduct Related to the Staff and Dependents of the Presbyterian 

Church (U.S.A.) Worldwide Ministries Division and its Predecessor Bodies,” known 

more simply as the Charter.   

The Panel was created by the General Assembly Council Executive Committee 

(GACXC), now known as the General Assembly Mission Council Executive Committee 

(GAMCXC), which is the highest “executive branch” entity of the PC(USA).  The 

GAMC, with the Executive Director, directs the programs of the PC(USA); the Executive 

Committee of the GAMC directs the affairs of the GAMC between meetings.  The 

GAMCXC handles ongoing issues, including personnel matters, so chartering the Panel 

is in keeping with its regular responsibilities. 

The Charter was approved on June 27, 2003, and the Panel was staffed and began 

its work in 2004.  The current Charter is in Appendix A.  The Charter outlines the 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
7 ICI Report, p. 114, Recommendation #13 
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structure and function of the Panel, and directs the performance of specific activities.  

The Charter is the referent, authority, and guide for all of the Panel’s work. 

More detailed background information on this recommendation, and the 

formation of the Panel is in the Charter Sections I. Background, and II. Action of the 

Charter (see Appendix A), and in Appendix B, PC(USA)’s Response to 

Recommendations in the Final Report of the ICI. 

 

Framework of Scripture and faith for the Panel’s work 

Throughout this inquiry, members of the Panel were challenged by disturbing 

stories of harms to children, whether committed knowingly or unintentionally, across 

different continents, mission fields, and decades.  The stressful nature of the reports 

required Panel members to discover ways to cope, both individually and collectively.   

Time and again, two primary sources emerged.  First, as people of faith, scripture 

was the most frequent and effective foundation for the Panel’s internal reflections about 

the meaning and significance of these alarming reports from witnesses.  The strongest, 

continuing scriptural theme, flowing like a strong river, was that children are an 

unequivocal gift from God, and are to be cherished and protected consistent with their 

worth in God’s eyes.   

Secondly, the faith of many persons coming forward as witnesses, especially 

those who survived the wounds of abusive acts, to report incidents and express concern 

for others was inspiring.  Witnesses in this inquiry demonstrated remarkable trust and 

hope.  This framework of scripture and faith honors those two sources as informing the 

Panel’s work. 

 
I. Children from perspective of scripture 
 

Children as God’s blessing and gift, and sign of God’s covenant 
 

The role and place of children within the missionary community was a topic the 

Panel actively pursued in witness interviews and archival searches.  While there is no 

explicit theology of children in the Hebrew Scriptures or the New Testament, a survey of 

scripture reveals a consistent and compelling pattern of God’s vision of children: 
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 The call of God to Abraham and Sarah, and the beginning of a covenant between God 

and the people of Israel, Genesis 12, begins with God’s promise of blessing (verses 1-

3) and is extended with a promise of heirs (verse 7).  Although Abraham and Sarah 

are childless (Genesis 15:1-3), God’s covenant contains the promise of an heir and 

descendants as numerous as the stars (verses 4-5).  The moving words of God in 

Genesis 17 reinforce the essential role of children as a sign of the covenant through 

Abraham and Sarah:  “‘I [God] will establish my covenant between me and you, and 

your offspring after you throughout their generations, for an everlasting covenant, to 

be God to you and to your offspring after you.’” (verse 7, New Revised Standard 

Version). 

 God personalizes the covenant for Abraham and Sarah, childless at 100-years-old and 

90-years-old, respectively, by the promise of a blessing in the form of their own child 

(Genesis 17:16).  The birth of Isaac (Genesis 21:1-3) personifies and makes manifest 

God’s promise that Abraham and Sarah shall be blessed and that God’s covenant will 

endure from generation to generation. 

The Panel’s scriptural framework for this report begins with this foundational 

truth:  children are a blessing and a gift from God, and a sign of God’s covenant with the 

people whom God has called. 

 
God’s standard of cherishing children 
 
As the Panel sought to trace the status of children within a series of missionary 

communities and one religious community, i.e., a church denomination, questions 

emerged about the status of children within the communities described in scripture.  

Again, a consistent and compelling pattern of God’s vision emerges, that children are not 

derogated as a means to an end, but are precious in themselves and in their own right: 

 The vulnerability of certain categories of people is explicitly acknowledged in the 

hospitality code of the people of Israel, catalogued in the laws of the covenant.  Their 

God protects those who are defenseless under the law, including resident aliens, or 

sojourners, the widows, and the poor (Exodus 22:21-27).  This listing includes 

orphans (verse 22).  The theme is reflected in Psalm 10, a prayer for deliverance from 

enemies, in which God as ascribed as one who will “do justice for the orphan and the 
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oppressed” (verse 18, New Revised Standard Version).  The theme continues in 

Psalm 82 in which God’s voice commands, “‘Give justice to the weak and the 

orphan; maintain the right of the lowly and the destitute.’” (verse 3). 

 Deuteronomy 6:1-25 is the teaching of Moses to the people of Israel about the first 

commandment regarding God.  The commandment, statutes, and ordinances exist not 

solely for the people, but also for their children and their children’s children (verse 2).  

This portion, which includes the prominent shema (hear) at verses 4-9, is to be recited 

to their children (verse 7).  The requirements for faithfulness include teaching the 

children the story of the people’s deliverance by God and to observe the covenant 

(verse 20).  Vulnerability warrants children God’s protection. 

 The healing miracles of Jesus are not limited to adults who could articulate their faith 

in him as the son of God.  The daughter of a Syrophoenician woman, a Gentile, is not 

even physically present when Jesus is approached by her mother.  Without ever 

encountering Jesus, the child directly receives the benefit of his love in the form of 

her being healed (Mark 7:24-30).  The feeding of the 5,000 with fives loaves of bread 

and two fish is recorded as extending to children (Matthew 14:15-21).  Just as this is 

repeated a chapter later in the feeding of 4,000 with seven loaves and a few small fish 

(Matthew 15:32-38), the miracle again extends to children. 

 It is the nature of children that Jesus cites as the model to which the disciples are 

cautioned to emulate when he critiques their aspiration to be great in the kingdom of 

heaven (Matthew 18:1-4). 

 Jesus teaches the disciples to welcome, or receive, children, and to do so in his name 

(Luke 9:46-48).  He goes on to say that in doing this, they are also welcoming him, 

and also welcoming God who has sent him (verse 48).  When the disciples interfere 

with parents who bring their children to Jesus that they might touch him, Jesus 

affirms their presence by taking the children in his arms, laying hands on them, and 

blessing them (Mark 10:13-16). 

 In John’s gospel, Jesus uses the term “children” as one of endearment to address the 

disciples in the intimate setting of the last supper (13:33), and follows by giving them 

a new commandment, to love one another as he has loved them.  
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 John’s gospel uses the imagery of children to describe the purpose and significance of 

the impending death of Jesus for all people:  “to gather into one the dispersed children 

of God.” (11:52). 

The Panel’s scriptural framework for this report embraces this principle:   
 
God’s standard is that children are cherished and deserving of care.  
 
God’s standard of protecting children 
 

The many reports of harms experienced by the children of missionaries raised a 

poignant question:  Where was God when these children were harmed?  It led the Panel 

to search scripture for signs of God’s intent.  Among many that were instructive, these 

clearly demonstrate that the harm of children is not God’s will, and when they are 

harmed, it is a violation: 

 One of the dramatic stories in the life of Abraham is the test of his faith on a 

mountain in the land of Moriah.  God has instructed him to go there and offer Isaac as 

a burnt offering (Genesis 21:1-2), a ritual act of consecrating the firstborn child that 

was typical of many ancient Middle Eastern observances required by many deities of 

the time   However, this God, the one and true God, the God of Abraham and Sarah, 

the God of the covenant with the people Israel, is unique among the gods – the rite is 

transformed to spare the sacrifice of Abraham’s son (verses 11-13). 

 During the bondage of the people of Israel in Egypt, the pharaoh of Egypt fears the 

growth in numbers of the Israelites (Exodus 1:12).  He orders Shiphrah and Puah, the 

Hebrew midwives, to kill all males at their birth (verses 15-16).  However, because 

the midwives choose to act in obedience to God rather than in obedience to the 

pharaoh, they cleverly circumvent the order of infanticide, and ensure the survival of 

Hebrew boys (verses 17-19).  A conspiracy of love to preserve children equates to 

faithfulness to God. 

 That incident is immediately followed by the story of the birth of Moses.  The actions 

by his mother, his sister, Miriam, and the daughter of the pharaoh, each taken 

independently, combine to protect him as an infant from the pharaoh’s edict to kill the 
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Hebrew boys (Exodus 2:1-9).  In preserving the life of a child, the potential of God’s 

life-giving covenant to be established through Moses is preserved. 

 The prophet Jeremiah speaks to the apostasy of the people who have turned against 

God, and their violations of the covenant which results in deleterious consequences.  

The lament and grief over the losses is manifest in the figure of a mother, Rachel, 

wife of Jacob and the mother of Joseph and Benjamin:  “Thus says the Lord:  A voice 

is heard in Ramah, lamentation and bitter weeping.  Rachel is weeping for her 

children; she refuses to be comforted for her children, because they are no more.” 

(Jeremiah 31:15). 

 When the disciples interfere with parents who bring their children to Jesus so that 

they can touch him, Jesus sternly directs the disciples not to deny the children his 

presence (Mark 10:13-16). 

 The warning of Jesus to the disciples about impeding the faith in Jesus is pointed and 

direct:  “‘If any one of you put a stumbling block before one of these little ones who 

believe in me, it would be better for you if a great millstone were fastened around 

your neck and you were drowned in the depth of the sea.’” (Matthew 18:6, New 

Revised Standard Version).  In Jesus’ warning, no distinction is made between the 

types of stumbling blocks, whether actions or failures to act, that could impede faith.  

[Some scholars regard the use of “little ones” in verse 6 as referring to any believer, 

regardless of age, and not a literal reference to children.  If accurate, it is nevertheless 

important that a term invoking children is the subject of the warning, its usage being 

an implicit sign of value.]   

The Panel’s scriptural framework for this report embraces this precept:  God’s 

standard is that children are to be protected from harm.  

Concluding commentary 

A useful document for further reflection is “On Being a Child: An Inquiry into the 

Needs and Rights of Children and the Commission of the Church.”  The paper was 

prepared by the Program Agency of the United Presbyterian Church in the United States 

of America, and was adopted by the 189th General Assembly (1977).  The report is in the 

minutes of that General Assembly, Part I, Journal, 579-605.  Section II is a theological 

framework and includes scriptural references.  It reflects theologically on the needs and 
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rights of children, stating:  “A Christian theology about children dignifies them, delights 

in them and defends them…  To so accept, enjoy, and enable children to be as God 

intended stresses high hope for the best for each child, rather than settling for the least 

which is mere survival.” (583).  A select bibliography is included. 

 Another very useful resource for considering what it means to value children is 

the gentle memoir and manifesto by Wess Stafford, Too Small to Ignore: Why the Least 

of These Matters Most, published in 2007.  Written from a Christian perspective that is 

rooted in scripture, Stafford asks his readers to rethink the status and place of children in 

our societies, families, and churches.  A son of missionary parents, his strong convictions 

about the importance of children clearly derive from the loving indigenous community in 

which he was raised.  Particularly notable is his invitation to imagine “a world where kids 

count.”  He offers numerous practical, achievable suggestions for how to nurture people 

and communities that implicitly critique and challenge contemporary thinking and values. 

2. The faith of witnesses 
 

Faith as an act of trust 
 

Many times in religious communities, faith is referred to as a set of beliefs or 

convictions that one affirms as true.  Faith expressed this way is often measured by how 

these cognitive beliefs conform to doctrines, tenets, teachings, or formally adopted 

statements, like confessions, e.g., the Apostles Creed.   

People who voluntarily came forward as witnesses in this inquiry expressed faith 

in a different way.  They risked working with an unknown set of procedures and 

protocols, and an unknown set of people serving as Panel members.  They risked not 

knowing the true motivation of the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) in establishing the 

inquiry.  They incurred the possibility that something of very deep personal value they 

were bringing – the truth as they had experienced it – would either be rejected, 

mishandled, or misunderstood.  Coming forward as a witness was a profound act of faith 

that required trusting one’s self and others in the face of many unknowns. 

Through faith as an act of trust, witnesses embodied courage.  In the face of 

understandable fears, doubts, and anxieties, many people mobilized a resiliency that 

allowed them to transcend that which intensified the stresses of their participation. 
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Challenged, but undeterred, they were able to accomplish their purpose for coming 

forward. 

Faith as an act of hope 

The coming forward of witnesses was also an act of faith that expressed deep 

hope.  For many, especially survivors of harm, the hope was a simple, fervent, forthright 

yearning that no child would ever be hurt again in the church’s mission.  They wanted the 

church to learn from the past sins, and commit to corrective measures that ensured child 

safety in the future. 

Hope could also be guarded and tentative.  If the person had sought help at the 

time the harm was inflicted, and the response from family or mission community or 

church staff was disappointing, fears of the past being repeated dampened expectations 

that this coming forward would be different.  And yet, witnesses still came to present 

their statements and documents in the faithful hope that this time, outcomes of truth, 

justice, and healing could be achieved. 

Many waited for decades for the sins of the past to be addressed.  Some waited for 

years to learn the results of the inquiry.  Faith as an act of hope is a waiting in 

expectation.  Some in waiting hoped or closure, that suffering shall end, and they shall be 

set free in a new beginning.  Some in waiting hoped in expectation that their families, the 

missionary community, and the church may be made more whole.  This waiting in hope 

is an act of faith that attests to an abiding hunger and thirst for righteousness. 

Concluding commentary 

The Panel is grateful to each witness who took part in this inquiry.  Being 

thankful for their contributions requires concurrent acknowledgment of the risks and 

challenges they incurred.  This gratitude and acknowledgment, however, should not be 

interpreted as judgment or criticism to denigrate those who did not participate as 

witnesses.  Better circumstances may one day make possible their ability to come 

forward, too.   
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Basic structure and functions of the Panel 

The basic structure of the IARP and its functions were designed to address the 

questions raised by those reporting abuse.  Table 1., Panel activities, outlines how Panel 

activities or actions, as directed by the Charter, relate to questions raised by those 

reporting abuse. 

Investigations can be conducted through different types of organizational 

structures.   The PC(USA) had prior experience with some of these different forms.  

Table 2., Types of investigative structures, outlines the types of structures according to 

two dimensions:  the employment status of the personnel and the degree of independence 

from the PC(USA). 
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Table 1. Panel activities 

 

Questions raised by those reporting 
abuse 

Panel activity or action 
as directed by the Charter 

Was there abuse? • Investigate allegations8 
• Determine if abuse occurred9 

Is abuse occurring now? 
• Mandatory reporting to civil 

authorities10 
• Name in public final report11 

What was the extent of the abuse? • Outreach12 

How can the church prevent abuse? • Investigation into actions and 
inactions of WMD staff13 

How can the mission community prevent 
abuse? 

• Recommendations in public final 
report14 

How can the offender be held accountable? 
• Referral to religious entities for 

ecclesiastical discipline15 
• Inform other organizations16 

How can the church have integrity and 
credibility? 

• Public final report of the IARP’s 
investigations17 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
8 Charter, Sections III. Scope, IV. Nature, VI. Confidentiality, and XI. Process outline 
features of the Panel’s investigative functions. 
9 Charter, Section XI. Process, #2 directs the Panel to report findings. 
10 Charter, Section IV. Nature, #5 directs the Panel to make mandatory reports as needed. 
11 Charter, Section XI. Process, #3 discusses the Panel’s naming options. 
12 Charter, Section VII. Independence directs the Panel to communicate with the mission 
community and others where necessary. 
13 Charter, Sections III. Scope, and XI. Process #4 direct the Panel to address and report 
findings about the actions and inactions of WMD staff. 
14 Charter, Sections III. Scope, and XI. Process #5 direct the Panel to address 
recommendations for improvement to WMD processes. 
15 Charter, Sections VI. Confidentiality, and Section XI. Process address referrals to 
religious bodies. 
16 Charter, Section XI. Process, addresses informing other organizations. 

17	  Charter,	  Sections	  IV.	  Nature,	  IX.	  Annual	  Report,	  and	  XI.	  Process	  note	  the	  public	  
availability	  of	  the	  Panel’s	  final	  report,	  accountability	  to	  the	  GAC	  Executive	  Committee 



IARP Final Report October 2010  16	  

Table 2. Types of organizational structures  

     Status of Personnel 

 

   Fully paid  Paid / volunteer Volunteer 
Degree 
of 
Independence 
 
Within PCUSA STAFF  STAFF / COMM COMMITTEE 
 
Chartered  ICI   IARP   COMMISSION 
 
Contracted out  e.g. consultants or firms providing investigative services  
 
  
Other variables:  Whether personnel are Presbyterian or not 
 
 Under Chartered and fully paid, ICI refers to the Independent Committee of 

Inquiry (ICI), the PC(USA) entity that preceded the IARP, and upon whose 

recommendation the IARP was formed.  The IARP falls under Chartered  and Paid / 

Volunteer in the above scheme.  Panel members are paid, but also volunteer a significant 

amount of time above and beyond what is provided for by contract.18  The flexibility in 

this model allowed the Panel to accommodate a large, complex set of allegations from 

geographically and chronologically diverse mission fields.   

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

and the purpose of the Panel to work to further the integrity of the mission and witness of 
the PC(USA). 
18 Panel members are contracted to work for 25 hours per month at a rate of $1,000 or 
$40 per hour.  The ICI committee members were paid $100 per hour for as many hours as 
they worked.  Typically, on the Panel, the paid time (25 hours) constitutes monthly in-
person meetings, usually a Thursday – Sunday long weekend.  The time spent between 
meetings on assigned tasks (reading files, contacting witnesses, analyzing information) 
exceeded contracted time, and constituted the volunteer hours of Panel members. 
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Features of the Panel’s Charter: Purpose, Nature and Scope 

 The primary purposes of the Panel are set out in Section IV of the Charter, 

Nature: 

1. the IARP is established to pursue the truth, encourage healing, and promote 
justice on behalf of those making allegations and those accused.  To achieve these 
ends, the means by which the IARP accomplishes its work shall be pastoral.  2. 
The IARP will work to further the integrity of the mission and witness of the 
Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) on behalf of the General Assembly Council (GAC), 
the GAC Executive Committee and WMD. 

 

 Section IV, Nature, goes on to state clearly that the IARP is not a disciplinary 

entity, and will not evaluate or reach conclusions about civil legal liability.   Section XI. 

Process establishes the IARP as a “fact-finding body.”19 

The scope of the Panel’s work is set forth in Section III., Scope: 

The IARP will receive allegations of physical or sexual abuse.  It will inquire into 
allegations where either 1) the accused was formerly under appointment by WMD 
and is not currently under appointment; or, 2) the abused individual (adult or 
child) was formerly in the mission field because of a WMD appointment.  In 
relation to the above, the IARP will also address the actions and inactions of 
WMD and its staff members, as well as recommendations for improvement to 
WMD processes.20 

	  

	   There are two specific limitations to the scope of the Panel’s work:  1) the Panel 

will not investigate allegations where both the alleged victim and the accused are 

deceased; and, 2) allegations against current WMD employees will be handled within the 

PC(USA)’s current policies.   

 In practical terms, the scope of the Panel’s work includes allegations arising from 

any PCUSA, or predecessor denomination’s, mission field where either the alleged 

perpetrator or the abused individual was present in the mission field because of an 

appointment by the Presbyterian church.   

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
19 Charter, Sections IV. Nature and XI. Process. 
20 Charter. Section III. Scope 
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The Panel was given two other responsibilities:  a) examine the “actions and 

inactions” of WMD and its staff members, and b) provide recommendations for 

improvement to WMD processes.  

 

Features of the Panel’s Charter: Membership 

The Charter specifies that the Panel will consist of 3-5 members, a majority of 

whom will be Presbyterian, and a majority of whom will not be employed by or elected 

to serve any General Assembly level entity. 21  This latter requirement essentially ensures 

that the Panel will be independent of the organization from which the allegations 

ultimately arise. 

 Members will contribute individual expertise such that “[t]he members of the 

IARP will, among them, reflect knowledge of or experience in:  Presbyterian Church 

polity, church processes, investigations of sexual abuse, the effect of sexual abuse on 

survivors, and the overseas mission field.”22 

 During its tenure from 2003 – 2010, the Panel has had a total of 7 members, who 

have served as follows: 

	  

Table	  3.	  IARP	  Members	  

Member Start date End date 

Lois Edmunds January 1, 2004 December 31, 2004 

Ann Thomas January 1, 2004 April 28, 2006 

Nancy Poling January 1, 2004 December 31, 2006 

Sarah Rieth July 25, 2006 September 1, 2007 

Jim Evinger January 1, 2005 December 31, 2010 

Carolyn Whitfield June 22, 2006 December 31, 2010 

Judith Rhea Wiley June 1, 2007 December 31, 2010 

	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
21 See Charter, Section V. Membership 
22 See Charter, Section V. Membership 
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	   Appendix C contains summary background information on the three current Panel 

members:  James Evinger, Carolyn Whitfield, Judith Rhea Wiley. 

 The Panel utilized two Charter provisions addressing membership:  provisions in 

Section VIII. Staff and Budget allowing the Panel to request additional staff in response 

to the magnitude of the work, and provisions in Section V. Membership anticipating the 

need for special expertise.23  The Panel began with three members, and added a fourth 

position in 2006.  In 2007, after membership changes brought the Panel back to three 

members, the Panel decided to utilize the fourth position to hire consultants to provide 

special expertise.  The Panel used the services of a clinical consultant, a legal consultant, 

and a private research firm. 

 

Features of the Panel’s Charter:  Processes 

 The Charter identified the Panel’s basic methodology in Section XI. Processes: 

In its fact-finding role, the IARP will hear, review, and request testimony, files, 
reports, and affidavits from all appropriate sources.  It will have access to all 
WMD files not restricted by law.  It will conduct interviews and other appropriate 
activities.  It will issues a final report to the GAC Executive Committee.24 

 

 The Charter also addresses the ongoing relationships between the IARP and the 

PC(USA).  On the PC(USA)’s part, GAC and WMD are directed to provide historical 

information, records, and staff support to the IARP.  The GAC is responsible for 

providing “appropriate communication with the denomination, the mission community, 

and other interested parties.”25  GAC and WMD staff are directed to cooperate with the 

IARP.  The GAC Executive Director’s Office establishes the IARP’s annual budget, and 

provides a liaison person.26 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
23 Charter, Sections VIII. Staff and Membership, and  V. Membership. 
24 Charter, Section XI. Process. 
25 Charter, Section VII. Independence. 
26 Charter, Section VIII. Staff and Budget. 
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 On the Panel’s part, the IARP is directed to make an annual report to the 

GA(M)CXC27, and communicate with the mission community and others where 

necessary to accomplish its work.28 The Panel is directed to conduct its work in “strict 

confidence” and to seal its files.29   

 Further information of the Panel’s processes is provided below in Section C 

following. 

The IARP’s business of investigating allegations is conducted in several ways.  

Panel members receive allegations by mail, phone, email or in person, and conduct 

business in kind.  The original contract for the Panel members called for them to work for 

15 hours per month on IARP business; in the fall of 2006 this was raised to 25 hours per 

month at the initiative of the Panel in order to respond better to the Panel’s work load. 

 The Panel members organized their work into in-person meetings and individual 

assignments between meetings.  In-person meetings occurred about once a month, 

usually a long weekend with meetings on Thursday, Friday, Saturday, and Sunday 

morning, with travel on Wednesday and Sunday.  These meetings consisted of witness 

interviews, archival research, reviews and organization of information obtained from 

interviews and research, and planning.  Panel members also reported on relevant research 

from professional books, journals, and other sources. 

Locales are chosen using some general guidelines:  a) Panel members do not 

conduct witness interviews in cities where they reside in order to maintain effective 

boundaries between personal lives and Panel responsibilities; b) When the Panel 

interviews witnesses, members make an effort to select meeting cities according to what 

is convenient for witnesses in terms of travel and familiarity; and, c) Panel members try 

to minimize their own travel costs in order to be good stewards of the Panel’s financial 

resources, so members choose cities that are equidistant from members or where travel is 

easier.  In any given city where the Panel meets, members stay in a hotel and generally 

meet in facilities provided by the hotel.  Interviews with witnesses are conducted at 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
27 Charter, Section IX. Annual Report. 
28 Charter, Section VII. Independence. 
29 Charter, Section VI. Confidentiality. 
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neutral sites, such as hotel meeting rooms, to maximize confidentiality, flexibility, and 

comfort for witnesses.   

 Individual assignments between meetings included contacting potential witnesses, 

following up with previous witnesses, reading files and other material, tending to 

administrative tasks, and organizing material obtained from witnesses and archives.  

Panel members held conference calls once a week to coordinate their individual 

assignments between meetings.  In email contacts, members use care to secure 

confidentiality when discussing cases by avoiding reference to names if possible or using 

initials if a reference is necessary.   Documents containing full names of individuals 

involved in an investigation are shared within the Panel by mail or secure fax only. 

Currently, the Panel does not have a chairperson as such.  Different Panel 

members function as lead members for particular cases, and, in that role, take 

responsibility for coordinating members’ work on that case.  At any given point, 

depending on their Panel workload, expertise and available time, a Panel member may be 

designated to draw up the agendas for meetings or to communicate with the PC(USA) on 

a particular issue, in short, to function as a chairperson might.  All members, however, 

are responsible for suggesting and tracking agenda items, and for knowing the status of 

every case.  Every member has the same set of documents for each case and every 

member participates in the work of each case even as individual Panel members take lead 

roles or serve as liaison people to particular witnesses.  This insures an equal workload 

and an equal assumption of responsibility; in addition, this policy insures accountability 

among Panel members.  The Panel has adopted these ways of doing its work because they 

are means to the larger goal of fulfilling the charter; these practices are not ends in and of 

themselves. 

 The Panel met 81 times between 2004 and the present.  A full list of meetings and 

their purposes is in Appendix D., Panel meetings. 
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Evaluation of the Panel’s structure and functioning 

There are a number of features in the Panel’s Charter that have worked effectively, 

from the Panel members’ perspective: 

• The ability to hire consultants with specialized expertise as needed.  The Panel 

has benefited from working with a clinical consultant, a legal advisor, and a 

private investigating firm. 

• The ability to expand the number of members on the Panel in response to the 

increase in allegations. 

• The ability to revise the number of hours / amount paid as the workload increased. 

• The process of amending the Charter to respond to complexities that could not 

have been foreseen. 

• The explicit statement that PC(USA) shall cooperate. 

 

 Other elements in the IARP’s relationship to the PC(USA) also worked in a 

helpful manner, as they had previously for the ICI.   

• A budget sufficient for the task and secure over time. 

• Commitment of key staff to see the work succeed, e.g. Legal Counsel and Sexual 

Misconduct Ombudsperson. 

• Support services to facilitate the Committee’s / Panel’s work: 

o Presbyterian Historical Society (PHS) and staff 

o Counseling program for victims 

o Liaison person between the PC(USA) and the Committee / Panel.  

• The ability of the liaison person to arrange business services and make meeting 

arrangements. 

• Collaboration of key staff in particular areas, e.g. developing or revising Witness 

Agreements and Releases. 

 

Fact-finding entities, like the IARP, are not a new approach to addressing reports 

of abuse.  The Panel is a type of multi-disciplinary team:  “An [multidisciplinary team] 

MDT is a group of professionals who work together in a coordinated and collaborative 
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manner to ensure an effective response to reports of child abuse and neglect.”30  Such 

teams have been utilized by other denominations, and their effective characteristics 

studied by researchers.31   

The IARP’s processes and characteristics measure up well against the qualities of 

a sound institutional process as described by Altobelli and Parkinson. The Charter is very 

clear about the Panel’s purpose, the nature and scope of its activities, and its guiding 

principles.  The questions “Why was the team formed? What is its jurisdiction? What 

types of cases will it investigate? What other functions will it have?” are clearly 

addressed.  Confidentiality expectations are specified and exceptions are noted.  

Processes of identifying and recruiting committed members are clearly identified.  And, 

the independence of the Panel, and how it will relate to its chartering body and the 

PC(USA) are clearly stated.  The ways in which the PC(USA) will support the Panel are 

identified and appropriate mechanisms for ongoing communication are specified.  The 

fact that the Charter has been amended four times points to the effectiveness of these 

channels of communication and the successful implementation of independence of the 

Panel from the PC(USA) as outlined by the Charter.  Appendix E., MDTs and Religious 

Institutional Review Board Characteristics and the IARP, provides a more detailed 

comparison of IARP structures and functions, and the features of effective review boards, 

as identified by Altobelli. 

The PC(USA) has also received public acknowledgments of its efforts.  There have 

been two positive citations by scholars in the context of liability and legal issues.32  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
30 U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP).  (March 2000).  Forming a Multidisciplinary Team to 
Investigate Child Abuse. p. 2 
31 Altobelli, Tom. (2003).  Institutional Processes for Dealing with Allegations of Child 
Sexual Abuse, paper presented at the Australian Institute of Criminology Conference on 
Child Sexual Abuse:  Justice Response or Alternative Resolution, May 1-2, 2003.  Dr. 
Tom Altobelli is a law professor at the University of Western Sydney who has analyzed 
the strengths and weakness of Roman Catholic institutional processes. 

Parkinson, Patrick. (2003).  Child Sexual Abuse and the Churches:  Understanding the 
Issues, second edition.  New South Wales, Australia:  Aquila Press, Sydney South.  Pp. 
270-288.  Patrick Parkinson is a professor of law in Australia who specializes in child 
protection.   
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Following the ICI inquiry and the PC(USA) response, there was positive citation by a 

former missionary who is a national advocate for survivors.33  And, following the ICI 

inquiry and the PC(USA) response, the United Methodist Church initiated a 

denominational inquiry guided by the ICI model.34 

 

Amending the Panel’s Charter  

 As noted above, the Panel was chartered on June 27, 2003.  One of the provisions 

of the Charter allowed the IARP to recommend changes in the Charter to the GACXC, 

the chartering body.35  The Charter was amended by the GACXC or GAMCXC four 

times utilizing this provision:  September 21, 2005; September 26, 2006; February 13, 

2008; and, September 28, 2008.  Amendments were suggested by the Panel and PC(USA) 

staff reviewing the Panel’s functioning.  The changes, with one exception (the length of 

time the Panel’s term would be extended from December 31, 2009), were approved by 

the Executive Committee as requested.  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
32 See Kiser, Sara B., & Lewis, Christine W. (2005/2006). When Shepherds Ravage the 
Sheep: The Liability of Religious Organizations for Sexual Misconduct by Clergy. 
Journal of Individual Employment Rights, 12(1):45-66: page 59,  “Some denominations 
have made great strides in dealing with the issue of sexual abuse, whether the victim is a 
child or an adult”  (endnote 34 cites Presbyterian Church among two named); page 59, 
constitution, publications, policy (endnote 37); page 60,  policy and webpages (endnote 
42); and, page 61:  policy and document (endnote 46 and 51). 
 
See also Hamilton, Marci A. (2008). Justice Denied: What America Must Do to Protect 
Its Children. New York: Cambridge University Press: page 76  “Certainly not all 
churches have shrugged off their responsibility:  The Presbyterian Church’s system is 
considered the gold standard.” 
 
33 See Miller, Dee Ann. (n.d.). An Exceptional Story from Presbyterians (PCUSA).  
Available at http://www.takecourage.org/pcusa.htm 
 
34   See General Board of Global Ministries, The United Methodist Church. (n.d.) 
Independent Panel for Review of Child Abuse in Mission Settings – Democratic Republic 
of Congo.  Available at   http://new.gbgm-umc.org/about/ 
globalministries/childprotection/independentpaneldrcongo/.htm 
 
35 Charter, Section IX. Annual Report. 
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 The requests for changes were occasioned by the fact that the scope of the Charter 

was comprehensive.  The vehicle for the investigations, the IARP, was based on the 

PC(USA)’s general expectations about the type of allegations the Panel would receive.  

Once underway, the Panel discovered more complex types of cases than the Church 

anticipated.  These discoveries led to the requests for changes in order to assign more 

flexibility to the Panel for how the Charter’s goals were achieved, and to provide greater 

continuity of membership for the duration of the Panel’s term. 

An outline of the most important changes is included here.  More detailed 

information is available in Appendix F. 

 

September 2005: 

Change:   

III. Scope of the Charter was amended to add “The IARP will not inquire into 
allegations where both the alleged perpetrator and the alleged victim are 
deceased.” 
 

September 2006: 

Changes: 

V. Membership was amended to eliminate language identifying some members as 
core members.  Classes and rotation of members on and off the Panel were 
eliminated to enhance continuity in investigations. 
 
VI. Confidentiality was amended to clarify how confidentiality would apply when 
the Panel made a referral to a religious governing body. 
 
XI. Processes section was amended so the Panel would consider all allegations 
received within the Scope of the Charter.  Previously, some allegations were 
referred immediately to a religious governing body.  This change allowed the 
PC(USA), through the IARP, to investigate thoroughly those allegations arising 
from past mission fields.  A comprehensive investigation of this type required 
knowledge of mission fields and resources (e.g. access to denominational archives 
and other witnesses) that a local governing body would not necessarily have.  In 
other words, this change allowed a thorough examination of the past to inform the 
present, rather than moving directly to the present circumstances of the accused.  
Eliminating direct referral raised a concern about protecting children in current 
contact with the accused individual.  In response to this concern, the Panel 
developed its Notification of Third Parties Protocol.  This Protocol is discussed in 
more detail in Section E., Panel decision-making, below. 
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February 2008: 

Changes: 

XI Processes section was amended to give the Panel flexibility in naming those 
found to have committed abuse.  The original Charter required the Panel to name 
in the public Final Report all those found to have committed abuse.  The amended 
Charter allows the Panel to name offenders either in the public Final Report, or in 
a Need-to-Know Report with more limited distribution.  This change was 
requested by the Panel to allow more flexibility for addressing large complex 
cases.  The amendment provided the Panel with more options for achieving the 
Panel’s goals. 
 
XI Processes section was also amended to add an option for the Panel to inform 
other organizations when there is a determination that abuse has been occurred.  
This change allows the Panel to inform other, non-religious, organizations of its 
findings. 

 

September 2008: 

Changes: 

The end date for the Panel was changed from December 31, 2009 to December 
31, 2010.  The Panel request additional time better to investigate thoroughly and 
complete the complex inquiries underway.  The additional time would also permit 
the Panel to complete outcome activities as directed by the Charter:  notifying 
relevant parties of the findings; sending referrals to religious entities, and 
providing assistance to them as requested; and, informing other organizations 
where warranted. 
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C.  Investigative process: The process used to address the reports and questions 

Principles underlying the Panel’s investigative process: Reformed tradition 

The Panel’s Charter identifies the core values by which the Panel shall operate: 

“The IARP is established to pursue the truth, encourage healing, and promote justice on 

behalf of those making allegations and those accused.  To achieve these ends, the means 

by which the IARP accomplishes it work shall be pastoral.  The IARP will work to 

further the integrity of the mission and witness of the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) on 

behalf of the General Assembly Council (GAC), the GAC Executive Committee and 

WMD.”36 

Within this general framework, there are several more specific values and 

principles that guide the Panel’s work.  Some of these are rooted in our Reformed 

heritage; others are derived from appropriate religious or professional contexts. 

 
Discovery of the truth as faithfulness to Jesus Christ   
 
The statement of this principle in the Final Report of the Independent Committee 

of Inquiry holds for the work of the IARP as well:   

“The inquiry created by the General Assembly Council’s Executive Committee 
allows for a fair, impartial, and thorough process to go forward in order to 
determine the truth of the claims and thereby achieve resolution.  The 
instrumental value of the truth is expressly affirmed in the fourth of the eight 
Historic Principles of Church Order that have been part of the Church’s heritage 
since 1788:  “That truth is in order to goodness; and the great touchstone of truth, 
its tendency to promote holiness, according to our Savior’s rule, “By their fruits 
ye shall know them.” …[W]e are persuaded that there is an inseparable 
connection between faith and practice, truth and duty.  Otherwise, it would be of 
no consequence either to discover truth or to embrace it.”   We are obligated to 
measure a decision not to pursue the truth, or not to disclose our findings, against 
the norm that the church is to be a sign of God’s work in Jesus Christ.  If we 
choose ignorance, denial or secrecy, we effect a substitution of human judgment 
that displaces God’s intentions.  To not disclose is to yield to the power of fear 
and deny the providence of God and the work of God’s Holy Spirit.  “God’s 
redeeming and reconciling activity in the world continues through the presence 
and power of the Holy Spirit, who confronts individuals and societies with 
Christ’s Lordship of life and calls them to repentance and obedience to the will of 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
36 Charter, IV. Nature. 
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God.”   As a community of faith, the church is called to a discipleship focused on 
Jesus Christ in whom nothing, including the crisis of sexual abuse of children, can 
separate us from the love of God.  Pursuing and telling the truth is an act of faith 
that our God works in human history and through individuals to redeem, restore, 
and renew broken lives.  By honoring the truth through this inquiry, we honor the 
Spirit who brings healing to hearts that hurt, and justice to those who hunger and 
thirst for righteousness. 37 

 

The covenant nature of our community of faith   

Pursuing the truth through investigating allegations of abuse in mission field 

settings is consistent with our understanding of the covenant nature of our community, 

especially as it is expressed through baptism.  We are responsible for the nurture and 

well-being of those we baptize and our commitment to pursuing and telling the truth 

honors our baptismal vows 

 

Faith communities need to be places of safety and security   

Faith communities are secondary victims of abuse that occurs within their midst; 

brokenness, rumor, innuendo, and speculation undermine trust and separate us from each 

other.  Seeking and disclosing the truth allow our faith communities to be places of safety 

and security for vulnerable persons by replacing rumor, speculation and innuendo with 

facts, knowledge and information.  Disclosure promotes responsible and accountable 

leadership, which also acts to increase confidence in the safety of our faith community. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
37   Book of Order, 2007?, Form of Government, Chapter 1 Preliminary Principles, The 
Historic Principles of Church Order. 

  Book of Order, 2007?, Form of government, Chapter 3 The Church and is Mission G-
3.0103. 

  Final Report of the Independent Committee of Inquiry Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.), 
September 2002, pp. 67-69. 
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Principles underlying the Panel’s investigative process:  prior inquiries 

The IARP builds on the PC(USA)’s past experience with the Independent 

Committee of Inquiry (ICI). But the IARP differs from the ICI in significant ways.  One, 

the IARP is charged to receive allegations arising from any PCUSA mission field so its 

investigations do not share a common context.  The IARP’s cases cover a wide range of 

time periods.   

Two, the Panel will exist for a minimum of 5 years and receive allegations 

throughout its existence.  This longer existence means that the Panel does not have as 

much advance information at the outset about the total scope or volume of its work.  

There is no pre-existing set of accusations against a given individual or self-identified 

group of survivors motivating the formation of the IARP, so the eventual size of the 

IARP’s task is more uncertain and evolves over the life of the Panel.   

Three, the IARP is responsible for investigating allegations that may arise from 

more than one predecessor denomination to the PCUSA.  This necessitates learning a 

minimum of two major denominational mission structures.   

Four, the IARP’s responsibility for investigating the “actions and inactions” of 

denominational staff are different for each case, given the possible differences in time 

frames and denominational predecessors.   

Five, the IARP’s charter has been amended during the course of the Panel’s 

existence to reflect what the Panel and the PCUSA have learned.  Charter changes revise 

the Panel’s infrastructure and influence how the members allocate energy and attention, 

and how the Panel works with participants and witnesses.   

Six, the membership of the IARP is not consistent for its entire existence.  Three 

Panel members have completed their duties, and the three current members of the Panel 

were not among the original members.  

 These differences require a more deliberate approach to the investigative process 

for the IARP.  The Panel needs to ensure that its investigations are consistent from one 

case to another, and that different Panel members at different points in time conduct 

investigations in similar ways.   
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Principles underlying the Panel’s investigative process:  professional sources 

Multi-disciplinary teams38 

Successful functioning of a multi-disciplinary team (MDT) requires that members 

attend to internal team processes and have productive ways of making decisions, 

resolving conflicts, and evaluating their performance.  The IARP had these processes in 

place. 

 The Panel made decisions through consensus, in contrast to more formal 

mechanisms like voting.  This standard for decision-making is time-consuming because it 

requires a lot of discussion and open communication between members for each facet or 

implication of a decision.  Panel members chose this method, however, because of the 

serious nature of this work and the nature of the decisions it entails.  Each member of the 

Panel needed to be comfortable with a course of action adopted by the whole group; the 

Panel believed that responsibility for Panel actions was a shared or collective 

responsibility and that the Panel made best use of our collective expertise when all 

members agreed on and supported the decisions required by the investigations.  The most 

immediate consequence of this mechanism Panel members was that work proceeded 

slowly and in a step-by-step fashion.   

 Consistent with this decision-making style, the Panel had an ongoing commitment 

to air conflicts openly and to discuss them thoroughly so resolution would move 

investigations forward.  Members pointed out conflicts or differences as observed.  Panel 

members were expected to have sufficient professional training and experience, provided 

by any number of fields or disciplines, such that discussion of differences of opinion and 

conflicts could proceed productively and non-emotionally; this professional experience 

was one of the qualifications for consideration as a Panel member.  Members shared 

responsibility for keeping the focus of discussions on what was necessary and helpful to 

complete Panel tasks and functions. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
38 U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP). (March 2000).  Forming a Multidisciplinary Team to 
Investigate Child Abuse. 
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 Self-analysis and outside evaluation are also critical to the success of a MDT like 

the IARP.  Members concluded each meeting with a review of how the meeting went, 

how well the Panel accomplished its identified goals, and what could be improved in the 

future.  Every aspect of how members conducted the Panel’s business was included in 

this review, from the order in which topics were discussed, to the manner in which they 

were presented, to interpersonal interactions while conducting business, to the setting in 

which the meeting occurred, to the overall effectiveness of the meeting in moving the 

Panel’s business forward.  This review process was also built into the Panel’s interactions 

between meetings, through email exchanges and conference calls. 

 Outside evaluation occurred in two ways.  The Panel issues an annual report to 

the GAC Executive Committee.  As an entity chartered by the GAC Executive 

Committee, the Panel also understood that the Executive Committee had the right at any 

time to request information on the Panel’s processes and a general status report on 

outreach efforts and cases.  A more specific review of the Panel’s functioning occured on 

an annual basis when the GAC liaison person sent each member of the Panel a review 

form.  Members completed these individually and submitted them to the liaison person.  

These reviews provided a mechanism through which individual Panel members shared 

concerns about Panel functioning directly with the PC(USA).  The liaison person also 

monitored the general level of the Panel’s functioning more informally through 

interaction with Panel members over meeting and travel arrangements, and other requests 

for assistance.  

 

Patrick Parkinson39 

Parkinson is a professor of law in Australia who specializes in child protection.  

He has advised and consulted with churches on sexual abuse issues.  In his book, Child 

Sexual Abuse and the Churches: Understanding the Issues, he identifies a number of 

principles important to the success of an inquiry like the IARP.  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
39 Parkinson, Patrick.  2003.  Child Sexual Abuse and the Churches:  Understanding the 
Issues.   Second edition.  Aquila Press:   Sydney South, New South Wales, Australia.  pp. 
270-288. 
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1. Welcome complaints.  Here Parkinson is noting that how the recipient responds 

to an allegation has a great deal of bearing on whether the complaint “comes out from the 

shadows,” or remains as innuendo, rumor, or anecdote.  Productive inquiries need full 

allegations from identified victims in order to do their work, and victims often need 

support and encouragement to come forward.  In this sense, then, the denominational 

body needs to be “welcoming.”40    The IARP intentionally structured its work to be 

welcoming to those making allegations.  There were both male and female members of 

the Panel, clergy and lay members.  Individuals who come forward are assigned a 

primary liaison person.  The Panel was flexible in communication with potential 

witnesses.  

2. Make the procedures accessible.  An established inquiry process will not be 

utilized if victims do not know about it and know how to access it.  This principle 

underscores the importance of effective outreach.  Support for the individual making the 

allegation is also an important part of accessibility.41   The IARP engaged in outreach 

about our existence through the use of denominational press releases, a web site, and 

information sent to former and current missionaries.  In addition, the Panel offered 

witnesses the opportunity to have a support person of their choosing present at any in-

person meeting with the Panel.  The Panel provided debriefers, professionals who are not 

a part of the Panel, for survivors to speak with, if they wish, after they meet with the 

Panel.  Debriefers assisted witnesses in coping with feelings that arose in the course of 

sharing intimate information with strangers; the debriefers ded not provide any 

information to the Panel so any witness’s use of and conversation with the debriefer is 

completely confidential. 

3.  Principles of procedural fairness.  This general principle contains a number of 

specific guidelines:  a) Biased individuals should not be members of boards of inquiries; 

b) The person bringing the allegation should not be a part of adjudicating it; c) The 

accused should be made aware of the allegation; d) The accused individual should have 

an opportunity to respond to the allegations; and, e) the decisions must be based on 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
40 Parkinson, p. 270-271. 
41 Parkinson, p. 271-272. 
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evidence.42  The structure of the IARP implements a) and b) above; the current members 

are not part of the missionary community in the PCUSA and so are not in a position to be 

either accusers or accused.  The members have undergone background checks by the 

denomination prior to employment to ensure that they do not bring a history of sexual 

abuse offenses with them to the Panel.  How the IARP’s process addresses provisions c) 

and d) above, relative to the accused individual’s knowledge of the allegation and 

opportunity to respond, are discussed in more detail below, as part of our investigative 

process and who we seek to contact in what order in an investigation.  Information about 

the Panel’s decision-making process, e) above, is contained in our Finding of Fact 

document. 

4. Have panel members with relevant expertise.  Here Parkinson highlights the 

importance of having panel members with special expertise in sexual abuse.43 As noted 

above, the IARP members meet this criteria. 

 

Other professional sources 

There are a number of professional principles that members appropriately bring to 

their work on the Panel.  These may seem obvious, but they bear restating here for 

purposes of clarity.  

1. Children have a right to adequate care and supervision, and to be free from 

abuse, neglect, and exploitation.44  

2.  People, regardless of their difficulties, can change and grow.45  

3. Healing occurs when a person’s strengths, not their weaknesses, are engaged.46  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
42 Parkinson, p. 272-274. 
43 Parkinson, p. 287. 
44   Child Welfare League of America, Standards of Excellence for Services for Abused 
or Neglected Children and Their Families, revised edition, Child Welfare League of 
America: Washington DC, c. 1999, p. 15. 
45 Ibid, p. 41 
46 Ibid. p. 41. 
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4. Confidentiality:47  The Panel will hold all information it receives in strict 

confidence.  Exceptions, such as when the Panel refers a case to an ecclesiastical body for 

disciplinary proceedings, will be discussed with individuals before information is 

released.  A full explanation of the Panel’s confidentiality policy is contained in the 

Witness Agreement and Release Form for individuals who engage the Panel as witnesses.   

To be effective investigators of allegations, the Panel will: 

5. Understand individual differences and communicate effectively with each 

person. 

6. Understand the dynamics of sexual abuse and keep an open mind about its 

occurrence. 

7. Be able to distinguish between truthful, confused, and false statements by 

conducting a thorough inquiry. 

8. Empathize with both the victim and the alleged offender and put aside personal 

feelings and reactions to relate to each as individuals. 

9. Maintain objectivity; keep an open mind and remain nonjudgmental throughout 

the investigation.48 

 Safeguarding confidentiality specifically applies to Panel members’ 

communications with each other and those not on the Panel, regardless of the medium of 

the communication, and members’ transporting, use, and storage of files at home or at 

work or when attending Panel meetings.   The Panel’s GAMC liaison person has signed a 

special confidentiality agreement to protect information about the Panel’s work she may 

obtain in the course of assisting Panel members.  For example, at the Panel’s request, she 

may write to another denomination to formally request on behalf of the PC(USA) that the 

Panel members be granted access to that denomination’s archives.  This information 

would be protected by the confidentiality agreement she has signed.  

 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
47 Ibid. P. 42. 
48 U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP). (January 2005).  Criminal Investigation of Child 
Sexual Abuse. p. 2. 
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Principles underlying the Panel’s investigative process:  implications from the 
Panel’s Charter 
 

The process the IARP uses to investigate is important, because the process yields 

the information on which a finding, or determination of abuse, is based.  The most 

important aspects of the process are derived from the nature of the Panel, which was 

determined by its Charter.49  These aspects are: 

 

1. The IARP is not disciplinary.50   

Implications:  

a) The process is voluntary. Witnesses choose to participate; they cannot be 

compelled to provide information.   

b) The desired outcomes of the process are truth, healing, and justice51 rather than 

adjudication and discipline. 

 

2. The IARP is an inquiry.  The task of the Panel is fact-finding.52 

Implications:  

a) The Panel needs a process and a structure for investigation to ensure 

consistency and fairness within and across cases. Matthew 18:15 is not a  

methodology or process. 

b) The Panel is not just listening to victims and thereby helping them to heal.  The 

Panel is actively questioning witnesses to pursue the truth and determine facts. 

 

3. The IARP was chartered to investigate past incidents of abuse.  Almost by definition 

then, investigations will be incomplete in some ways.  By chartering an independent body 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
49 See Charter  
50 See Charter 
51 See Charter, Section IV Nature, #1 
52 See Charter  
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to investigate past incidents, the PCUSA has stated that this endeavor has value, for the 

individuals who come forward and for the Church.53  The Panel is not a way to dismiss 

allegations as old, irrelevant information. 

Implications: 

a) The passage of time will raise the importance of archival research in an inquiry, 

because not all of the individuals will be available to contact. 

b) The passage of time also raises the importance of the Panel engaging in 

outreach to find potential witnesses. 

 

4. The scope of the IARP’s investigations is sexual and physical abuse.  These types of 

abuse are serious; they have serious consequences for the individuals who’ve experienced 

them.  Accusations that an individual has committed physical or sexual abuse are serious 

as well.  There are very high stakes for both the victim and the accused, and the Church 

undertaking the inquiry. 

Implications: 

a) For this reason, an inquiry centered on victims of sexual and physical abuse 

needs to be conducted according to a process and structure developed and tested 

professionally.  An abuse investigation is not an appropriate venue for an ad hoc 

inquiry or discernment process. 

 

5.  The scope of the IARP’s investigations extends beyond an individual allegation to 

questions about the actions and inaction of WMD staff, and recommendations for 

improvement to WMD processes. 

An inquiry may focus solely on the individual allegation:  The Panel defines this 

as an individual inquiry.  The focus is on the question “Is this person’s report of abuse 

accurate?”  The inquiry is limited only to the incident(s) reported by the person actually 

coming forward to the church.  If the report is credible, the victim is referred for 

counseling assistance, and the inquiry is closed.  Action against the perpetrator may only 

be considered if the victim requests it, and responsibility for initiating the action against 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
53 See Charter  
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the perpetrator may be left to the victim (e.g. filing allegations with a presbytery and 

navigating the ecclesiastical judicial process).  The focus is on the individual victim, and 

helping them heal from their experience.   

An inquiry can also be “administrative:” This is the type of inquiry the PC(USA) 

has requested independent panels to investigate, first with the ICI, and now the IARP54.  

These inquiries include the individual inquiries described above, but they go further to 

address the broader questions brought by reporters:  “How could this have happened on 

this mission field?  Why was this person allowed to stay on the mission field?  How 

many other victims were there?”  “Who knew about the abuse?  If they knew, what did 

they do?”  These questions constitute the “actions and inactions of WMD staff” referred 

to in our Charter.  This type of inquiry considers secondary - as well as primary victims -- 

the church and the integrity of its past responses and processes, and the impact of abuse 

on the larger faith community.55   It includes recommendations for change or 

improvement, a component excluded from an individual inquiry. 

Implications: 

a)  Active outreach:  With a corporate inquiry, the Panel faced the decision of how 

to reach out actively to potential victims or to individuals who may have  

knowledge of events relevant to this inquiry. The church demonstrates good faith 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
54 See Charter, Section III, Scope:  “The IARP will receive allegations of physical or 
sexual abuse.  It will inquire into allegations where either 1) the accused was formerly 
under appointment by WMD and is not currently under appointment; or, 2) the abused 
individual (adult or child) was formerly in the mission field because of a WMD 
appointment.  In relation to the above, the IARP will also address the actions and 
inactions of WMD and its staff members, as well as recommendations for improvement 
to WMD processes.” 

 
55 See Charter, Section IV, Nature:  “1. The IARP is established to pursue the truth, 
encourage healing, and promote justice on behalf of those making allegations and those 
accused.  To achieve these ends, the means by which the IARP accomplishes it work 
shall be pastoral. 2. The IARP will work to further the integrity of the mission and 
witness of the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) on behalf of the General Assembly Council 
(GAC), the GAC Executive Committee and WMD.” 
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in an investigation when it has made a genuine effort, through an independent 

panel such as the IARP, to inform people of an inquiry.  Such information allows 

people to come forward to participate in the inquiry; it may also uncover 

additional allegations of abuse, either from the same or other accused individuals, 

resulting in an investigation which is as thorough as possible. 

 

Benefits to the PC(USA) of receiving allegations 

 Active outreach is predicated on the belief that the PC(USA) benefits from 

receiving allegations of past abuse on its mission fields in order to know the facts.  

The PC(USA), as an organization, is in a better position when it is aware of 

allegations of abuse and addresses them in a straightforward manner: the denomination 

can pursue current mission better, with more integrity and with more realistic approaches.  

Knowing the facts: 

• Is preferable to rumor and innuendo, for both individuals and institutions, because 

it becomes solution-focused; 

• Promotes understanding, and allows energy to be forward-looking so it can focus 

on its mission; 

• Supports / furthers / encourages productive mission by addressing rifts in 

communities of faith caused by suspicions of abuse;  

• Allows relief for individual burdened by pain and secrets; and, 

• Allows the Church to learn from the past to better protect children and vulnerable 

individuals in the present.   

Some would disagree with this principle or assumption.  Some strongly believe 

that the Church would be better served if those who believe they have been abused or are 

aware of past abuse would keep such information to themselves.  There are several 

myths: 

a)  Myth:  The current mission of the church will be hurt by revelations of 

past abuse on mission fields.   

Fact: We know of no indication that this is true.  Marian McClure, former 

Director of the Worldwide Ministries Division, explicitly noted that this was not 
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true when she fulfilled ICI recommendation # 2 and urged the UMC to conduct its 

own investigation into abuse in the Congo.56 

b)  Myth:  The reputations of former missionaries, current staff, or advocates 

will be damaged by the investigation of allegations against them.  

Fact: The reputation of the PC(USA) is damaged when it does not hold 

individual employees accountable for the consequences of their past behavior.  

Holding accountable those responsible for misconduct preserves the reputations 

of those who acted with integrity. 

c)  Myth:  What is in the past is best left alone.  

Fact:  Past abuse has current and present effects on individuals, 

relationships, and institutions.  Addressing the abuse directly allows healing and, 

thereby, frees energy for more productive pursuits. 

Allegations or suspicions or knowledge of abuse on past mission fields are often 

secrets.  Harboring secrets creates, at worst, serious damage for the mission, as well as 

the person harmed, and, at best, usurps energy and effort to contain the information over 

time.  The effects of abuse seep into nearby relationships and institutions affecting 

interactions and capacities in subtle ways.  Through the Panel’s inquiry, few of these 

secrets were identified at the time the abuse occurred.  Few were resolved adequately.  

The Panel’s charter was not intended to restore that which has been damaged.  Fact-

finding and reporting, nonetheless, brought secrets to the surface, which now allows for 

healing, education, and the potential for resolution. 

 

Outreach and its challenges 

One of the Panel’s first challenges was to inform MKs so they might know of the 

Panel’s existence.  It was a challenge because it would entail trying to estimate the 

number of children who might fall within the scope of a charter such as the IARP’s.  How 

many children might have been abused and, thus, might potentially bring allegations, as 

adults, to the PC(USA)?  Would there also be others, besides victims, who would bring 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
56 Tape of Marian McClure’s message to the GBGM of the UMC, dated October 2004. 
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forward allegations?  In fact, the IARP heard reports of abuse from first-hand witnesses, 

from perpetrators about their own behavior, from confidantes both adults and peers, and 

from family members, as well as from victims. 

 This question of how many people might come forward was extremely difficult to 

answer.  According to the Panel’s Charter, the IARP “will inquire into allegations where 

either 1) the accused was formerly under appointment by WMD and is not currently 

under appointment; or, 2) the abused individual (adult or child) was formerly in the 

mission field because of a WMD appointment.”57   

 The overall pool of allegations, then, consists of these sub-types: 

 

Presbyterian    alleging abuse by Adult or minor 
adult or child      Indigenous person OR 
on Presbyterian mission field    Non-Presbyterian person OR 
       Presbyterian person 
 
Non-Presbyterian    alleging abuse by  Presbyterian adult or minor  
adult or child      on mission field by Presbyterian  
       appointment 
 

 Even if the Panel narrowed the focus to children who experienced abuse on a 

mission field, over a large number of mission fields and a long period of time, the main 

groups of interest, then, are:   

 Presbyterian children on mission fields, and 

 Non-Presbyterian children abused by Presbyterian adults or minors. 

The former group is extremely difficult to number, and the latter group is virtually 

impossible to estimate.  The IARP has made significant attempts to identify and locate 

Presbyterian children on mission fields.  The PC(USA) does not maintain records on 

children of missionaries, so there is no primary archival source from which to establish 

baseline information.  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
57 Charter, Section III.  Scope. 
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   Very few non-Presbyterian children have been identified or located.  It is possible 

that the publication of our Final Report, available to the public according to our Charter58, 

might be a vehicle by which more non-Presbyterians might become aware of the 

PC(USA)’s inquiries. 

 Identifying and locating former Presbyterian missionary kids (MKs) meant 

beginning with their parents, former missionaries. 

 Our challenge might be diagrammed as follows: 

 

Missionaries ⇒  Children (MKs) ⇒ MKs who experienced abuse  
 
Those most easily located     Those to locate according to  
        the Charter 
 

 Denominations, in general, maintain information on retired missionaries.  

Information on MKs is much more sparse, however, and there are no compilations of 

those who might have experienced physical or sexual abuse.   

 The PC(USA)’s information on retired missionaries was available to the IARP 

from five main sources.  The IARP did not have access to Board of Pensions 

information.59  Table 4 offers a comparison of these sources of information. 

• Current mailing lists of retired missionaries maintained by World Mission;  

• Mission yearbooks; 

• Personnel files of retired missionaries stored with the Presbyterian Historical 

Society (PHS);  

• General Assembly Minutes for various years, and,  

• Card files maintained by former denominational officials.  

 

 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
58 Charter, Section XI, Process. 

 
59 The Board of Pensions is a corporation legally separate from the PC(USA) and not 
subject to the provisions of the Charter. 
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Table 4. Comparison of retired missionary information sources 

 

COMPARISON OF RETIRED MISSIONARY INFORMATION SOURCES 
 
2009 Mission Yearbook60 509 names of retired mission personnel who served at least  
    20 years overseas or as administrative staff.   
The IARP used mission yearbooks to identify missionaries on a mission field at a 
particular time. 
 
Mission yearbooks vary from year to year in how much detail they contain about current 
or retired missionaries. 
  
Mailing lists:   291 names of retired career missionaries61 
The IARP used these lists to write to some retired missionaries to request contact 
information for their children. 
 
The mission unit mailing lists provided to the ICI and IARP focused on career 
missionaries.  Unfortunately, the individuals most of interest to the IARP (teachers, 
houseparents) were most often shorter-term or special assignment missionaries.  Shorter-
term missionaries were not included, or the lists are maintained over long periods of time 
and shorter-term missionaries drop off the list faster.62  
 
Personnel files: c. 7900  RG 360 (foreign mission personnel files) largely  
     includes PCUSA, UPCNA, and UPCUSA files.   
The IARP used these files to glean information on MKs’ names, birthdates, schools 
attended, and peers. 
 
Personnel files are maintained as church archives, which means that their storage 
conforms to accepted archival principles.63  The files are maintained according to their 
original organizational “author” in the order in which they were sent to PHS.  Given the 
number of predecessor denominations, and an even greater number of predecessor 
organizational structures, personnel files of former missionaries are located in numerous 
accessions within PHS.  Some subsets of the total number of former missionary personnel 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
60 2009 Mission Yearbook. Louisville, KY: Witherspoon Press. Pp. 374-379.  Husbands 
and wives were counted individually. 
61 Mailing list provided by Pat Hendrix, Sexual Misconduct Ombudsperson, Panel 
liaison. 
62 For a discussion of categories of mission service, see Sunquist and Becker, A History 
of Presbyterian Missions: 1944 – 2007, p. 38. 
63 Information provided by Margery Sly, Deputy Director of the Presbyterian Historical 
Society (PHS), and the Panel’s primary liaison at PHS. 



IARP Final Report October 2010  43	  

files are catalogued in a searchable database, but a significant number are not.  These 
are primarily PCUS files and post 1983-PC(USA) files.   
 
GA Minutes:    No overall estimate available 
The IARP used this information to identify former missionaries on a particular mission 
field during a specific period of time.   
 
GA Minutes for some years do not contain lists of currently serving or retired 
missionaries.  Searching GA Minutes is a time-consuming endeavor. 
   
Card files   No overall estimate available 
The IARP used the card files to identify MKs in particular families. 
 
The card files are maintained in Louisville for use by the Sexual Misconduct 
Ombudsperson.  Each predecessor denomination utilized index cards in a different 
manner, and the amount of detail recorded on a missionary’s card often varied with 
organizational or personnel changes.  Cards did not always record information about 
MKs born after the parents began missionary service.  Compiling overall information, 
e.g. number of MKs on a given mission field, from the index cards, would be very time-
intensive and not completely accurate. 
 

 

 The difficulty in retrieving information on MKs, available through church 

sources, led the IARP to utilize external resources.  The Panel contacted boarding schools 

to request assistance in reaching alumni.  Supportive individuals distributed our materials 

at some school and missionary reunions.  The Panel also contacted individuals with 

informal mailing lists to request assistance in reaching others, and asked almost every one 

interviewed who else the Panel should contact.  The Panel also utilized MK and Third 

Culture Kids (TCK) websites and Facebook in our effort to locate relevant individuals.  

Despite the challenges in the outreach process, the Panel was able to make a good-faith 

effort to inform MKs about the inquiry, allowing them to choose to participate. 

 

The	  Panel’s	  outreach	  video	  

	   In the 2005, the Panel commissioned the creation of a video to be used in its 

outreach efforts with Presbyterian mission communities, in general, and potential inquiry 

witnesses, especially those who experienced abuse, in particular.  The goal of the video 

was twofold:  1.)  to inform the primary group of persons who could contribute to the 
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inquiry about the existence of the Panel and the purpose of the PC(U.S.A.) inquiry; and, 

2.) to encourage those who had knowledge of abusive incidents to come forward and 

submit their reports.  The video, “Witnesses to Truth, Witnesses to Healing: Investigating 

Child Abuse in Missionary Settings,” produced in 2006, and was available in DVD and 

VHS formats.64 [See Appendix P for information on how to obtain a copy of the video.] 

 The video features five individuals, a former adult missionary who was the 

mother of two survivors of child sexual abuse on the mission field, and four women 

sexually abused as MKs.  All of them took part in the PC(U.S.A.)’s fact-finding ICI 

inquiry into allegations of child sexual and physical abuse in the Congo from the 1940s to 

the 1970s.  Speaking from their hearts and directly to mission communities, they 

addressed a series of topics germane to the problem of abuse in the missionary setting, 

and what it was like to go through the process of an inquiry. 

 Topics included: coming forward; reactions of others; abuse and spirituality; 

changes from participating in the inquiry; healing; thoughts for loved ones; recognizing 

abuse; boys and physical abuse; talking to the Panel; thoughts for witnesses; why the 

church should investigate. 

 Availability of the video was publicized on the Panel web page maintained by the 

Sexual Misconduct Ombudsperson of the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.).  Some 

Presbyterian missionary interest groups publicized the video through their newsletters 

and networks, as did one advocacy group through its website.65  It was provided at no 

cost to anyone who requested it.  It was also distributed by Panel members at a booth at 

the 2006 General Assembly of the PC(U.S.A.)., Birmingham, Alabama.  (General 

Assemblies attract missionaries and mission staff who are in the U.S.A. due to work 

assignment, furlough, or retirement.  General Assemblies are occasions to promote and 

interpret mission, commission new missionaries, and gather in reunions.  They offer 

extended interactions with guests and representatives from partner churches from other 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
64 Independent Abuse Review Panel.  (Executive Producer); Evinger, James S., & 
Whitfield, Carolyn. (Directors); & Forget, Paul. (Editor). (2006). Witnesses to Truth, 
Witnesses to Healing: Investigating Child Abuse in Missionary Settings. [90 min. 
videorecording. DVD & VHS] Louisville, KY: Presbyterian Church, (U.S.A.). 
 
65 Missionary Kids Safety Net.  Available at:  http://www.mksafetynet.net 
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countries.)  Among those who requested the video were:  Presbyterians, members of 

other denominations, and members of independent mission-sending agencies; laity and 

clergy; missionaries who were parents and MKs; people in the U.S.A. and from other 

countries; adults who had been victimized as MKs and their spouses; victims of 

missionary offenders and of non-missionary offenders; offenders and relatives of 

offenders. 

 The Panel also sent the video to potential witnesses who were considering 

whether to come forward.  It offered them five authoritative sources describing what 

participants could expect.  It also provided a thoughtful perspective on a number of 

relevant questions and issues from the viewpoint of those who had lived in a church 

mission setting. 

 A secondary benefit of the video is its educational potential about the sexual 

abuse of minors in faith communities.  Its lessons are transferable to non-missionary 

settings.  For example, the brief topical chapters of the DVD can be utilized in an adult 

education class setting, typically offered in many congregations.  The video may be 

easily adapted to a discussion format guided by a knowledgeable resource person. 

 

Reporters’ decisions to approach the Panel 

A reporter has information in the form of identified or suspected abuse of 

themselves or others from the past.  How this information about abuse is understood or 

evaluated may change dramatically over time.  For example, a number of people 

reporting to the IARP did not initially, or for some time, define their experience as 

abusive.  Some thought it was maybe just part of being female; some believed their 

alleged perpetrator when they were told that this was how adults showed love to children.  

Others believed they had been abused, but did not believe they were worthy of having 

their experience taken seriously.  Typical of most reporters of abuse, whatever the setting, 

how the individual evaluates the information often changes over time. 

Individuals who approached the Panel came with a problem-solving agenda:  The 

abuse is a problem that needs to be acknowledged as such; steps need to be taken to fix it 

to prevent further problems.  When reporters approach the church with this attitude, they 
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are doing so because the church is the authoritative entity with the responsibility to 

acknowledge and address the problem.  

Any number of events might trigger an individual’s decision to approach the 

church.  The report may occur when the reporter gains awareness or knowledge of child 

or sexual abuse, such as:  

• Finding out others were also harmed by one’s abuser.   

• Learning of the potential for their abuser’s ongoing abuse of others, which leads 

to the concern that children are at current risk. 

• Becoming aware of how others define child or sexual abuse, such as pastors, 

therapists, friends, spouses, family members, professors. 

The heightened awareness or knowledge comes from a variety of experiences:  

• Public reports of boarding school abuses in other denominations or settings; e.g. 

recent report on Irish boarding schools. 

• Reports of past or current abuses by public figures, and the reactions of co-

workers, friends, and family to these revelations. 

• Conversations at mission conferences or reunions, or informal gatherings; e.g. 

This occurred for several ICI survivors when they walked out of a mission 

reunion meeting to avoid their perpetrator, and learned of each other’s experience 

when they shared why they had left the assembly hall.  This sharing over time 

eventually led them to approach the church about their abuse.  

• Academic learning or continuing education as part of one’s employment. 

• Intervention by others concerned about a reporter’s mental health or current 

functioning, such as pastors, professors, family members, significant others. 

• Painful personal experience, e.g. having one’s children reach the age the MK was 

when the abuse occurred, and having strong inexplicable reactions that drive the 

MK to seek assistance. 

The information reporters have, how they evaluate it, the trigger for their decision to 

approach the church, and their initial decision to approach the church are all factors that 

occur beyond the view of the church.  These circumstances represent the confluence of 

external events and internal individual readiness and receptiveness that cannot be 

predicted. 
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In the Panel’s inquiry, the overwhelming majority of reporters sought:66 

A. The PC(USA) to acknowledge the abuse in a way that demonstrates that the 

church understands well how serious it is. 

B. The context of their abuse is understood so well that no other child will have to 

live through these experiences.  They are interested in the church learning from 

their experience and implementing specific changes to protect children. 

C. The mission community to acknowledge the abuse and understand their role in 

increasing the harm when they refused to believe it occurred, failed to investigate 

it thoroughly, minimized the effects on victims, and failed to consider or protect 

the children under their care. 

D. The perpetrator to be stopped from harming any more children. 

E. The perpetrator to be held accountable for the damage they have caused. 

F. The PC(USA) to find other victims of their abuser so they, too, may have the 

opportunity to seek healing and justice from the church. 

What is equally important to consider here, when the Panel asked people why 

they came forward, is what they did not seek: 

• The reporters the Panel has worked with did not ask for money from the 

denomination. 

• Reporters did not come to the Panel requesting therapy or assistance with paying 

for therapy.  This is an important program that the Church offers them, but they 

did not come requesting this. 

• Reporters did not want vengeance or revenge on the perpetrator. 

What is important to note in this discussion is: 

• The actions reporters most desire are within the power of the PC(USA) to provide 

or address, and the PC(USA) has through the IARP. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
66 The Panel’s DVD, “Witnesses to Truth, Witnesses to Healing: Investigating Child 
Abuse in Mission Settings,” provides first-hand information about what reporters want 
from the church.  The parent missionary and four women MKs featured in the DVD 
discuss this extensively.  The comments from the woman in pink and the woman in 
purple are particularly relevant.  
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• Assumptions that victims are only after money are misguided.  

• Reporters have legitimate, serious questions about the corporate or larger context 

of their experience, which are indeed rooted in a broader view of victimization 

(items B, C, and F above).  The church may not want to invest the time and 

energy in investigating these issues; they may not want the answers that could 

result.  Thus, there may be a mismatch between what reporters desire and what 

the church wants to provide.   There is, however, no mismatch between what 

reporters seek and what the church is able to provide. 

 

  

Framework for the Panel’s methodology 

 ICI’s and the IARP’s methodologies, their way of conducting inquiries, have been 

similar and have proven productive and helpful, as judged by the responses of individuals 

bringing allegations to the ICI.67  This methodology has several features derived from the 

nature of sexual or physical abuse on past mission fields. 

 The traumatic nature of abuse on a mission field is the crucial element underlying 

the PC(USA) panels’ methodology:  The trauma of abuse disrupts an individual’s ability 

to trust and distorts the development of the ability to assess appropriate responsibility. 68  

These disruptions and distortions represent major effects of abuse and are expressed in an 

individual’s current behavior as they approach or interact with the church.  Features of 

the Panel’s methodology are sensitive to this difficulty.  Table 5 outlines some factors 

contributing to the potential severity of the effects of child abuse.69   

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
67 See the Panel’s DVD for perspectives from 4 women MKs and a parent missionary on 
the impact of the ICI’s investigation on their lives and their families. 
68 Ford, Julian D. and Christine A. Courtois.  (2009) Defining and Understanding 
Complex Trauma and Complex Traumatic Stress Disorders.  In Treating Complex 
Traumatic Stress Disorders, Christine A. Courtois and Julian D. Ford, editors.  New 
York: Guilford Press.  Pp. 13-18. 
69 Smallbone, Stephen, William L. Marshall, and Richard Wortley. (2008) Preventing 
Child Sexual Abuse: Evidence, policy and practice.  Portland OR: Willan Publishing, pp. 
13-14. 
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Table 5. Factors contributing to the potential severity of the effects of child abuse 

Each factor can be represented as a continuum from greater to lesser severity.  These 
depictions of variation in potential severity are general descriptions from research.  In 
actuality, each act of abuse combines these characteristics in the experience of the victim, 
for an overall effect that is specific to the individual child. 
 
1. Age of the victim 

2. Nature of relationship to the perpetrator – the degree of trust, the extent of dependence 
on the abuser. 
 
3. Presence of religious factors – religious role of perpetrator, use of God as higher power 
to justify abuse. 
 
4. Degree of sexual violation     

5. Type of intimidation – use of force or violence, physical restraint, verbal or emotional 
coercion 
 
6. Frequency of incidents 

7. Duration of incidents 

8. Pre-existing vulnerabilities, e.g. puberty, family changes (birth, death, separation from 
parents or siblings), previous abuse, concurrent abuse from another abuser, mental or 
physical conditions, learning disabilities. 
 
9. Circumstantial vulnerabilities, insecurity due to threats from civil unrest on the mission 
field. 
 

Characteristics of the mission field setting intensify some of the factors that 

contribute to the potential severity of the effects of child abuse, increasing the 

dependence and vulnerability: 

• Naïveté of MKs;  

• Living in the midst of another culture; 

• Living separate from parents for educational purposes, especially young children 

and immature adolescents; 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

Allen, David M. (2008) The Neglect of Contextual Factors in Studies of Child Sexual 
Abuse: A Commentary, in Megan J. Smith, editor.  Child Sexual Abuse: Issues and 
Challenges.  New York: Nova Science Publishers, pp. 147-153 
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• Living in a mission field community with limited numbers of people with whom 

to interact, ie. a closed system. 

Often, all of the important adult roles for MKs – doctors, teachers, houseparents, pastor, 

Sunday school teacher --  were filled by adults from within their immediate extended 

mission family; they were part of the extended family, an aunt or an uncle.  Any adult to 

whom a child might report abuse was part of this extended family. 

 This is not the case for non-mission field allegations the PC(USA) might 

encounter through congregations or presbyteries.  Often within the U.S., the child and the 

family have immediate contacts available to them outside of the church system. 

• They can go to a doctor who is not part of the congregation; 

• Teachers and others in the school system are likely not part of the church. 

• They may be able to contact local law enforcement. 

• There are probably mental health or counseling resources available outside of the 

community where abuse occurred. 

• Children likely have access to parents’ guidance and support. 

   

Crucial	  to	  understand:	  	  In	  non-‐mission	  field	  settings,	  the	  child	  and	  the	  family	  

have	  options	  for	  outside	  contacts;	  these	  options	  increase	  their	  independence	  from	  

the	  abuser,	  their	  control	  over	  what	  subsequently	  happens	  to	  them,	  and	  gives	  them	  

the	  freedom	  to	  escape.	  	  These	  characteristics	  may	  help	  lessen	  the	  potential	  severity	  

of	  the impact of the abuse itself. 

 The increase in dependence and vulnerability that comes from living in another 

culture, being educated separate from one’s parents, and being part of a closed system 

contributes to the degree of trauma that children abused on mission fields experience.   

Greater traumatization generally means more intense and longer-lasting aftereffects.  This 

requires greater sensitivity and mindfulness on the part of the church as it responds to 

individuals bringing allegations.  

 There are existing methodologies for working with seriously traumatized 

individuals.  Sidran, a nonprofit organization serving abused individuals, has developed a 

curriculum, Risking Connection, based on the principles of RICH (respect, information, 
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connection, and hope).70  Large-scale investigations of boarding school abuses have 

employed common procedures and methods.71 

Some of these features are: 

 

1) Voluntary participation:  Individuals choose whether or not to work with the ICI or 

IARP.  If they choose to participate, they have a number of options for what information 

they share, how, and when.  Voluntary participation and subsequent opportunities to 

exercise choice reinforce individual autonomy and control.  These occasions to make 

important choices for themselves about critical incidents in their lives, in contrast to their 

past experience, often prove to be healing for individuals who approach the Panel and 

participate in its process.72 

 

2) Staged response with the concomitant need for time and patience:  The PC(USA)’s 

panels, the ICI and IARP, have had staged responses so individuals have an opportunity 

to evaluate the credibility and trustworthiness of the PC(USA) as the reporting 

relationship developed.  Reporting is best viewed as occurring over a period of time and 

not as a single discrete act.  Individuals rarely reveal all of what they might wish to report 

at their initial contact with the church.  They need time to digest what they think, feel, 

learn, or trust after each contact with the PC(USA), as they decide how much to share and 

when.  Therefore, it has been helpful for investigators to respond with discrete steps and 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
70 Saakvitne, Karen W., Sarah Gamble, Laurie Anne Pearlman, and Beth Tabor Lev. 
(2000) Risking Connection: A Training Curriculum for Working with Survivors of 
Childhood Abuse.  Baltimore, MD:  Sidran Foundation and Press.  
71 See for example the Canadian Truth and Reconciliation Commission’s description of 
their “statement gathering” activities:  “Provide a holistic, culturally appropriate and safe 
setting for former students, their families and communities in which to share their 
experiences with the Commission.  Anyone affected by the IRS [Indian Residential 
School] experience might share his or her story by providing a written or recorded 
statement, in a private one-on-one interview….Participation is voluntary and participants 
can choose how they want to share”  and “Health Supports will be provided by Health 
Canada at all TRC events.  Health Supports include professional counseling….” From the 
Commission’s website: http://www.trc-cvr.ca/about.html. 
72 See the discussion on the Panel’s DVD for specific examples. 
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procedures that can be implemented conscientiously and consistently with all reporters.  

It has also been helpful to build in follow-up contacts to provide opportunities to listen, 

address questions and concerns, and to offer sensitive explanations.   

 

3) Confidentiality: The PC(USA)’s panels have had clear written descriptions of what 

information will be shared or not, with whom, and under what circumstances.   

 

4) In-person meetings with reporters, alleged victims, and important associated 

individuals:  Since disclosure occurs as trust develops, in-person meetings allow the 

greatest opportunity for reporters and alleged victims to assess the people in whom they 

are confiding.  From the panels’ perspectives, in-person meetings allow the best 

opportunity to assess and discuss credibility, desired outcomes, and motivation for 

coming forward.  

 

5) Use of debriefers:  The PC(USA)’s panels have hired outside professional debriefers, 

with recognized expertise, to meet with alleged victims after their initial in-person 

interview.  This recognizes that re-visiting the trauma, in the form of disclosing it in-

person to others, often stirs up feelings and reactions from the original incident.  The 

meeting with a debriefer is completely separate from working with the Panel, and 

information is not shared between the Panel and the debriefer.  Debriefers alert the 

alleged victim to possible responses they may experience after their appearance before 

the Panel, discuss different coping strategies, review sources of support, and help connect 

people with additional resources as needed.   

 

6) General attention to emotional safety: All of the ICI’s and IARP’s processes, 

communications, contacts, and meetings were evaluated in detail in advance regarding 

how well the setting might ensure a victim’s sense of emotional safety.  The work of the 

Panel could proceed only to the extent that the Panel created a safe space and place for 

sharing sensitive information.  For example, since the Panel could not be fully aware of 

prior relationships and interactions, meetings with individuals from the same mission 
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field were not scheduled on the same day in the same hotel unless the Panel could be 

reasonably sure that there would not be unexpected contact between them. 

 These features collectively describe a response that is respectful, substantive, and 

accessible.   

 

Parties in an investigation 

 Individuals approaching the Panel or agreeing to participate in an inquiry could 

represent one or more roles relative to the alleged abuse, and represent one or more roles 

relative to the inquiry.  Witnesses in a Panel inquiry could, for example, be an alleged 

victim in one reported incident, and an accused individual in another incident.  

Individuals who identified themselves as victims were also witnesses to incidents 

occurring to classmates or peers.  In families where more than one MK was abused, an 

individual could be a victim and an indirect victim as well. 

 Similarly, in an inquiry, a participant could represent more than one role or type 

of information.  Most reporters and corroborators, for example, also provided contextual 

and background information. 

 The role(s) an individual represented relative to the abuse incident did not predict 

the role(s) they might represent in an inquiry.  Alleged victims, for example, might 

defend accused individuals or corroborate an accused individual’s information.  

  

Roles in the abuse incident  Roles in an investigation 

Colluder / enabler   Provider of context and background 

Accused individual   Corroborator of abuse 

Person at risk    Reporter of abuse 

Alleged victim    Individuals who chose not to participate 

Indirect victim    Accused individual 

Witness to event    Defender of accused individual 

Intervener    Corroborator of accused individual’s information 

Reporter of abuse 

Person who fails to report 
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 The order in which the Panel sought to interview individuals relevant to a 

particular inquiry depended on their probable role in the alleged abuse incident.  The 

content of the Panel’s interview with an individual derived from their role in an inquiry.  

The Panel focused on an individual’s roles in interactions with participants in order to be 

clear about the source of their information about an alleged incident, or to be clear about 

the purpose of sharing particular information with the Panel. 

   

Investigative Process 

 The Panel’s work proceeds from the receipt of an allegation through a number of 

distinct steps or phases as outlined in Table 6, IARP Investigation Process.  As a 

precursor, an individual must identify or suspect abuse and be willing to report it to the 

IARP.73 

 
Table 6. IARP Investigation Process 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Panel Process: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

73	  Goldman, Jill and Marsha K. Salus, with Deborah Wolcott and Kristie Y. Kennedy. 
(2003). A Coordinated Response to Child Abuse and Neglect: The Foundation for 
Practice, U. S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration on Children, 
Youth and Families, Children’s Bureau, Office on Child Abuse and Neglect, Child Abuse 
and Neglect User Manual Series, p. 60. 

I.  INITIAL ASSESSMENT UPON RECEIPT OF ALLEGATION 
 
Questions: 
 Is a mandatory civil report required? 
 Does this allegation fit the scope of our Charter? 
 Is one of the two parties – accused individual or 
  alleged victim – still alive? 

Pre-cursor: 
Someone identifies or suspects abuse 

AND 
They are willing to report it to the IARP. 
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II.  CONDUCT AN INQUIRY INTO THE ALLEGATIONS 
 
Components: 
 A. Determine relationship to existing cases 
	   B.	  Interviews	  
	   C.	  Archival	  research	  

A. Determine relationship to existing cases 
 

Is this a new school or mission field for the IARP? 
 

 YES      NO 
 
Collect school information   Update school and mission 
Collect mission field information       field information as needed 
 
Outreach to school alumni, former 
   missionaries, former staff if needed 
    

B. Interviews 
 
Order in which we try to interview witnesses: 
 

Accuser, in person, if we have not already done so. 
Victim, if not the accuser, and other identified victims. 
Individuals who can corroborate the victim(s) accounts. 
Victim(s) parents and siblings 
Hostel parents or other caregiving adults 
WMD or predecessor agency staff 
Accused individual 
Witnesses suggested by the accused individual 
Witnesses who can provide important background or contextual 
    information 
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C. Archival research 
 

Types of documents and information we seek from formal sources  
e.g. official denominational archives 
 
 Contemporaneous official correspondence 
 Corroborative information from personnel files 
  (e.g. assignments to mission fields, positions) 
 Information on missionary children – educational, health 
 Information on mission fields 
 Administrative history (e.g. who was in what position when) 
 Memos, reports on mission field or missionary issues 
	   Correspondence from missionary parents or children 
 Personnel assessments or evaluations 
 Minutes and records of boards and corporate entities 
 
Types of documents and information we seek from personal sources 
e.g. personal records that individual missionaries have kept 
  
 Personal copies of memos, correspondence, minutes 
 Correspondence with other missionaries 
 Journal entries 
 Other letters, memos, documents or relevant items, e.g. photos 
 
Types of information we seek from MKs  
  
 Journal or diary entries 
 Correspondence with parents or peers 
 Yearbooks 
 Photos 
 Personal writing, e.g. poetry, essays, published items 
 
 

III. REVIEW OF INFORMATION 
 
Components: 
 A. Analyze all information obtained to date. 
  What facts do we know about the allegations? 
  What important contextual and environmental 
   factors are present? 
  How do we know these things? 
  How sure are we of what we know? 
 B. Is there any information missing that we are able to 
      obtain, either from witnesses or archival research? 
     If so, return to II. 
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 Victims often do not report abuse directly to authorities; they may disclose to 

trusted adults or peers, who then face decisions about how to respond.  Individuals who 

received this type of information may or may not believe that the reported incident 

constituted abuse, separate from what the victim believes.  Observers of possible abuse 

may question the nature of what they saw or wonder what other behavior was present that 

they didn’t observe.  It may be difficult to decide what is the real nature of activity that 

appears to be ambiguous.  Individuals have different life experiences, awareness of 

abuse, and different thresholds of suspicion so the same behavior observed by two 

different people can result in two different conclusions.  Others with knowledge or 

suspicions of abuse can make allegations to the Panel, so the alleged victim is not always 

the person making the allegation.  In either instance, however, someone, victim or person 

with knowledge, must identify actual or possible abuse. 

 Similarly, an individual might identify abuse but be unwilling, for various 

reasons, to contact the Panel and report it. Victims who were sworn to secrecy or 

threatened by the perpetrator may be afraid to report, even as adults.74  Victims may have 

feelings of genuine care or concern for an offender and be reluctant to report him or her.75  

Either the victim or the person with knowledge may have previously reported the incident 

with unsatisfactory results and thus be unwilling to report it again.  Victims or others may 

have encountered disbelief, unwillingness to investigate, or dismissive attitudes in the 

past.76  Given this type of experience, they may decide that they do not wish to run the 

risk of encountering those difficulties again.  Or, it may simply be the case that, in spite 

of the Panel’s outreach efforts, an individual who is aware of an incident of abuse is 

unaware of the Panel’s existence and the opportunity to report. 

 In practical terms, what these limitations mean for the Panel’s work is that we will 

not be aware of all possible instances of abuse on PC(USA) mission fields.  Some abuse 

will not be identified and, thus, will not come to our attention.  People will not recognize 

their or another’s experience as abuse, even though it may have been.  Or, they may 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
74 Ibid. p. 2. 
75 Ibid. p. 2-3. 
76 Ibid. p. 3. 
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suspect abuse, but not feel confident enough to report.  Some abuse will be identified but 

the individual who is aware of it will not report it to the Panel, for whatever reason.  The 

Panel can only work with reports that come to us, and these will be only a subset of the 

possible instances of abuse that could have come to us. 

 Reporters who did come to the Panel often did so at great cost. 

These costs could be measured in three primary ways: 

1. Time.  For some witnesses, travel arrangements to an in-person interview with the 

Panel required arriving the day before and departing the day after.  If this three-

day commitment required leave from employment, that loss was incurred by the 

witness.  The Panel was unable to compensate witnesses for such a loss.  One 

person adapted a vacation itinerary to spend a day as a witness with the Panel.  

Many set aside family responsibilities to meet with the Panel.  One witness 

negotiated the demands of an educational degree program to travel and be 

interviewed.  Some witnesses undertook research initiatives to search for material 

that would assist the inquiry, and some of those initiatives involved considerable 

expenditures of personal time. 

2. Money.  The Panel was able to reimburse witnesses for specific types of out-of-

pocket expenses incurred during their participation in the inquiry.  Frequently this 

included the cost of photocopies of personal papers, which was typically a journal 

or diary, a school yearbook, family correspondence, and/or family photographs.  

A few submitted digital images of personal papers by creating CDs for the Panel’s 

use.  However, some witness-incurred expenses were not reimbursable, for 

example extensive research initiatives and the creation of original presentation 

materials to increase the Panel’s knowledge base of the case. 

3. Stress.  Many witnesses experienced stress as a cost of their participation in the 

inquiry.  For example, a witness who agreed to an in-person interview was 

typically invited to prepare a written statement in advance.  For many who had 

been victims of sexual abuse as a child or youth, the act of preparing a written 

narrative of the story of their abuse and its impact on their lives was distressing.  

Reliving events and reorganizing disturbing memories was an anxiety-provoking 

experience.  In some cases, the Panel’s request that individuals participate in the 
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inquiry created tension in the their primary relationships and/or family of origin.  

This was especially true in situations where the individual had not previously 

disclosed or discussed sensitive and painful childhood incidents.  The act of being 

asked to function as a witness could be an unwelcome intrusion that disrupted 

persons’ lives in ways they could not control. 

 

 The Panel tries to interview parties of interest to the investigation in a particular 

order.  This progression is not absolute.  The Panel may depart from this preferred order 

for several reasons:  the location of relevant individuals may not be known at the outset; 

people may not be available at certain times for an interview; individuals may elect not to 

speak with the Panel; or the Panel may not know who all of the people are in these 

various roles (e.g. victims) until a later stage of our investigation.  This sequence of 

interviews is consistent with generally recognized investigative practices.77 

 The first interviews, in person if at all possible, occur with the accuser and the 

victim, if this individual is not the accuser.  The Panel then makes every effort to identify 

any other victims related to this case and interview them as well.  These are the “direct 

victims” referred to in the description of roles, above. 

 The second set of interviews generally occurs with indirect victims, family 

members of the victim, and individuals who can corroborate the victim’s account of the 

incident, those who might fill the role of “witness” and “intervener” noted above. 

 The third set of interviews usually occurs with adults who had child care 

responsibilities at the time and mission and denominational staff; these people are often 

in a position to corroborate information the Panel has already received, and speak to 

efforts, if any, to intervene. 

 The last set of interviews occurs with the accused individual, people in corporate 

positions who failed to intervene or colluded with the accused, and individuals the 

accused would like the Panel to interview. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
77 OJJDP, Criminal Investigation, p. 4. 
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 As the Panel reviews and integrates materials from all of the interviews, there 

may be a need for further background or contextual information, and the Panel may elect 

to interview individuals who can provide this. 

 

D. Investigative Resources: The sources of information available for addressing  
 reports and questions. 
 
 As noted above, in the investigation process outline, the Panel had two primary 

resources for the information needed to determine whether or not a report represented 

abuse.  Witnesses and archives, people and documents, were the resources the Panel 

relied on in its inquiries. 

 The Panel designated people in two ways:  participants were individuals who 

provided information to the Panel but did not sign a Witness Agreement; witnesses were 

individuals who signed either a Witness Agreement and Release Form or a Consent to 

Participation Form.   

 

Witness Agreement and Release Form 

 When the Panel received a report, a first step was to interview the reporter and the 

alleged victim.  At the same time, as noted above, the Panel identified other individuals in 

other roles, and determined a potential order of investigation.  Once an individual and a 

role were identified, and contact information secured, the Panel approached individuals 

asking if they would be willing to participate in our inquiry. 

 People generally received written materials first, which included a letter 

indicating why the Panel would like to speak with them, and how that might occur.  The 

Panel’s Charter, a copy of the Witness Agreement and Release form, information about 

Panel members, and sometimes the Panel’s DVD were included as well.  Panel members 

followed up on these letters with phone calls and emails to answer questions and arrange 

an interview, if the person was willing. 

 A key step for the Panel was determining whether or not the individual was 

willing to sign a Witness Agreement and Release Form (WA).  A copy of the Witness 

Agreement is included in Appendix G.  The Witness Agreement and Release Form was 

developed in consultation with the PC(USA)’s General Legal Counsel.  The Panel was 
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not a separate legal entity, so the legal agreement represented in the Form was between 

witnesses and the PC(USA). 

The WA was important to the Panel because it applied Charter provisions to the 

relationship between the Panel and an individual witness.  The WA specified how 

confidentiality would apply to the Panel and the participant, indicated what the 

participant could expect of the Panel, and put in writing the mutual agreement about the 

purpose of the interview.  With a mutual understanding of purpose, confidentiality, and 

expectations in place, as occurred when someone signed the Witness Agreement, the 

Panel and the witness could proceed to share specific information safely and comfortably.   

  The Panel spoke to individuals who had not signed Witness Agreements, and 

received information from them, but the questions the Panel asked were more general. 

 As the Charter was amended, parallel changes were required to the Witness 

Agreement.  Changes to the Witness Agreement are outlined in Appendix G. 

 

Participation Consent Form 

 The Panel devised an agreement specific to accused individuals, because there 

was greater need to outline expectations.  Given the Panel’s Charter provisions about 

naming, either in the Final Report or a Need-to-Know Report, accused individuals faced 

different decisions about whether or not to speak to the Panel and how much information 

to share. 

 The Participation Consent Form was developed by the Panel as a means of 

providing the greatest degree of informed consent possible.  A copy of the Participation 

Consent Form is in Appendix H.    

 

Interviews:  How  

 Generally the Panel preferred to see witnesses in person if that was possible.  

Sometimes circumstances – distance, the health of the witness, the timing of an interview 

relative to a Panel meeting – preclude a face-to-face conversation.  In these instances, the 

Panel tried to interview the person via conference call so the entire Panel could interact 

with the witness.  Follow up contacts were often conducted by one Panel member acting 

on behalf of the entire Panel. 
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 Victims are encouraged to bring a support person with them to the interview.  The 

support person is asked to sign the same Witness Agreement, the confidentiality 

agreement, the victim is asked to sign.  The Panel pays for the transportation, lodging, 

and meal costs for all of its witnesses and the support people they bring.  Interviews are 

held in neutral locations, often meeting rooms in hotels in a city where neither Panel 

members nor the witnesses live.  The Panel tries to meet in cities convenient for the 

witness, but apart from where they reside, to enhance the privacy and confidentiality of 

the witness’ participation.   

 Victims who speak with the Panel have an opportunity to talk with a debriefer 

after their interview with the Panel.  Presenting intimate information to strangers on an 

investigative panel is a stressful experience and it can trigger strong reactions in victims.  

The debriefer is hired by the Panel, but does not share with the Panel who has visited or 

any content from their conversations with witnesses.  Witnesses are aware of the 

availability of the debriefer and have the choice whether they utilize their services or not. 

 The Panel also participates in an internal debriefing session after a witness 

interview.  We review how the interview went as well as the information we received.  

This is the occasion where Panel members can identify their feelings and reactions, digest 

the substance that has been shared, and discuss how the individual members have worked 

together.  Panel members take notes during interviews and we copy and share these with 

each other afterwards.  As we review each other’s notes, we identify follow up questions, 

issues we wish to pursue further, and we refine the direction for the case.   

 Copies of the letters that the Panel sends to witnesses at various stages of the 

contact and interview process will be available in the Supplement to the Final Report, 

available later this year.   

 

Interviews: What 

 Interviews, whether by phone or in-person, were semi-structured to ensure 

consistency across mission fields and across the roles of various witnesses.   Semi-

structured means that the same format was followed for all of the interviews, but 

witnesses were asked open-ended questions, which could lead into unique issues. 
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Appendix I. contains an interview outline and a list of topics commonly covered with 

witnesses in the roles indicated.   

 A typical interview was three hours long.  This allowed time for the topics the 

Panel needed to cover at the start or end of the interview, and still leave enough time for 

content.  Three hours was a comfortable amount of time for witnesses – as people 

recalled details of interest to the Panel, they recalled associated information to share as 

well, and the time frame allowed this process to take its course.   

 Some witnesses were interviewed for longer periods of time with appropriate 

breaks for meals or time to refresh.  Multiple interview periods might occur, for example, 

with people who served on more than one mission field or who had information to share 

about more than one school.  For accused individuals, the Panel often scheduled multiple 

sessions within a long weekend to allow time for reflection in between interviews.  Panel 

members scheduled the time into our travel arrangements, then the Panel and participants 

negotiated interview lengths and timing that seemed appropriate for adequate discussion 

of the topics at hand. 

 Some participants were interviewed on more than one occasion, if the follow up 

information desired by the Panel was extensive and best conveyed in-person. 

 Where needed, the Panel accommodated special needs of witnesses.  Some 

interviews were held in individual’s homes, if travel time, distance, or means was an 

obstacle to someone coming to the hotel.  In some cases the Panel provided transportation 

for a witness.  The Panel’s Charter and Witness Agreement and Release form were 

translated into French, and one interview was conducted in French to accommodate a 

witness’s preferred language.  [Judith Wiley, Panel member, is fluent in French.]   

 Some aspects of the Panel’s interviews deserve discussion here: 

1. Prayer: We asked each participant if they wished to begin with prayer or not.  Some 

victims are no longer Christian or religious, and prayer is offensive to them.  For this 

reason, the Panel offered the option to witnesses and allowed them to choose what they 

were most comfortable with. 

2. Confidentiality: We reviewed the Panel’s expectations regarding confidentiality at the 

beginning and at the end of each interview.  The Panel did not ever disclose to anyone 

whether or not we had spoken with a particular individual.  If someone asked if we had 
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talked with someone, the Panel simply asked why it would be important for us to talk 

with them.  The Panel also did not disclose the content of what was shared with us with 

anyone else.  Witnesses were free to discuss with others that they had talked with the 

Panel; this was at their discretion.  What the Panel asked witnesses not to share with 

anyone were the questions and the content of what was discussed during the interview. 

3.  Statements:  The Panel offered each witness the opportunity to prepare a statement, 

written or verbal, for his or her interview.  Many witnesses went to considerable lengths 

to prepare information that included family background, mission field history and dates, 

schools attended, personal biographical information, and in-depth information about life 

on the mission field, including abusive incidents, to share with the Panel.  Witnesses were 

given the opportunity to begin with their statement, if they had one, and the Panel then 

followed up with questions on their statement, and topics the Panel had prepared.   

4.  Topics:  Appendix I. has a list of topics generally discussed with witnesses.  The Panel 

asked almost every witness these questions: 

• Do you know of anyone who was abused on the mission field? 

• Is there anyone you have concerns about, either from your time on the mission 

field or as you have thought about it since? 

• Who else should we talk to to learn more about a particular event or individual or 

mission field? 

• What would you like to see as the outcome of the Panel’s inquiry? 

 

Panel members took extensive notes at interviews, which were then copied and 

shared with the other Panel members.   

The facts the Panel sought in interviews fell into these categories: the alleged victim, 

the alleged offender, the setting, and the alleged behavior.  Each of these dimensions, in 

turn, had important attributes.   

 

A. Alleged victim  

1. Majority status:  Was the alleged victim younger than 18 (a minor) or older 

than 18 (an adult) at the time of the incident? 
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2. Denominational status:  Under what denominational aegis was the alleged 

victim on the mission field? 

3. Capacity:  What were the alleged victim’s vulnerabilities?  Were these transient 

or chronic?  What was the nature of the vulnerabilities?  E.g. physical or mental 

disabilities, emotional distress, intoxication. 

B. Alleged offender  

1. Ordination status:  Was the alleged offender ordained clergy, elder or deacon in 

the PC(USA)?  Was the alleged offender a member of the PC(USA)? 

2. Employment status:  Was the alleged offender employed by a PC(USA)-entity? 

3. Majority status:  Was the accused individual younger than 18 (a minor) or older 

than 18 (an adult) at the time of the incident? 

4. Capacity:  Are there factors that potentially influence the accused individual’s 

responsibility for his behavior? 

C. Setting  

1. Property:  Did the alleged incident occur on PC(USA) property? 

2. Responsibility:  Did the alleged incident occur under PC(USA) supervision? 

3. Organizational factors:  How functional is the organization or administration 

that might bear supervisory responsibility?  What other current characteristics of 

the organization might be relevant to an inquiry into alleged sexual abuse? 

 

D. Incident: These combine to form the impact on the victim. 

1. Relationship: What were the roles of the alleged offender and alleged victim at 

the time of the reported incident?  What is their degree of familiarity or 

involvement?  Frequency of contact?   

2. Nature of the alleged sexual abuse:  What type of sexual abuse is alleged?  This 

can vary from sexual harassment to use in pornography to various degrees of 

direct sexual contact. 

3. Coercion: What was the nature of the coercion used to obtain the alleged 

victim’s participation?  This can range from subtle psychological grooming, 

enticement or seduction to direct violence or restraint. 



IARP Final Report October 2010  66	  

4. Context:  Within what larger context did this relationship and alleged incident 

occur? What elements of the context are relevant to the alleged incident and how? 

E.  Informing others of the incident 

 1. Who knew? 

 2. What did they do? 

 3.  Who did the alleged victim tell over time?  Why those people at that time? 

 

 Information on participants and witnesses is in Part 2, B, Summary. 

 

Archives  
 
Archives refer generally to repositories for denominational records and files.  The 

Panel distinguished between two types of archives:  administrative files and personnel 

records.  Administrative files provided information in minutes, reports, correspondence, 

and other forms of written communication between entities or individuals.  Personnel 

files provided information on MKs and their mission field experience.  See Table 6, 

Investigation Process, for a more comprehensive list of the types of records the Panel 

searched for information. 

For the PC(USA), the Presbyterian Historical Society (PHS) holds the 

denominational archives for predecessor denominations up to the present.  When the 

Panel began, archives could be found in three locations:  Philadelphia PA, the main 

repository; Montreat NC, the primary repository for PCUS records, and Louisville KY, 

for files not yet old enough or ready to be sent to Philadelphia.  The Panel reviewed 

denominational archives in all three locations. 

In its archival research, the Panel had the support and assistance of PHS staff, 

most of whom are certified archivists through the Academy of Certified Archivists.78  

Certified archivists adhere to a Code of Ethics that promotes equal access to records, and 

preserves the privacy of both the subject of the records and the user.  For the Panel, this 

meant that archival research conducted in close conjunction with PHS staff was 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
78 See Academy of Certified Archivists web site at:  http://www.certifiedarchivists.org/ 
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consistent with the provisions of the Panel’s Charter and its Witness Agreements.  “Open 

and equitable access” meant that PHS staff did not second-guess or judge any Panel 

request to view any particular files.79  “Privacy” meant that PHS staff maintained 

confidentiality about the Panel’s requests for access and photocopies, and maintained 

appropriate privacy for the subjects of the files.80  For example, personnel records 

requested by the Panel were kept behind the desk out of view after they were retrieved 

before they were given to Panel members. 

The archives, or the permanent records of a denomination acquired by PHS reflect 

the people and the organization who created them.  Figure 1, Creation of archives, 

sketches the relevant parties, from the IARP’s perspective, and the decisions they made.   

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
79 Code of Ethics for Archivists, VI. Access: “Archivists strive to promote open and 
equitable access to their services and records in their care without discrimination or 
preferential treatment, and in accordance with legal requirements, cultural sensitivities, 
and institutional policies.”  From Society of American Archivists web site: 
http://www.archivists.org/governance/handbook/app_ethics.asp. 
80 Code of Ethics for Archivists, VII.  Privacy:  “Archivists protect the privacy rights of 
donors and individuals or groups who are the subject of records.  They respect all users’ 
right to privacy by maintaining the confidentiality of their research and protecting any 
personal information about them in accordance with the institution’s security 
procedures.” From Society of American Archivists web site: 
http://www.archivists.org/governance/handbook/app_ethics.asp. 
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Figure 1. Creation of archives
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Missionaries and field administrators made decisions about minutes and 

correspondence that was sent to the U.S. mission office, just as individuals in the U.S. 

office made decisions about what was sent to the mission field.  U.S. mission offices 

were organized in various ways, and these structures changed over time.   

Most commonly there were both area and functional administrators – area 

administrators were responsible for mission fields in a particular geographical area, while 

functional administrators focused on a particular aspect of mission – finance, personnel, 

type of mission work, or pastoral care.  Correspondence and communication between the 

mission field and the U.S. mission office occurred between individuals on the mission 

field and various individuals in the U.S. positions.  Correspondence from the mission 

field, for example, was often copied to several people in the U.S. office in various 

positions.  Those individuals could respond individually to someone on the mission field, 

and may or may not have copied in colleagues.   

As denominations merged and mission structures re-organized, communication 

patterns were disrupted then re-organized.  The permanent records at PHS reflect these 

disjunctures and changes.  A series of types of reports or minutes may abruptly end with 

a merger or reorganization.  The amount of information preserved in a record may change 

when the person in the position changed and had a different style of communication. 

While U.S. mission offices and mission fields had policies about what records 

were sent, preserved, or filed and how, the individuals responsible for carrying out those 

policies may or may not have followed them in every instance.  As a result, what is 

available in the permanent records now reflects individual decisions in the past, as well as 

organizational policies.  For example, one administrator told us that minutes of school 

board meetings were generally discarded rather than filed when they were received at the 

U.S. office, because school boards were semi-autonomous bodies. 

PHS, as a denominational archive, follows archival principles articulated by the 

Society of American Archivists.  Important ones for the Panel’s work were the principle 

of provenance and original order. 

The principle of provenance means that records created by different entities or 

offices are kept separate when they are received at PHS.   In fact, PHS keeps the files, 
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folders and records it receives exactly as they were received.  This preserves the context 

for any particular document.  This was extremely important for the Panel as it meant that 

the context in which a document was created or sent was preserved.  Panel members 

learned a great deal about mission fields from being able to see the context in which 

particular documents or reports were created.  This allowed the Panel to refine general 

expectations about what documents might exist and what they might contain into specific 

understandings about communication within a mission field, and between that mission 

field and the U.S. office. 

This principle, however, did mean that searching archives took more time.  Since 

PHS did not go through a mission field’s records, for example, to extract minutes of a 

particular entity over time, and then organize those minutes separately, searches focused 

on a sequence of events required searching multiple files in multiple accessions. 

The principle of original order means that PHS preserves the order in which it 

receives files or folders.  Archivists do not reorganize the sequence of material.  This 

means that relevant files, from the IARP’s perspective, were located in different 

accessions, or groups of records sent to the archives at the same time.  Where an 

individual file was located was completely dependent on decisions in U.S. mission 

offices about when to group old files together and ship them to the archives.   

Again, this principle benefited the Panel by providing context for any given 

document of interest, but it required more time to locate relevant material. 

The files and folders that make up the archives of the PC(USA) are owned by the 

entity that created them.  For example, mission field records are owned by the current 

World Mission unit.  At the beginning of the IARP’s work, Panel members and World 

Mission and denominational administrators signed agreements, where the owner of the 

archives relevant to the IARP’s inquiries gave permission for individual Panel members 

to access those records. 

PHS access policy creates unrestricted, restricted, and closed categories of records 

available to the public.  Unrestricted records are generally more than 50 years old, or 

materials that have been processed by PHS archivists.  Restricted records are less than 50 

years old and greater than 25 years old, and are available to the public only with the 

written permission of the owner.  Closed records are generally less than 25 years old and 
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material that has not been processed.81  The IARP had access to all three categories of 

permanent records at PHS.   

   
Other denominational archives 
 
 The IARP also reviewed archival material at the Eastern Mennonite Mission 

archives, in Salunga PA, and the United Methodist Church archives, in Madison NJ.  

Panel members received permission for access and signed appropriate agreements with 

each denominational archive prior to access.  

 The Panel accessed administrative files for Good Shepherd School in Addis 

Ababa, Ethiopia at the Eastern Mennonite Mission archives.  At the United Methodist 

archives, the Panel accessed administrative and personnel files for the Methodist-

Presbyterian Hostel in Kinshasa, Congo.  SIM sent us information from their archives, 

and WMPL provided important information. 

Personal papers 

 The Panel also utilized documents, photos, and other resources provided by 

individual from their own personal papers.  Missionaries often maintained their own set 

of personal records – letters received from their children at boarding school, copies of 

minutes they produced, diaries and journals kept on the mission field, copies of 

administrative memos they received, mission field materials received in orientation or 

while on the field, photographs, and mission field newsletters.  MKs often had copies of 

letters written by their parents, photographs, and school yearbooks. 

 Many witnesses provided diagrams, and copies of personal papers.  Some MKs 

went to considerable time and expense to provide copies of photos, copies of yearbooks, 

or notations of yearbook class pictures.  Other provided information in the form of 

contact information for friends and family, and materials from research they had done on 

mission fields and individuals.  Missionary parents searched through letters for pertinent 

references, and provided copies of journals and administrative materials.  In some cases, 

witnesses permitted access to personal papers so the Panel could conduct its own search 

for relevant references. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
81 PHS access policy can be found at http://history.pcusa.org. 
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Other resources 

The Panel utilized three other types of resources in its inquiries:  legal 

consultation, clinical consultation, and a private research firm. 

Legal consultation provided information and advice for the Panel on the legal 

implications of various decisions and actions. 

Clinical consultation was arranged by the Panel to provide specialized clinical 

insight into the issue of minors accused of abusive behavior. 

The private research firm provided two types of information for the Panel:  

current contact information for individuals the Panel had been unable to locate, and 

publicly available background information on particular individuals, generally those 

accused of abuse. 

  

E. Panel decision-making: The processes for making decisions about reports and 
questions based on the information collected 
 
  

Protocols:  These protocols are included in their entirety in the appendix noted.  
Notification of Third Parties (Appendix J.) 

  Finding of Fact Protocol (Appendix K.) 
  Naming Protocol (Appendix L.) 
 
  
Referral	  of	  information	  to	  a	  religious	  governing	  body	  

 By the Charter, the IARP had no ecclesiastical authority by which to adjudicate or 

conduct a formal church disciplinary proceeding against any individual.82  The Charter, 

however, did provide the means by which ecclesiastical discipline could be considered. 

For incidents where 1.) the IARP had reached the determination that abuse occurred; and, 

2.) the offender “is under the jurisdiction of any religious governing body (Presbyterian 

or other faith,”83  the IARP was required to “inform that religious governing body in 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
82 IV. Nature, 4.  (This was briefly reiterated at XI. Process.) 
83 XI. Process. 
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writing so that body can pursue any disciplinary or other options it deems appropriate.”84  

This requirement shall be fulfilled following release of the Final Report. 

 When a religious governing body is informed, the Charter requires the IARP to 

cooperate fully “in any disciplinary or other options the governing body decides to 

pursue.  This cooperation… will include but is not limited to providing any and all 

pertinent evidence to the governing body.”85   

 The Charter’s intention and obligations regarding informing a religious governing 

body were described in three documents provided to potential witnesses:  1.) Charter; 2.) 

the Witness Agreement and Release Form, paragraphs 4 and 8, which was used with 

inquiry witnesses who were not accused of abuse; 3.) the IARP Inquiry Participation 

Consent Form, paragraphs 5 and 10C., which was used with inquiry witnesses who were 

accused of abuse.86 

 Because a referral to a religious governing body requires the name of the 

individual harmed by the reported abusive behavior, the Panel’s the Witness Agreement 

and Release Form included the following provision: “When and how the IARP 

communicates the victim’s name as part of the pertinent evidence will be arranged with 

the victim prior to the IARP making the referral.”87 This provision ensures that the victim 

will be consulted prior to the Panel making the referral, so there may be a full discussion 

of the process, the options available to the victim, and the role of the IARP.  A person 

who participated as a witness in the IARP inquiry retains the right to choose to participate 

or decline to participate in the activities of a religious governing body. 

 

 

 

 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
84 Op cit XI. Process. 
85 Op cit. XI. Process. 
86 Appendix. 
87 Paragraph 4. 
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Referral of information to an organization that is not a religious governing body 

 

 The Charter also contained permissive language regarding situations that extend 

beyond religious governing bodies:  “If the IARP reaches a determination that abuse has 

occurred, the IARP may inform other organizations.   The IARP will use its careful 

discretion in making these determinations.”88   

 The Charter’s provision regarding this possibility was also described in the three 

documents used with inquiry witnesses:  1.) the Charter; 2.) the Witness Agreement and 

Release Form, paragraph 9; 3.) the IARP Inquiry Participation Consent Form, 10D.89 

Such determinations will also be implemented following the release of the Final Report.  

The essential criteria in making this determination to inform is whether the Panel had a 

about an offender’s access to people who could be vulnerable to harm and for whom the 

organization has responsibility, e.g., children and youth.  

 

 

Acts of apology and forgiveness as a concern of witnesses are discussed in 

Appendix M. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
88 Ibid. XI. Process. 
89 Ibid. Appendix 
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PART 2: The Panel’s conclusions 

 

A.  The context for reports: What the Panel would like readers to know before they 
read the rest of Part 2. 
 
Call to mission service 

Among Presbyterians, missionaries were not alone among Presbyterians, of 

course, in hearing and responding to God’s call to service.  Clergy and lay alike discerned 

God’s call to serve particular needs in a specific time and place.  For any person of faith, 

responding to God’s call sometimes involved difficult choices, even sacrifices.  These 

choices and sacrifices were more acute for those who are called to serve in foreign 

missions. 

Foreign mission service, however, embodied distinct characteristics.  One who 

chose to serve as called often lived in a remote location apart from one’s home culture.  

Distance from extended family, personal roots, and home culture often resulted in 

isolation, broken only by the presence of other missionaries.  Those who were called to 

serve God in churches or other settings in the United States may not have experienced 

this extreme separation from familiar and personal sources of comfort and support. 

For Presbyterian missionaries the call to serve was lived out as employment by 

the national denomination.  In our polity, national mission boards and agencies evolved 

to be the entities that, with the help of partner churches, identified global needs and 

transformed them into position descriptions on various mission fields.  Those who were 

called to serve God in churches or other settings in the United States were employed by 

other entities – congregations, hospitals, schools, community organizations, for example.  

For them, the call to serve may have been articulated or made specific by an entity or 

process that was separate from their employer.  A lay teacher or doctor, for example, may 

have identified a call through their faith community or practices, but lived it out through 

employment with a separate organization. 

These characteristics of mission service - isolation, and the overlap of call and 

employment - have implications for missionaries, their families, and the church as the 

response to God’s call was lived out.  Isolation, for example, affected the options people 

had when problems developed and they needed to turn to others for support and action.  
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The overlap of call and employment may have clouded the appropriate discernment of 

responsibility as individuals struggled to balance competing priorities.  The implications 

of these characteristics took different forms for each of the primary parties of interest to 

this report– the church, the adult missionaries, and the missionary kids (MKs). 

While the church and the missionary engage in a mutual process of matching 

individual gifts with global needs, MKs are not called.  Some may have eventually come 

to feel called to be present or serve on a mission field, but initially they followed their 

parents who lived out their call to serve.  An MK’s experience on the mission field, 

therefore, was dependent on how their parents balanced competing obligations as mission 

workers and as parents.  Some missionary parents saw raising children as a call as well: 

for them children were gifts from God and rearing them was a call akin to mission 

service.  For these adults, the demands of child-rearing were equal to the demands of 

mission service as they negotiated particular decisions.  For other missionary parents, 

children were simply part of their everyday or ordinary life, the part that could be given a 

secondary role at times to meet the demands of mission service.  For these adults, the 

demands of child-rearing were often subordinate to the demands of their missionary 

vocation.   

At the same time, an MK’s experience on the mission field was also dependent on 

the indigenous church and how the missionary parent’s denomination conceived of and 

operationalized the mission work undertaken by their parents.  The mission office in the 

United States, for example, worked in partnership with indigenous churches and 

determined strategies and policies that led to locating mission stations geographically, 

decided which programs or services would be provided at which mission stations, and 

placed particular people in specific positions in those programs.  These policies 

determined where families would live and who would live nearby.  Policies enacted by 

the mission office in the U.S. determined furlough schedules, thereby determining which 

families and children might be together on the mission field at any given time.   

The church’s attitude toward children directly affected MKs’ lives.  When the 

mission office in the U.S. became concerned that missionary children and their need for 

care and education could affect their parents’ ability to attend to their mission work, they 
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often allocated funds for the establishment of schools for missionary children, as well as 

boarding facilities.   

An MK’s childhood experiences on the mission field, then, were subject to 

complex influences:  parental decisions, church choices, and the interactions of these.  

For example, if parents were unhappy with the educational options available to them on 

the mission field, they could choose to resign from mission service.  If the church felt that 

a child’s special needs could not be adequately met on the mission field, they could 

terminate the missionary appointment, and, in effect, recall them to the United States.  

The church’s and the missionary parents’ mutual discernment process did not end with 

initial placement; it continued throughout the missionary employment by the mission 

office in the U.S.  These interactions are outlined in Figure 2.  

 

Figure 2. The Church – Missionary – MK System 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
Why investigate these reports after all these years? 
 
 “When one part of the body of Christ hurts, we all hurt.” 

 Abuse happens in secrecy.  A first necessary step toward healing, accountability, 

and eventual prevention of abuse is a full disclosure of abuse in a manner that is clear and 
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transparent. Abuse causes a ripple effect as it impacts not only the victim, but also other 

non-abused MKs as their roommates and friends, their family members, the wider 

mission community, the Presbyterian Church at large, and the families of the accused.  

Abuse is a traumatic experience, and as such 

Traumatic events call into question basic human relationships.  They breach the 
attachments of family, friendship, love, and community.  They shatter the 
construction of the self that is formed and sustained in relation to others.  They 
undermine the belief systems that give meaning to human experience.  They 
violate the victim’s faith in a natural or divine order and cast the victim into a 
state of existential crisis.  The damage to relational life is not a secondary effect of 
trauma, as originally thought.  Traumatic events have primary effects not only on 
the psychological structures of the self but also on the systems of attachment and 
meaning the link individual and community.90 

The damage to the survivor’s faith and sense of community is particularly severe 
when the traumatic events themselves involve the betrayal of important 
relationships.91 

Because traumatic life events invariably cause damage to relationships, people in 
the survivor’s social world have the power to influence the eventual outcome of 
the trauma.  A supportive response from other people may mitigate the impact of 
the event, while a hostile or negative response may compound the damage and 
aggravate the traumatic syndrome.  In the aftermath of traumatic life events, 
survivors are highly vulnerable.  Their sense of self has been shattered.  That 
sense can be rebuilt only as it was built initially, in connection with others.92 

 Abuse is shrouded in fear and unbelief.  Investigating the facts of abuse, through 

talking with many victim-witnesses, many parent-witnesses, many corroborative-

witnesses, accused-witnesses, and archival research, sheds light on the context of the 

abuse, the details of the abuse, and the impact of the abuse on all involved as well as the 

credibility and reliability of the reports.  Victims, parents, the mission community, the 

church, and the accused are reassured that the investigation has researched and now 

brings to light the abuse.  Inquiring into reports of abuse, therefore, must be conducted by 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
90 Herman, p. 51. 
91 Herman, p. 55. 
92 Herman, p. 61. 
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experienced investigators who have and follow a clear methodology for collecting the 

facts, assessing those facts in order to arrive at judicious conclusions. 

 The Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) took an historic and courageous stand when it 

created the ICI and, following an ICI recommendation, established the IARP.  In a public 

statement at the time of the release of the ICI Report, the Presbyterian Church 

acknowledged the cost to victims and their families as well as the impact upon the 

mission community. 

Sharing the traumatic experience with others is a precondition for the restitution 
of a sense of a meaningful world.  In this process, the survivor seeks assistance 
not only from those closest to her but also from the wider community.  The 
response of the community has a powerful influence on the ultimate resolution of 
the trauma.  Restoration of the breach between the traumatized person and the 
community depends, first, upon public acknowledgment of the traumatic event 
and, second, upon some form of community action.  Once it is publicly 
recognized that a person has been harmed, the community must take action to 
assign responsibility for the harm and to repair the injury.  These two responses – 
recognition and restitution – are necessary to rebuild the survivor’s sense of order 
and justice.93 

Investigative panels are vehicles by which victims can share the traumatic experience 

and churches can public[ly] acknowledg[e]harm, steps that are preconditions for the 

restoration that the Church is called to in Christ.  Investigative panels are then vehicles 

through which the faith community can take action to assign responsibility and begin to 

explore how to repair the harm.   

When abuse occurs in a Church, no matter how long ago, the faithful are called to 

address the breach in relationship with the victim.  An investigative panel, with a scope 

that includes individual sharing of the abuse as well as the actions and inactions of church 

personnel, is an effective way of providing the recognition and beginning the process of 

restitution that are necessary for repairing the breach and rebuilding the relationship. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
93 Herman, p. 70. 
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Cost of investigating reports of abuse 
 

Investigative costs can be viewed as delayed mission costs:  Child abuse is a risk 

when children accompany their parents to the mission field.  Part of the cost of doing 

denominational mission work has been the cost of investigating allegations of abuse that 

surface some time after the initial mission work was undertaken thereby creating the cost 

of investigating abuse as deferred mission cost.  As such, for the PC(USA), investigation 

costs have been a small percentage of what the denomination spent on the original 

mission effort.  

The church makes every effort to spend money wisely, as good stewards. The 

Church has knowledge that the dollar value cannot be measured when there is erosion of 

public confidence, trust, and respect for denominations when they have been perceived to 

have handled allegations inappropriately.  Anyone reading or listening to the news on a 

regular basis is aware of the waves of bad publicity for the Roman Catholic Church.   

This type of negative publicity is associated with: 

• Loss of internal respect and trust.   

• Decline in stewardship support.   

• Loss of respect for, and trust in, role of clergy.   

• Loss of credibility of a church to speak to issues involving justice, violence 

against women, and violence against children.   

• Diminished attention and energy available for the church’s mission and ministry.   

• De-evangelism:  loss of membership of individuals and families affected by the 

abuse and by the leaders’ mishandling of events. 

  
 
Church: Presbyterian mission fields 
 
 The Panel began its work by orienting itself to predecessor denominations and 

mission fields.  The following table provides summary information on predecessor 
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denominations, their primary mission fields, and the relative size of those mission fields 

as indicated by numbers of missionaries.94   

 

Table 7. Predecessor denominations and their mission fields 

 1944 1957 1959 1970 1981 1990 
PCUSA 

(1789-1958) 1,160 1,031     

Largest mission fields:  India, Cameroon, Iran, Brazil, Thailand, Syria-Lebanon, Korea, 
and Japan. 

 
UPCNA 

(1858-1958) 246 259     

Largest mission fields:  India-Pakistan, Egypt, Sudan, and Ethiopia. 
 

UPCUSA 
(1958-1983)   1,356 841 347  

Largest mission fields:  India, Cameroon, Pakistan, and Iran. 
 

PCUS 
(1861-1983) 398 483 493 409 344  

Largest mission fields:  Congo, Brazil, Japan, Korea, Formosa / Taiwan, Mexico, and 
Ecuador. 

 
PC(USA) 
(1983 + )      458 

 
Totals 

 
1,804 

 
1,773 

 
1,849 

 
1,250 

 
691 

 
458 

 

 The PC(USA) has a large number of past mission fields.  Of these, the ICI and 

IARP have conducted inquiries into allegations from only a handful:  Cameroon, Egypt, 

Ethiopia, Mexico, Pakistan, Thailand, and Zaire / Congo. 

 
 
 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
94 Dawson, David. (2008) Counting the Cost: Statistics and What They May Tell Us.  In 
A History of Presbyterian Missions:  1944 – 2007.  Scott W. Sunquist and Caroline N. 
Becker.  Louisville, KY:  Geneva Press, p. 37, 39, 318-320.   
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Church:  Predecessor denominations and mergers 
 
 The mergers between denominations were important to the IARP’s inquiries for 

several reasons.  One, all but two of the mission fields where the Panel had inquiries 

experienced denominational mergers during the time period of interest to the Panel. 

Table 8, IARP mission fields and denominational mergers, illustrates this. 

 

Table 8. IARP mission fields and denominational mergers 

Mission  Period of interest Denominational merger 
Field  to Panel 

 
Cameroon 1950 - 1970  PCUSA and UPCNA in 1958 

Congo  1980 – 1990  PCUS and UPCUSA in 1983 

Egypt  1948 – 1991  UPCNA and PCUS in 1958 and 

       UPCUSA and PCUS in 1983 

Mexico 1950 – 1962  PCUSA and UPCNA in 1958 

Thailand 1956 – 1978  PCUSA and UPCNA in 1958 

(Predecessor denomination for the mission field is underlined in the merger.) 

 
The two other mission fields where the Panel had inquiries, Pakistan from 1960 – 

1970 and Ethiopia from 1970 – 1980, overlapped periods of internal denominational 

adjustment.  The period of inquiry for Pakistan includes the post-1958 organizational 

adjustments that occurred in the newly-formed UPCUSA.  The period of interest in 

Ethiopia coincided with the UPCUSA’s shift in mission field administration from  

COEMAR to the Program Agencies.  The Panel came to believe that it was not 

coincidental that these inquiries overlapped these times organizational change. 

 Second, mergers between denominations had a major influence on the internal 

structure and organization of the resulting entity. These changes in administrative 

structure created discontinuities in archival records as one mission-administering body 

ceased to exist and another one came into being.  How information was recorded, the 

level of detail in particular types of documents, where documents were filed, and how 

and when records were sent to the archives were all changed.  These changes hampered 

the Panel’s ability to track individuals and events over time in archival materials. 
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 Third, denominational mergers were not neutral events.  The people involved in 

them had points of view, often strong ones, about the desirability of the change.  While 

missionaries were used to working closely with others from other denominations, and, 

thus, did not see much difficulty in a merger from that perspective, they did often hold 

strong feelings toward the “home office” and how well that agency worked with their 

particular program or mission field.  When changes occurred in the “home office,” it 

created uncertainty on the mission field. 

 The implications of denominational mergers for missionary families and children 

occur from the change in this lifeline from the mission field to the U.S. mission office.  

Missionaries were entirely dependent on resources – finances, people, and material 

assistance – that flowed from the U.S. office to the mission field.  Changes in U.S. 

mission personnel, reporting structures, and appointment processes, for example, created 

uncertainty for missionaries.  This uncertainty became the focus of some of their time and 

energy, which was drawn either from their mission work or their family.  This 

dependence was described as benevolent paternalism by some: 

9. The Benevolent Paternalism of the Board 
Experience over the years has led the Board of World Missions to adopt policies 
that provide basic securities for the missionaries that, while allowing as much 
freedom as possible, still define procedures that influence many aspects of the life 
and work of the missionary.  New missionaries find upon reaching the field that 
many details of their lives are determined by committees.  Missionaries take with 
varying degrees of good spirit the frustrations growing out of their relations to the 
Board of Missions, the points of contact being with staff, executive secretaries 
and treasurers, medical, traffic, and personnel offices.  It is generally agreed that 
this amounts to a benevolent paternalism on our part and that the missionary, once 
he enters this relationship, finds that most of his securities are provided but that 
more of the details of his life are ordered by regulations and procedures 
administered by others than he would find in other professional fields.  The first 
adjustment is to accept this relationship.  Most missionaries do as part of the day’s 
work, and most learn the ropes quite well.95 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
95 A Series of Articles Concerning Frustrations of Missionary Life, Report to the Board 
of World Missions, Presbyterian Church, U.S. April 8, 1964, of the Special Committee 
appointed to study the Pastoral Care of Missionaries, pages 7-9, 13-14, 28-35, 36-37.  
Adopted by the Board of World Missions, April 7, 8, 1964.  PHS archives, Montreat, RT 
982 or 853. 
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 The changes that accompanied mergers also created practical uncertainty.  An 

instance of child abuse, if it became known to an adult, might occasion a report to a 

trusted person with whom there was already an established relationship.  Reporting 

something negative, such as known or suspected abuse, about a colleague was rarely a 

“routine” event that could simply be processed through normal channels, as if it were 

regular mission field business.  If an adult chose to report, and that is an important “if,” 

the information would most likely have been shared in confidence with someone known 

and trusted.  Mergers and organizational changes disrupted these relationships and 

introduced real uncertainty. 

 
 
Mission field philosophical and organizational changes 
 
 The approach of U.S. mission agencies to mission work also evolved over time, 

independent of denominational mergers and changes.  The view of indigenous churches 

and needs moved from a paternalistic model to a partnership relationship. As this change 

was implemented in administrative structures and mission field operations, there were 

major changes for missionaries and their work.  As noted at the time, 

Looking back into the past we can trace three main patterns in the role of the 
foreign missionary:  the pioneer, the manager, the specialist.  The pioneer had the 
field to himself…There were dangers and handicaps, but spiritually the pioneer 
was free.  His only limits, once he was in, were the bounds of his own energy and 
the will of God.  He could virtually do what he liked…. 
The managerial phase was an inevitable sequel; it underlines the success of the 
pioneers.  Schools, colleges and hospitals were founded, and where there are large 
institutions there must be managers….There was no one else to do this; it fell to 
the foreign missionary… 
There has also been the specialist. More and more, as nationals have acquired 
competence and skill in many fields, various jobs formerly done by missionaries 
have been handed over, and rightly so….Instead of teaching in a primary 
school..the missionary had been required to teach specialist subjects in a 
secondary school or to do teacher training. 
But it looks as if the missionary of tomorrow will have to fulfil [sic] a fourth role, 
different from any of these:  that of guide, philosopher, and friend…. 
If we ask why this change must come about, the answer can be found in giving 
full weight to two relatively new factors in the modern situation.  First, there is 
the general anti-white and anti-West mood which pervades all Asia and most of 
Africa… 
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The second factor to be taken fully into account is the self-consciousness of the 
Younger Churches.  
Naturally all this creates a number of special problems for the foreign missionary 
in many places.  First, there is the temptation of disillusionment.  In practice it is 
very difficult to combine the managerial role, forced on many missionaries in 
some shape or other, with spiritual and evangelistic work… 
A second problem is the acquiring of a right balance of sensitiveness. Unless the 
missionary is sufficiently sensitive to be vulnerable and to feel the full pain of 
human life and the weakness of the Church, he is not likely to be very effective… 
But if he feels the squalor and the poverty and the sin and the evil too acutely and 
is unable to keep casting the burden upon the Lord, he will not retain either his 
sanity or his faith. 
A third problem is that of insecurity. But for many missionaries with an ear to the 
ground there is the uncertainty whether even the Church still wants them, whether 
they have been imposed and forced upon a reluctantly receiving Church, and 
whether they are doing a job which An Asian or an African might now do.96  

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

In the paternalistic model, the U.S. denomination or mission agency often created 

a “country mission” as a separate legal entity to provide for the mission work in any 

given country.  For example, in the PCUS, the American Presbyterian Congo  Mission 

(APCM) was a separate entity based in Congo.  It held property and funds, employed 

missionaries, and ran the Congo mission field activities sponsored and funded by the 

PCUS.  Similarly, the Ethiopia Mission operated the UPCNA mission activities in 

Ethiopia, the Pakistan Mission operated the UPCNA mission activities in Pakistan, and 

the Cameroon mission operated the PCUSA mission activities in Cameroon.  

 With a partnership relationship, the U.S. denominations dissolved their country 

missions and turned the property and the programs over to the indigenous churches.  This 

was a radical change for missionaries and their work.  In many cases, they now needed to 

be called by the indigenous church to fulfill a particular position, in addition to being 

approved for appointment by the U.S. mission board or office.  They were now 

supervised in their work by indigenous church leaders, rather than conceiving of or 

operating programs themselves.  These changes were perfectly in order and welcomed by 

some missionaries who saw them as the natural outgrowth of their presence and work.  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

96	  Webster, Douglas. (1960). “The Foreign Missionary Today,” Theology Today, vol 
XVI, No. 4, January 1960.  	  
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Other missionaries had misgivings about how indigenous church leaders handled funds, 

and how project were chosen or administered.  Their concern was that money from U.S. 

congregations and others was not being used in wise stewardship.  

In March 1972, when COEMAR was reviewing the “Role and Style of the United 

Presbyterian Church in Mission and Relations through the Commission on Ecumenical 

Mission and Relations,” they summarized where they had been: 

A. Part of our program grows out of our ‘foreign mission’ history in which the 
following characteristics were prominent: 
1) The church’s mission to be witnesses to the Gospel was seen as a worldwide 
obligation for the churches in the ‘Christian West.’ Mission was delineated in 
geographical terms: to those nations where the church was not established, to 
foreign countries in ‘non-Christian’ areas of the world.  Mission commitment was 
seen in terms of ‘foreign’ vs. ‘home’ mission, distinguishing work outside a 
denominations’ own country as different from mission inside that nation. 
2) Mission commitment was expressed in terms of life. The missionary was the 
incarnation of the church’s mission.  Success in fulfilling the church’s response to 
the Great Commission was measured in numbers of personnel supported.  Mission 
strategy was to send missionary personnel and support the programs they 
developed. 
3) Programs and institutions were developed and controlled by missionaries as 
they matched their commitment to proclaim the Gospel and minister to human 
need according to the relevant issues of their day:  the need for a knowldege [sic] 
of God in Christ; the need for education; the need for medical care. (The United 
Presbyterian work in North Sudan was started because a missionary had to wait 
months for permission to go to the South and while waiting responded to a need 
for teaching orphan boys.) 
4) Decisions about what countries to enter, what policies and strategies to follow, 
were unilateral from the West. Whatever cooperative decisions were made took 
place among Western mission agencies.  These decisions were usually 
geographical in nature, to increase the work in country X. 
5) Support was sought from individuals and congregations who were committed 
to this part of the church’s mission. 
B. The ‘ecumenical mission’ era brought a full awareness of the existence of the 
churches which grew out of the foreign mission history and the transfer to them of 
certain powers formerly held by the mission.  Characteristics of this are as 
experiences by our church were: 
1) The mission of the church was seen as belonging to the whole church, and not 
just to individuals and groups who responded to the call. 
2) The new designation of ‘related churches’ came to be used for the Christian 
communities which developed in association with the foreign mission work of 
The United Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. 
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3) The mission organizations within most of the countries where our church had 
worked went out of existence and their administrative powers were largely 
transferred to the related churches. 
4) Missionaries assumed the role of fraternal workers and worked within the 
related churches and their institutions. 
5) The United Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A., through its Board of Foreign 
Missions and then COEMAR, related directly to churches in provision of 
personnel and funds.  Exception:  major institutions and certain ecumenical 
organizations continued in direct relation to COEMAR. 
6) The role and style of this period were encompassed by the concept of 
‘partnership in mission.’ (The meaning of this is set forth in Commission action 
#64-148, of 1964, which says in part: Partnership is Mission presupposes two or 
more autonomous church bodies which voluntarily limit their own independent 
action in missionary outreach in order to insure a mutually satisfactory and more 
highly productive interdependence in missionary endeavor.  Such a relationship 
can be realized only where there is genuine mutual respect, affection, and 
confidence, which recognizes the special gifts, the responsibilities and 
prerogatives of all groups sharing in the common task.) 
7) The search for identity among many of the related churches ha given us to 
understand that drastic reduction – if not complete withdrawal – of foreign 
personnel and/or funds must be seriously considered in certain areas.”97 

 

 As this philosophical and organization change was implemented on various 

mission fields, it too changed the administrative and structural entities and personnel that 

missionaries were used to.  These changes induced the same type of uncertainty, with the 

same results, as denominational mergers.  Missionaries directed some of their time and 

energy into learning and coping with new mission administration, and this, of necessity, 

took time and energy away from other activities, such as mission work and family needs.  

These changes also had an impact on the mission records in denominational archives.  

Table 9. charts, for the mission fields where the IARP had inquiries, the date when 

Presbyterian mission work began and the date when indigenous churches became 

independent. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
97 Role and Style of the United Presbyterian Church in Mission and Relations through the 
Commission on Ecumenical Mission and Relations, March 20-22, 1972.  PHS archives, 
RT 341, 001117 COEMAR Records 96 B, Box 8 of 11, Worldwide Ministries Division 
Office, Director’s Office, Staff Council, 1972. 
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Table 9.  Important dates for IARP mission fields 

 

Mission Years  Administrative and structural change 
Field   

Left:   Beginning of Presbyterian mission work in that country 
  Right: Year administrative change occurred 
     

Cameroon 1879 1957 Eglise Presbytérienne Camerounaise and the Presbyterian   
    Church of Cameroon became autonomous in 1957.98 
 
Congo  1891 1969  The APCM dissolved, and integrated eith Congolese 

partner churches. 
 
Egypt  1854 1957 Synod of the Nile of the Evangelical Church of Egypt,  

formed in 1890, became independent.99 
 
Ethiopia  1974 The Bethel synods formed by the Presbyterian Church 
    Joined the Mekane Jesus Church.100 
 
Mexico 1872  Iglesia Nacional Presbiteriana de Mexico.101 
 
Pakistan   1947 partition of India split the Lahore Church Council 
    From the Punjab Synod of the United Church of North 
    India.102 
 
Thailand 1828 1934 Church of Christ in Thailand became an autonomous  

Church uniting Presbyterian (tracing back to 1828), Baptist,  
and Disciples of Christ congregations.103 

 
 
 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
98 1993 Mission Yearbook, pp. 233-234. 
99 1993 Mission Yearbook, pp. 159. 
100 1993 Mission Yearbook, pp. 235. 
101 1993 Mission Yearbook, p. 37. 
102 1993 Mission Yearbook, p. 315. 
103 1993 Mission Yearbook pp. 327. 
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Church:  Personnel procedures 
 

As church receives reports of abuse, the institution or individuals within it may look 

to both MKs and missionary parents.  On the Panel’s DVD, there is an example of an 

individual within church making public statement about the intentions of victims, which 

only served to anger at least one MK who was then moved to “join the cause.”104   

The church may appropriately believe that parents had the final say about mission 

service participation for any reason, but particularly when questions about children’s care 

arose.  The parents may believe, given the “benevolent paternalism” noted above, that 

their children’s needs were taken care of by the Church. 

The U.S. mission office did have the ability / authority to recall missionaries from the 

field when they had concerns about whether children’s needs could be adequately 

addressed there.  The Panel found archival evidence of frank correspondence between the 

home office and parents in the field about whether their service should continue given the 

needs of their child. 

The church did provide, through their medical coverage for missionaries, extensive 

evaluations, medical, educational and psychological, as needed for children to assess 

specifically what their needs were, and to solicit recommendations about what would best 

address those needs, and whether an adequate solution could be found on the mission 

field.  So while parents may have always had the final say, the Church had and used its 

significant role as employer – in providing benefits (coverage for evaluations), and in 

issuing and maintaining the job assignment. 

 All of the predecessor denominations had thorough application and screening 

processes in place for new appointees.  The follow section comes from “Procedure for 

Appointment of Career Missionaries, September 10-11, 1962, COEMAR, UPCUSA.”  

The Panel found similar processes in UPCNA, PCUSA, and PCUS personnel files. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

104	  See	  Panel	  DVD	  	  
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Excerpts from #62-663: 
“The Commission VOTED to approve the following procedure for the appointment of career 
missionaries.  Other categories of personnel such as Special Term missionaries and Frontier 
Interns will follow portions of this procedure to be determined by the Ad Hoc Committee on 
Personnel: 
1. Preliminary Information Blank submitted by interested parties after first contact, provides basic 
information from which to select likely prospects for particular assignments. 
2. Application Blank provides information on motivation, vitality of Christian faith, professional, 
personal, and other qualifications for overseas missionary service.  At the time of application, the 
following are also submitted: 
Reference Sheet 
Psychological Inventories 
Medical Examinations 
Transcript of Grades 
Photograph of Applicant 
3. References are secured from persons listed by applicant, from others the references 
recommend, from Presbytery Ministerial Relations Chairman for a minister, from chief of service 
for medical personnel, and from any Commission members who know the applicant. 
4. Interviews by Commission members, Staff, or selected screening counselors provide first-hand 
appraisal of the applicant. 
5. Papers are read by Personnel Secretaries, Functional and Regional Secretaries involved, and 
several other Staff members. 
6. Questions raised by readers are cleared before proceeding with recommendation for approval 
as Candidate. 
7. Action on approval, and on assignment, is taken by the Personnel Secretaries in consultation 
with Regional and Functional Secretaries involved whose responsibility shall be to consult with 
the field, if necessary. 
8. Summary report of action is prepared including: name, age; assignment – country and type of 
work; background – education, experience, and professional qualifications; family – children, etc; 
other summary information of interest. 
9. Staff Division of Mission confirms action of the Personnel Secretaries. 
10. Staff Council confirms action of Staff Division of Mission.  Applicant becomes an Approved 
Candidate. 
11. Applicant is notified by the Personnel Secretaries of approval as Candidate and the field is 
notified by the Regional Secretaries. 
12. Staff Council reports its actions to the next Commission meeting.  Full papers are made 
available to Commission members who wish to read them. 
13. Approved Candidate participates in an approved missionary orientation program. 
14. After Approved Candidates have completed orientation, Personnel Secretaries report to the 
Ad Hoc Committee on Personnel summarizing the participation of each candidate, any problems 
discovered, and related action taken….. 
15. Except for appointments made in December by the Executive Committee, the Ad Hoc 
committee on Personnel recommends appointment to the Commission. 
16. Commission or Executive Committee votes on final appointment. 
17. Commission Service is conducted by Commission or Executive Committee. 
NOTE:  Commission members are involved in: 
A. Determining Personnel Policy 
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B. Establishing screening criteria 
C. Providing references for applicants known to them (Step 3) 
D. Pre-Approval screening interview of applicants living near them (Step 4) 
E. Review of actions on Approved Candidates (Step 12) 
F. Full papers available to Commission members. 
G. Committee action on final appointment (Step 15) 
H. Vote on final appointment (Step 16) 
I. Commissioning of appointees (Step 17)”105 
 
 Career missionaries, however, were often handled differently, personnel-wise, 

than “special term” missionaries. Teachers, however, were most often special-term 

missionaries, and they were the people who spent most time with MKs.  

 The church invested a lot of time and money in career missionaries as employees.  

They were paid as employees for at least one year of language training before their 

mission placement began.  Many received further language training on furloughs or in 

local languages on the field.   

 Career missionaries also received advanced education paid for by the church.  

While they were on furlough, missionaries studied for and received masters and doctoral 

degrees in agriculture, Christian education, ministry, education specialties, and advanced 

medical training. 

 These realities surely played a role in biasing the church to want to see its career 

missionaries continue to work on the field.  If a career missionary resigned, for whatever 

reason, the Board and the Church often lost a valuable employee, trained and experienced 

from the Board’s point of view, lost the investment they had made in the person, and they 

had a vacancy to try and fill with a new recruit, who might have been less educated or 

experienced.   

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
105 Action 62-663 – Procedure for appointment of Career Missionaries, September 10,11, 
1962.  PHS archives RT 341, Box 9 of 11, 001117 COEMAR Records 96B, Worldwide 
Ministries Division, Director’s Office, New York – C.O.E.M.A.R. General Actions, 
White Commission, 1951-1974, black binder General Actions 1951-1965. 



IARP Final Report October 2010  92	  

June 12, 1962  The Furlough Assignment Procedures 

Excerpts from this document: 

A. Criteria for Determining the Furlough Assignment 

1. Basic Criteria 

a. Medical needs as recommended by the Medical Office. 

b. Family situation. 

c. Study plans as authorized by the field and approved by the Regional Secretary in 

consultation with the Functional Secretary concerned. 

d. Interpretation requests…. 

e. Commission staff needs as outlined by the Administration Council. 

2. Collateral Criteria 

a. Geographical location of the missionary’s family. 

b. Relationship of climate in which the missionary has been working to climate of 

assignment. 

c. Geographical location of related churches. 

B. Procedures for Implementing the Furlough Assignment 

1. Medical Recommendation…. 

2. Study Assignment 

a. The first furlough is understood to be a study furlough.  Subsequent study is approved 

on the basis of special consideration…..”106 

 

What was not extensively addressed the recruitment, application, screening, and 

appointment process, of any predecessor denomination, was the issue of children 

adjusting to the mission field.  The Panel found little information in parents’ personnel 

files about children.  Children present at the time of the application were listed on the 

forms with birth date and place of birth.  Children born after the parents went to the 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
106 The Furlough Assignment Procedures, June 19, 1962.  PHS archives RT 341, Box 9 of 
11, 001117 COEMAR Records 96B, Worldwide Ministries Division, Director’s Office, 
New York – C.O.E.M.A.R. General Actions, White Commission, 1951-1974, black 
binder General Actions 1951-1965. 
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mission field were noted only in an ad hoc way.  There was no documentation of any 

special needs a child might have, or any record of discussion with the parents about 

school options and decisions. The Panel did not learn from personnel files where children 

attended school while on the mission field, unless parents mentioned it in their 

“missionary correspondence,” letters they wrote on the mission field, and which the 

Church sent to supporting congregations, or unless the parents were engaged in 

correspondence with the U.S. mission office about school placement, tuition payment, or 

transportation for a child from school to mission station or return.   

Personnel files spoke eloquently to the place of children on the mission field.  

Children were virtually invisible.  The Panel’s conclusion was that children were viewed 

as solely the responsibility of the parents, because the Church collected no information on 

them in a systematic way. At the same time, missionary parents were trusting the Church 

to provide what they needed in order to focus on mission work, and this included readily 

available and identified schools for their children’s education, and boarding facilities for 

their care away from home.  Sadly, the Panel heard from many MKs the belief that the 

Church had, in fact, tracked them over the years, and knew their whereabouts, needs, and 

challenges. 

 

Missionaries 

 Missionaries responded to a call from God that was often articulated and 

presented by the national denomination as part of their efforts to recruit mission workers.  

 Applicants often felt their own call to mission service without having a specific 

country or assignment in mind.  They applied and were open to go where the Church said 

the greatest need was. 

 Missionaries were often assigned to specific mission stations, either by the U.S. 

office or by the field committee of missionaries coordinating field operations.   

 While their children were the parents’ responsibility, many missionaries trusted 

the Church to provide facilities and arrangements for children’s care and education on the 

mission field.  Missionaries could hire local people as caregivers, and use denomination-

funded resources to home school their children.   Older children were often educated in 

Presbyterian Church provided schools, or dorms attached to non-religious schools. 
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 The Church was deeply and pervasively involved in both parts of the balancing 

act that missionary parents faced: answering God’s call to mission service and parental 

responsibilities.  This involvement made it easy for some missionary parents to abdicate 

decision-making to Church entities, U.S. offices or field committees, and comply with 

prevailing practice rather than to exercise independent or critical judgment about what 

was best for their children.  When reports of abuse surface, it became natural for some to 

point the finger of blame at the Church, rather than to think about their individual 

responsibility and decisions about serving on a foreign mission field.  

 The Panel received abundant information from participants and found even more 

archival materials that missionary parents cared about their children as well as the care 

they were receiving from church entities.   The Panel spoke to missionary parents who 

made a variety of decisions as they balanced mission service and care of their children: 

• Some resigned from mission service and returned to the U.S. when their children 

reached the age where they would need to go to school in a boarding school. 

• Some resigned and returned to the U.S. when their children were ready to enter 

college in the U.S., since that transition for MKs was known to be difficult. 

• Some tailored overseas service to locate in cities where their children were being 

educated.  For example, this required some parents to find employment with an 

entity other than the Presbyterian Church for a time.   

• Some families where the mother and father had different views: continue mission 

service or find service in the U.S. where the family could be together thereby 

allowing more focus on child needs and family ties. 

• Some had a child with special needs -- educational, medical, or emotional -- and 

worked to meet the child’s needs for a time on the field, but resigned and returned 

to the U.S. when those efforts were insufficient. 

• Some encountered unexpected family issues and problems, and took leaves of 

absence to struggle with them, eventually resigning when it seemed best for them 

to stay in the U.S. 
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Missionaries:  Stresses of missionary life 

Mission offices in the U.S. were aware of the stresses of missionary life and 

incorporated information about it into missionary training and orientation.  Stresses in 5 

different categories were enumerated in this material from the UPCUSA:107 

 

Cross-cultural adaptation and penetration. 

Vocational. 

Interpersonal. 

Marriage and Family; and, 

Personal. 

Cross-cultural adaptation and penetration included such stresses as: 
 

(1) As an American attempts to enter the life of the people in a country to which 
he is sent, he generally experiences a pattern of reactions ranging from high 
expectancy and excitement to periods of depression and withdrawal.  If his initial 
attempts to appreciate the people among whom he is working and efforts to 
understand their ways of doing things fail to overcome his sense of strangenenss, 
he may find himself irritated and resentful. 
(2) If he has high expectations for professional excellence, he may be 
disappointed with the performance of his colleague who place less value on 
efficiency and more value on prestige. 
(3) His own eagerness to move quickly into a position of responsibility as a doctor 
or minister may be frustrated by the slow and tedious task of learning a new 
language.  The sense of isolation from the national community may motivate him 
to find satisfaction in the more familiar American missionary group, and 
condition him to develop patterns of relations with nationals which 
‘institutionalize’ his isolation from the country in which he is living. 
 

Vocational stresses acknowledged that some missionaries “are appointed to a specific 
job, while others are given relatively vague assignments with the expectation that the job 
will be defined as the missionary and the national church or institution become 
acquainted…In both instances, however, new missionaries are likely to encounter some 
difficulty in relating their own vocational or professional goals to the realities of the 
situations encountered overseas.”  Included examples were: 
 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
107 “Learning goals for the missionary in the different stages of his experience,” PHS 
archives, Overseas Personnel Recruitment, RG 8-69-12, pp 1-5. 
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(1) Some highly trained or qualified persons (doctors, teachers, technicians) may 
be dissatisfied with the opportunities they have to find professional fulfillment in 
the work they are assigned to do. 
(2) Some missionaries may find themselves in situations where there are 
opportunities to act as consultants to nationals.  Frustration may arise where the 
missionary lacks sufficient skill… He may find that the help he tries to give is not 
received by nationals, or that it creates a dependence on his leadership that he has 
wished to avoid. 
(3) Some missionaries are disappointed with the work they are doing because it 
does not seem to be ‘where the action is.’ 
(4) Other missionaries may find that the job they thought they had been sent to do 
is not the one the national church expects them to do. 
(5) Some missionaries are disappointed with the lack of an over-all strategy in the 
national church…. 
(6) Missionaries at times find themselves working in situations marked by 
confusion and ambiguity.  Established traditions, previous commitments, and 
varied opinions and convictions may pull in different directions. 
(7) Occasionally a new missionary discovers that he is not wanted or not really 
needed in the situation to which he is sent.  He is sometimes told openly that the 
institution in which he is working…is anxious for the funds he can bring or obtain 
from the United States… 
 

Inter-personal stresses referred to “those experiences the new missionary encounters as 
he tries to live or work with other persons where there are tensions, differences of 
opinion, divergent goals, competition for power and leadership.”  These included 
 

(1) Individual missionaries may find the lines of authority in the situations to 
which they go a source of difficulty.  
(2) Some new missionaries speak of the high degree of tension generated among 
their colleagues that makes cooperative relationships in their work very difficult.  
Ill-will, grudges, cliques, bitter arguments in church meetings, conflicts between 
nationals and missionaries, are given as reasons for the experience of ‘church 
shock’ some new missionaries encounter in the first months or years of service 
abroad. 
(3) Problems of authority and conflict are related to problems of communication. 

 
Marriage and family stresses were acknowledged.  “For married persons, life overseas 
may open new opportunities to enrich marriage and family relationships, but it may also 
create new problems.” 
 

(1) A wife may find herself in a situation where she is expected to assume heavy 
responsibilities for language study or service for which she is not academically or 
emotionally prepared. 
(2) Husband and wife may find themselves working closely together in a situation 
where the husband’s job requires the help of the wife.  If the wife does not share 
her husband’s goals and objectives for missionary service, tension and 
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unhappiness may result.  On the other hand, if a wife has high expectations for the 
contribution she wants to make to her husband’s work, and he is unable to share it 
with her, there may be some difficulty.  Some wives complain that they are 
restricted by the limited experience of home and family and resent the wider 
opportunities available to their husbands whose work takes them more deeply into 
the life of the country in which they are living. 
(3) The education of children creates a variety of problems that must be faced as 
part of the experience of living abroad.  Questions about the kind and quality of 
education in the light of the future demands to be made when children return to 
the United States are raised.  The separation of parents and children in boarding 
school is a concern.  Some missionaries find that children who are older than ten 
or twelve when they first go abroad often resent separation from their familiar 
surroundings and friends in the United States. 
 

Personal stresses referred to ‘those experiences which relate to the individual’s 
understanding of himself, the resources he has within himself to meet many of the 
experiences already described, his personal faith and religious practices.’  These 
included: 
 

(1) Some missionaries find that the experiences of the first term raise questions 
about their motivation for service overseas. 
(2) Some have difficulty maintaining or developing an individual habit of prayer 
and study that provides spiritual strength for the routine of daily work and 
relationships. 
(3) Some find that their capacity to understand and cope with their emotional 
responses to experiences is too limited to make it possible for them to work 
through personal problems of loneliness, the strain of their sense of isolation from 
national colleagues, conflicts in their marriage and family life, and so forth.  

 
  
 Other materials elaborated on some of these challenges: 
 

Missionaries may encounter a trying climate, health hazards, social disorder, a 
system of transportation and ways of work that may be laborious and frustrating.  
The sheer volume of human need may impose a heavy burden on the sensitive 
spirit, the constant feeling of guilt because, ‘I’m not doing more to meet human 
need around me.’  Even though the missionary tries to simplify his standard of 
living, there will be in most countries a painful gap between his physical 
resources and those of his neighbors. 

 
Another area of frequent tension is the relation to fellow missionaries.  
Missionaries generally become part of closely knit communities with life touching 
life at many points…A recent questionnaire study reports that one forth of the 
group consider their greatest shock to be the friction they experience between 
missionaries.  Missionaries are generally strong minded people who put their all 
into the work and who press for policies and procedures they consider 
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important…New missionaries find that many details of their lives are determined 
by committees…In America most people have varied opportunities for contacts in 
work, recreation and in neighborhood living.  For the missionary there is 
something of a forced togetherness. 
 
Still another source of tension is found in the area of recognition and status.  
Increasingly the missionary situation per se does not guarantee the missionary 
recognition, acceptance or power. There are, moreover, temptations inherent in 
the situation that can be built up to the missionary’s authority and prestige in ways 
that can defeat his deeper purpose of working in fellowship.  Outstanding is the 
potential power that comes from his connection with the financial resources of the 
American church. 
 
One of the great concerns of the missionary is finding significant work.  
Missionaries are drawn to their work by a sense of its present and ultimate 
significance.  Many of our candidates respond to what they feel to be greater 
needs and opportunities overseas….In the earlier days the missionary could be a 
pioneer, launching out into areas he considered most significant and expressing 
leadership as he saw fit.  Today the missionary serves the church.  For many, this 
problem is related to the sheer volume of work.  There is still much to do, so 
much that many feel that they are spread thin…Most missionaries are hurt by the 
amount of routine work they have to do, especially keeping accounts, writing 
letters to supporters, and teaching elementary English. 

 
The final area is that of family life.  Some of richest ties that we know are found 
in missionary service.  Yet here again, strains are encountered. Leaving parents 
and other relatives, setting up a home under new conditions usually involving one 
or more servants; utilizing the home for entertaining large numbers of guests; 
providing adequate education for the children which usually means that some 
grades start in the home and then comes early separation when the children go to 
boarding school; the wife torn between responsibility to children, to husband and  
to work; the husband claimed by or engrossed in work, often away, the difficulty 
of providing adequate time or emotional support for wife and children; the 
unmarried woman, knowing she is greatly reducing her chances of marriage, 
placed in close loving arrangements with other unmarried women she did not 
choose. 
 
These are some of the adjustments and stress situations that missionaries face, and 
this might be the dark side….”108 
 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
108 “Stresses and Adjustments of Missionary Life: Statement presented to group of 
psychiatrists and personnel secretaries, Atlantic City, May 10, 1960.  M.O. Williams, Jr. 
August 22, 1960.  PHS archives, Overseas Personnel Recruitment, RG 8-69-12, pages 1-
3. 
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 In 1964, the PCUS studied the need for pastoral care of missionaries, and studied 

“drop-outs” to learn what care might be most needed.  In a 25-year period from 1937-

1962, there were 397 drop-outs for these reasons: 

 War casualties (forced out of field by war and disorder, and became rooted 

in US while waiting: 101 or 25% 

 Health: 86 or 22% 

 Personality & Psychological Problems: 49 or 12% 

 Death: 42 or 11% 

 Lost by Marriage: 26 or 7% 

 Family complications (including health of children, responsibility for 

parents, etc.): 25 or 6% 

 Term completed: 20 or 5% 

 Personal reasons: 15 or 4% 

 Resigned to accept other work: 11 or 3% 

 Dissatisfaction (with doctrinal emphasis or policies of the Mission): 5 or 

1% 

 Discouraged by language study: 1 

 Involvement in moral charges: 4 or 1% 

 Unclassified: 12 or 3%.109 

 The same series of articles acknowledged the strain in missionary family life: 

Here again there are conflicting claims with a strong possibility of guilt feelings.  
All may from time to time worry about ways that they might be neglecting their 
parents.  Couples wonder if they are placing their children in too difficult 
circumstances, while wondering if they are right to give them (1) time that might 
go to “the work” or (2) privileges that national co-workers cannot have for their 
children….110 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
109 A Series of Articles Concerning Frustrations of Missionary Life, Report to the Board 
of World Missions, Presbyterian Church, U.S. April 8, 1964, of the Special Committee 
appointed to study the Pastoral Care of Missionaries, pages 7-9, 13-14, 28-35, 36-37.  
Adopted by the Board of World Missions, April 7, 8, 1964.  PHS archives, Montreat, RT 
982 or 853. 
110 Ibid. 
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Missionaries: Role of women 
 
 On some fields, women were appointed to their own missionary position.  On 

other fields, women were not appointed, were named as “wife and mother” only.  This 

difference has had implications who could get pension payments from the church for 

missionary service or not. 

 Mothers at the time expressed their feelings about their dual responsibilities as 

mission workers and mothers. 

 Let us freely admit that on our Field there is a difference of opinion about what 
constitutes Mission Work for Mothers.  The attitude has been expressed in many ways 
that we Mothers are not helpful in the work of the Mission until we get out of our homes 
and teach a class, attend a Women’s Meeting, or some other scheduled activity.   
 Many of us have come out from the Board’s Commissioning Conferences where 
great stress was laid upon the place of the Christian home on the Mission Field.  Some of 
us have had special training in nutrition and the importance of diet, some in psychology 
and the importance of early childhood development, some in Christian Education and the 
importance of a meaningful family worship (meaningful to the children as well as adults).  
None of us are without some information and ideas in all these fields.   Having spent 4 
years of college, (and some of graduate), work in these and other areas of work, we are 
unwilling to turn over these responsibilities to servants who not only are untrained, but 
often trained in the very opposite way from what we see as necessary.  To carry out even 
the basic ideals of cleanliness, nutrition, parent-child relationships, child development, 
family worship, etc. means that the Mother must spend considerable time in the home, no 
matter how many servants she has. Not to mention the importance of keeping 
Missionary-servant relationships Christian as well as inter-servant relationships insofar as 
is possible. 
 To say all this does not mean that we Mothers are not keenly interested in the 
work of Mission activities outside of our home or have no desire to participate in them.  
We look forward to a time when the children will be older and in school and we shall 
have much more time to give to other Mission projects.  We must certainly make every 
effort to master the National language.  We can take part in a limited schedule outside of 
our home according to our individual situation, health, capacity, and problems.  But we 
would like t have our work in the home dealing with our children, our servants, our work 
buying certain foods and clothing, and the million little daily problems in a household, 
considered just as much a part of the Mission work as, for instance, the work of keeping 
Mission accounts and correspondence in good order.  We can, and have to some extent, 
found ways of using our home and its work as places of informal and close friendship 
with the Nationals, having them share in our work both learning from them and teaching 
them. 
 If the primary importance to Mothers of the Christian home is not recognized as 
both a legitimate demand of a large portion of their time and a part of the work of the 
Christian Mission there will be continued frustration and misunderstanding.  To deny the 
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legitimacy of such work, could quite conceivably lead, human nature being as it is, to the 
complete withdrawal of cooperation with any of the other aspects of Mission work on the 
part of some Mothers. We cannot afford to jeopardize the Christian witness of an 
individual Missionary or of the Mission group as a whole by such misunderstandings. 
 Perhaps all we need dto do here is to clarify the issue thus, and ask [mission 
executive] to tell us how far the Board would or would not agree with the position as 
stated here.111 
 
Until [school] could be officially organized with a full teaching staff and a boarding 
department, our children had to be taught at home.  This occupied most of my time and 
greatly curtailed my participation in the work of the mission.  The children’s schooling 
was also very irregular, for more pressing demands were always taking their mother-
teacher from the school room. 
 
My work this year kept me quite confined to my home….The daily responsibility of 
teaching the children drove me to depend more on Christ for His strength. 
 
My work this past year could be divided into three major areas.  The first area is in the 
home—but it is too often put in the third area which causes frustration not only in the 
personal feelings, but within the whole family.  I feel very strongly that too much 
emphasis is put on the wife of the fraternal worker doing as much outside her home as 
does the husband, or at least the wives of church leaders. 
 
Now that I have two young children, I feel that one of my important responsibilities is to 
my family.112 
 
Implications for children, as we have discovered from witnesses and archives: 

 
Missionaries: View of boarding schools 
 
 Boarding schools for children on the mission field were conceived as a way of 

facilitating the mission work of the parents.  This view is pervasive among former 

missionaries now, just as it was acknowledged in the past:  “Those of us in the Board 

office feel that the success of our missionary staff abroad may depend in part on a happy 

solution to the present irksome problem of the education of their children.”113 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

111	  PHS,	  personnel	  file.	  

112	  PHS,	  personnel	  file.	  

113	  October	  28,	  1953	  letter	  written	  by	  H.E.	  Kelsey	  to	  members	  of	  the	  Board	  of	  
Foreign	  Mission,	  PHS	  archives	  RG209-‐24-‐06,	  School	  for	  Children	  of	  Missionaries.	  
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Missionary kids (MKs) 
 
 The life of MKs was initially determined by their parents’ decision to serve in a 

foreign mission field.  After that, conditions of living are almost entirely determined by 

the church, given their parents’ country and mission station assignment, and the 

educational facilities available.  

 When reports of abuse surface, this deep involvement of the Church makes it 

appropriate for MKs to look there first for acknowledgment of their experience.  It also 

makes it easy, however, for MKs to fail to see their parents’ choice to answer their call to 

serve as missionaries, however, in light of their responsibility as parents.   

 It is understandable why MKs have a difficult time facing their parents and 

discussing reports of abuse.  Many MKs reported to the Panel that their childhood 

separations from their parents meant that they did not believe they had normal, close, 

evolving relationships with them.  Instead, they have felt distant and detached from their 

parents in childhood, and have had to work, as adults, to get to know their parents and 

establish relationships with them.  This parent-child relationship has been perceived as 

being more fragile than it might seem in a family that had not experienced such 

separation.   

 MKs do not have continuous, evolving knowledge of their parents in a range of 

positive or stressful situations, with a range of emotional reactions.  Their knowledge of 

their parents came during school vacations, when all interactions had the shadow hanging 

over them of the impending and inevitable separation.  So, MKs have been more 

tentative, therefore, in raising potentially stressful or difficult subjects for discussion, and 

very reluctant to address any issue that may disrupt what the MKs have worked so hard to 

build with their parents.   

 While a Panel like the IARP can address the appropriate questions about the 

Church’s role and actions, the Panel cannot address the equally appropriate questions 

about how parents viewed their family responsibilities in light of their call to mission 

service.  It is clear to the Panel that some parents placed their call above all else, 

including their children.  Others saw their children as gifts from God, an equal call, and 

struggled to provide ongoing parenting even as they engaged in mission service.  But, 
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while the Panel can summarize our observations and conversations with participants, it is 

not possible to address these questions for individual families.    

 Only MKs and their parents can do this.  We urge them to do so.  Just as fact-

finding can help the Church understand what happened and learn for the future, so can 

open discussions between parents and MKs allow both parties to understand more clearly 

the perspective of the other.  This understanding can then serve as a firmer foundation for 

their relationship and it can allow MKs to move on in their own lives as they address and 

integrate issues from their past experiences into a richer, more complete current 

assessment. 

 
MKs:  Boarding schools 
 
Children can experience abuse in a number of different settings on a mission field:   

• Within their immediate family on the mission field and/or on furlough; 

• While on a mission station but not within their immediate family; 

• Boarding at a dorm or hostel while attending school away from home;  

• At a school on the mission field, while living at home or while living in a 

dorm. 

 Most of the allegations the IARP received centered on schools and boarding 

facilities as the settings for alleged abuse.  Children are at greater risk of abuse in settings 

where they are separated from parents, and where the number of children, relative to the 

number of adults, provides challenging monitoring and supervision.  Those looking to 

perpetrate abuse choose settings such as:  children are more isolated from those who 

might advocate for them; children are many; opportunities for offending are many given 

the circumstances of daily living and interaction.114 

 Because the mission schools and dorms / hostels were vitally important to 

recruiting and retaining missionaries, allowing missionaries to function as expected on 

the mission field, the Presbyterian church took an active, central role in establishing, 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
114 Smallbone, Stephen et al. (2008)  Preventing Child Sexual Abuse: Evidence, policy 
and practice. Portland, OR:  Willan Publishing. Pp. 4-11, 16-17. 
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sponsoring, and assisting in the operation of schools and dorms.  The Presbyterian role 

took numerous forms: 

1. Property:  Various Presbyterian denominations provided property for some 

schools, dorms, and hostels. 

2. Sponsorship:  Various Presbyterian denominations established or jointly 

sponsored, with other denominations, the establishment of some schools. 

3. Operation:  Various Presbyterian denominations oversaw the funding and 

operation of Presbyterian schools, and contributed to the funding and operation of 

jointly sponsored institutions.  Operational assistance included recruiting, 

appointing, paying, and overseeing staff, such as teachers and houseparents; it 

also included recruiting board and committee members for governance bodies.  

Presbyterian denominational mission officials received minutes and reports from 

schools and hostels utilized by Presbyterian MKs, and some made field visits. 

 The active role Presbyterians took in the establishment and operation of many 

mission boarding schools reinforces the importance of a corporate inquiry, as discussed 

in above. 

 Table 10 highlights the dimensions on which schools can vary, and how these 

relate to inquiries into allegations of abuse. 
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Table 10.  Classifying schools associated with mission fields 

CLASSIFYING SCHOOLS ASSOCIATED WITH MISSION FIELDS 
 
A. Day school or boarding school or mixed?  If any students board, who provides the 
housing: the school or another entity?  
 
Schools can fall on a continuum: 
* Day students only (everyone goes home to family at night)  
* Day school + boarding (some students board in non-school-affiliated dorms or hostels 
     provided by the denomination)  
* Boarding school (may have day students, but boarding students stay in dorms provided 
    by the school (e.g. Hope School and Ononobeta, or Chiang Mai where the UPCUSA  
    provided both the school and its associated housing). 
 
B. Grade or age range of children attending?  
 
C. Boy’s or girl’s school or co-ed?   
 
D. If a school only covers certain grades, e.g. elementary or high school, is there an 
associated school for the other grades?   
 
E. Christian or secular?  (e.g. Murree Christian School vs. The American School of 
Kinshasa).  This isn’t always obvious from the name of the school.   
 
F. If Christian, what denominations or mission-sending agencies, if any, charter or 
sponsor the school?  Another way to determine this is which denominations or mission-
sending agencies elect members to the school board or board that governs the school?  
 
G. Additional information: 
* Approximate size of school. 
* Brief history – when founded, how has it changed (name, age of students, boarding  
     status, affiliation, etc.) 
* Historically, who sent their children there (missionaries, ex-patriots, etc.) 
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MKs:  Why do an investigation when minors are perpetrators of abuse? 
 
 There are several reasons to investigate reports when the accused person was a 

minor at the time of the alleged incident.   

 

1.  Abuse committed by minors is every bit as serious as abuse committed by adults.  The 

Panel saw this in two ways:   

a) Had some of the abuse reported to us occurred in the United States in the same 

time frame, it could have been prosecuted as a felony offense.  For example, a minor over 

the age of xxx who forcibly fondles a child more than 2 years younger. 

b) The long-term effects of sexual abuse by minors may be every bit as severe as 

those that occur when the abuser is an adult. 

 

2. The Church learns important information from these investigations. 

a) At least two offenders in the Panel’s inquiries cited sexual abuse on the mission 

field as playing a role in their own subsequent behavior.  One of these offenders was a 

Presbyterian MK sexually abused by an indigenous adult on the mission field.  The other 

was an adult offender who noted that he’d experienced sexual abuse as a boarder in a 

school for missionary children when he was a teenager on the mission field with his 

parents.  Understanding better instances of sexual abuse by minors, then, might help 

prevent a cycle of sexual abuse from beginning. 

b) Offenses for at least two minor offenders in the Panel’s inquiries were linked to 

stress they may have experienced when their parents were moved to a more distant 

mission station or began travelling more frequently.  One offender, who cooperated with 

the Panel, identified greater distance as a stress motivated some of his acting-out.  For the 

other offender, houseparents and others noted a possible association between greater 

distance from parents and potential behavior problems.  This potential trigger for sexual 

acting-out behavior is worth learning more about for the sake of prevention as well. 

c) Sexual acting-out may be related to other types of stress or strong emotion.  

One individual who offended as a minor noted, in discussion with the Panel, that some of 

his peers were chosen as targets because he was angry at them for being able to see their 
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parents more often.  Again, it is worthwhile to investigate sexual abuse by minors in 

order to understand what triggers it; this alone can lead to effective prevention. 

 

Empirical research is consistent with the information the Panel gained. 

Children learn from their experiences, and therefore children who have been 
sexually abused are more likely than nonabused children to sow sexualized 
behavior and inappropriate sexual knowledge.  In one sample, children with a 
history of substantiated sexual abuse were 3 times as likely as nonabused children 
to show sex parts to children and 14 times as likely to imitate intercourse. ….Less 
than half of all children who are sexually abused display this type of behavior, 
and such behavior is also associated with family problems, physical abuse, total 
life stress, and psychiatric disturbances.115 
 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

115	  Poole,	  Debra	  A.	  and	  Michele	  A.	  Wolfe	  (2009).	  	  Child	  Development:	  	  Normative	  
Sexual	  and	  Nonsexual	  Behaviors	  That	  May	  Be	  Confused	  with	  Symptoms	  of	  Sexual	  
Abuse.	  In	  The	  evaluation	  of	  child	  sexual	  abuse	  allegations:	  	  A	  comprehensive	  guide	  
to	  assessment	  and	  testimony.	  	  Wiley:	  Hoboken	  NJ.	  	  Chapter	  6,	  pp.	  101-‐128,	  p.	  112.	  
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B. Panel conclusions:  Our decisions about the reports and questions we received. 
 
Summary:  Reports and mission fields 

 Table 11, below, summarizes the reports the Panel received by their type:  

concern, supporting statement, or allegation.  Concerns are those reports shared primarily 

for the purpose of alerting the Panel to potential abuse.  Supporting statements are those 

reports shared primarily for the purpose of supporting another person’s allegation.  

Allegations are those reports shared for direct investigation by the Panel.  Allegations are 

further divided into the type of abuse reported.  Failure to protect represents reports 

about the actions or inactions of WMD staff brought to the Panel.  [Further information 

on the types and sub-types of reports is found in Part 1, Section E, above, and the 

Protocol for Finding of Fact, Appendix K.] 

 

Table 11.  Reports, by type, received by the IARP 

 

Summary All mission fields 

Total # reports received 131 
Concerns 28  
Supporting statements 5  
Allegations 85  

Sexual abuse by adult  30 
Sexual abuse by minor  40 

Physical abuse  10 
Unspecified  5 

Failure to protect 13  
 

 The Panel received a total of 131 reports, of which 85 were allegations for direct 

investigation.  Of these 85 allegations, the overwhelming majority, 82% were reports of 

sexual abuse.   

What may seem surprising is that the Panel received more reports of sexual abuse 

by minors (40 reports, or 47% of the allegations) than sexual abuse by adults (30 reports, 

or 35% of the allegations).  This eventuality was not anticipated by the PC(USA) General 

Assembly Mission Council Executive Committee (GAMCEC) when it chartered the 
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IARP.116  By 2007, however, the Panel recognized this reality in the form of two large, 

complex mission field investigations, Cameroon and Congo.  This realization led the 

Panel to research the current literature on sexual abuse by minors.  As a result of this 

research, the Panel requested the GAMCEC to amend the Charter to allow the Panel 

discretion in naming those found to have committed abuse.  In September 2008, the 

GAMC Executive Committee approved this change, which allowed the Panel to create 

Need-to-Know reports for more limited distribution.  [For more information on the 

Panel’s naming options, see Part 1, Section E, Naming Protocol.] 

The total of 131 reports of abuse were distributed over 10 mission fields:  

Cameroon, Congo, Egypt, Ethiopia, India, Kenya, Mexico, Pakistan, Thailand, and 

Zambia.  For two of these mission fields– Kenya and Zambia – the Panel found no 

indication of Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) mission activity, so these reports were 

determined to be not within the scope of our Charter. 

The remaining 8 mission fields are outlined in Figure 3, Time Frame for IARP 

inquiries by mission field and predecessor denomination.  The time frame for the Panel’s 

inquiry is derived from the reports received.  When an individual was accused of abuse, 

the Panel researched archives and sought information from participants about the time 

period when that individual was on the mission field.  In some instances, time frames 

were extended to include important administrative individuals or structures, when these 

were pertinent to the inquiry. 

 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

116	  In	  2003,	  when	  it	  issued	  the	  Charter,	  the	  entity	  was	  entitled	  General	  Assembly	  
Council.	  	  It	  is	  currently	  entitled	  General	  Assembly	  Mission	  Council,	  and	  will	  be	  
referred	  to	  this	  way.	  
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Figure 3, Time Frame for IARP inquiries by mission field and predecessor denomination 
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Many mission fields were served by more than one predecessor denomination, 

e.g. Mexico. The predecessor Presbyterian denomination indicated in Figure 3 is the 

entity with primary administrative responsibility for the settings identified in reports 

received by the Panel.  Of the 8 mission fields where the Panel had inquiries, 1 was a 

former PCUS mission field, 3 were former PCUSA mission fields, and 4 were former 

UPCNA mission fields.   

 

Summary:  Persons identified as offenders 

 The 131 reports identified 47 different individuals as alleged offenders in a 

concern, supporting statement or allegation.     

 

Table 12. Persons identified as offenders 

 

Persons named as offenders 
in concerns, supporting 

statements or allegations 

All 
mission 
fields 

 

Total number 47 
Status   

Adult  34 
Minor  13 

Gender   
Male  40 

Female  7 
Role   

Teacher  11 
Houseparent  13 

Missionary  3 
Parent  4 

Sibling  6 
Peer  10 

Admin board  1 
Indigenous adult  2 

 some peers also 
named as siblings 

Denomination   
Presbyterian  31 

Non-Presbyterian  7 
Unknown  9 
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 The minors identified to the Panel as possible offenders were fewer in number 

than the adults so identified, even as the number of reports of sexual abuse by minors 

outnumbered those for adults.  Teachers and houseparents were the roles most often 

represented by the alleged offenders.  Most of the alleged offenders were Presbyterian 

and male. 

 Of the 47 individuals identified as possible offenders, the Panel was unable to 

contact 12 of them (27%) either because they were deceased or they were not identified 

by name.  An equal number 12 (27%) signed either Witness Agreement and Release or 

Participation to Consent forms, and participated in the Panel’s inquiry.   (See section 

above for description of these documents).  Three individuals were approached and 

declined to participate in the Panel’s inquiry.   

For various reasons, the Panel did not attempt to contact the remaining 20 

individuals (42%).  Most commonly, the Panel did not have complete information from 

the alleged victim; it was the Panel’s practice to obtain as full an account as possible of 

the reported incident from the victim first before contacting accused individuals.  In other 

instances, the report was identified as being not within the scope of the Panel’s Charter, 

from initial investigation, and contact with the accused individual was postponed pending 

receipt of further information from a Presbyterian victim.  In some cases, the Panel 

received the report as a concern or supporting statement, so did not pursue a complete 

inquiry.  In some cases, the Panel elected to refer the reports from that mission field to 

the PC(USA) for further inquiry, so contact with accused individuals was postponed 

pending a decision by the PC(USA) to pursue a full investigation.  And, finally, in some 

instances, the Panel was unable to locate current contact information that was reasonably 

attributable to the accused individual. 

 A disturbing trend emerged for the Panel in the number of reports of older 

brothers allegedly molesting younger sisters.  Over the 8 mission fields, the Panel 

received 7 reports on 4 of the mission fields of such abuse, representing 7 separate 

families.  In speaking with witnesses, this type of abuse was often the last to surface, 

which leads the Panel to believe that this abuse is some of the most hidden of all that 

occurs on mission fields.  The alleged abuse described by the older brothers and younger 

sisters reporting to the Panel was as serious as, as frequent as, and as coerced as the 
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alleged abuse described for adult alleged offenders and non-family alleged victims of the 

older brothers.   This issue is discussed further in Part 2 of this report. 

 
Summary: Persons identified as victims 

 Table 13. below, Persons identified as victims, describes the 81 different 

individuals identified to the Panel as victims.  Two were adults, and the ages of 17 were 

unknown.  The remaining 62 were about evenly divided between younger children 

(generally ages 5-12) and older children (generally age 12 or higher).    

The distinction between the two groups, younger and older, is related to school 

grade and placement.  In many mission fields, children attended one school through 8th 

grade, then transferred to a different school for high school.  Sometimes this transfer was 

accomplished after 6th grade.  In either case, the older children (either the 7th or 9th 

graders and older) were often given near-adult responsibilities for their own lives, even if 

they were boarding in a hostel or dorm.   

Near-adult, whether on the mission field or on furlough or living in the U.S. while 

parents were on the mission field, was described to the Panel by MKs, for example, as 

determining their own extracurricular activities and courses, independent of adult input, 

making decisions about friendships, social activities, and event attendance on their own, 

and, in some cases making their own living arrangements, if living separate from their 

parents and their initial plan did not work out.  Older children were accorded “role 

model” status in many of the dorms and hostels, with implicit responsibilities for 

watching over, caring for, or instructing younger children or new boarders in rules and 

procedures.  The Panel’s information reflects the fact that these older children were just 

as likely to be identified as victims as younger children, despite their assigned status as 

near-adults. 
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Table 13. Persons identified as victims 

Persons named as victims 
in concerns, supporting 

statements, or allegations 

All 
mission 
fields 

 

Total number 81 
Age   

Younger  29 
Older  33 
Adult  2 

Unknown  17 
Gender   

Male  29 
Female  52 

Denomination   
Presbyterian  61 

American Baptist  1 
Methodist  2 

SIM or predecessor  2 
Unknown  10 

Non-mission  4 
Indigenous  1 

 

 

 Most of the alleged victims were female (52, or 67% of the total), but a significant 

number were male (29, or 33%).  In general, this is consistent with statistics for the U.S. 

population over time, which show that females are more often victimized than males.117  

But, the Panel’s information also supports the contention that abuse of male children is 

not rare or unusual.  This type of abuse may be underreported, as boys who have been 

abused may feel greater shame and stigma. From the Panel’s perspective, however, 

reports of male children being abused were, sadly, not unusual. 

 Of the 81 different alleged victims, the Panel was able to contact 48 (58%).  The 

remaining 33 individuals represent three groups:  those who were deceased, those the 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

117	  Source.	  
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Panel did / could not contact / reach, and those for whom the Panel could not locate 

current contact information.   

 Of the 48 alleged victims the Panel contacted, 12 (26%) declined to participate in 

the inquiry, 11 provided information without signing a Witness Agreement (22%), and 25 

signed Witness Agreements (53%).  Alleged victims declined to participate for various 

reasons, most commonly because revisiting past experiences would be too disruptive for 

them at the current time, given other stresses and difficulties in their lives.  A small 

minority, fewer than 5 individuals, expressed concern over the Panel’s purpose or 

procedures. 

 The majority of the alleged victims were Presbyterian (61, or 76%).   The smaller 

number of non-Presbyterian and non-mission children identified as victims may reflect 

the fact that outreach to these groups, to let them know of the IARP’s inquiries, was 

much more difficult.  This smaller representation of non-Presbyterian and non-mission 

children does not represent the breadth or depth of the Presbyterian Church’s connections 

(as any predecessor denomination) to other denominations and mission agencies in its 

mission work.  Lack of contact information, change of surname (e.g. following marriage), 

and non-U.S. residence were factors that hindered the ability to locate this subgroup. 

 

Summary:  Cooperative denominations, mission-sending agencies and associated 

schools 

 Table 14, Denomination and mission-sending agencies relevant to IARP inquiries 

in Presbyterian mission fields, outlines relevant entities associated with the Presbyterian 

Church, as any predecessor denomination, in the mission field or a school for missionary 

children where the IARP had an inquiry.  In some instances, Congo, Pakistan, Ethiopia 

and Thailand, the other denominations or mission-sending agencies are those who were 

official partners with the Presbyterians in establishing and operating a school or a hostel 

for missionary children.  In other instances, Congo, some of the other denominations or 

mission-sending agencies are those whose facilities were closely associated with 

Presbyterian facilities, ie. two hostels that planned joint activities or denominations 

whose missionaries served close to stations that relevant to an inquiry.  In all cases, the 
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list represents other denominations, mission-sending agencies, or general groups of 

people whose children attended Presbyterian-associated schools or hostels.118 

 American ex-patriots were primarily business people, except in Thailand, where 

the location of the school, Chiang Mai Children’s Center, in northern Thailand, the 

American educational structure, and the boarding capacity attracted United States 

military personnel and foreign aid ex-patriots. 

 The schools and hostels referenced above are listed here: 

• Cameroon:  Hope School and Ononobeta Dorm, in Elat. 

• Congo:  Methodist-Presbyterian Hostel, in Kinshasa, Congo (Zaire) for 

children attending The American School of Kinshasa. 

• Ethiopia:  Good Shepherd School in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia. 

• Pakistan:  Murree Christian School, in Murree. 

• Thailand:  Chiang Mai Children’s Center, in Chiang Mai. 

 

 In the other three mission fields where the Panel had inquiries, the relevant 

schools are: 

• Egypt: Schutz American School in Alexandria, Egypt. 

• India: Woodstock School 

• Mexico: Turner-Hodge School for girls and boys in Merida, Yucatan 

Peninsula.  This was a school for indigenous children. 

 

    

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
118  All mission fields:  information from participant interviews.  
Cameroon:  UPCUSA administrative files 
Congo:   PCUS administrative files 
Pakistan:  Murree School for Missionary Children Scheme. PHS RG 209-20-25 Box 20, 
Black, Donald 1953-1955. 
Ethiopia:  Constitution and By-laws of the Cooperative School for Missionaries’ children 
Addis Ababa, Ethiopia.  PHS RG 723, 1112a 79Box 1 of 3; and, Memo August 19, 1977.  
PHS RG 723, Box 1 of 3. 
Thailand:  UPCUSA administrative files 
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Table 14. Denomination and mission-sending agencies relevant to IARP inquiries 

in Presbyterian mission fields 

 Cameroon Congo Ethiopia Pakistan Thailand 
African Inter-Mennonite Mission  A    
American Baptist Conference  A; M  S / H S / H 
American Lutheran Mission   S / H   
Baptist General Conference   S / H   
Christian Missionary Fellowship   S / H   
Disciples of Christ  M   S / H 
Eastern Mennonite Mission   S / H   
North American Baptist Conference C     
SIM      
Southern Baptist Convention   S / H   
TEAM (The Evangelical Alliance 
Mission) 

   S / H  

United Methodist  S / H; M    
World Mission Prayer League 
(Lutheran) 

   S / H  

 American ex-patriot     C 
Other nationality ex-pat C C    
      Presbyterian USA    S / H  
Associated Reformed    S / H  
Church of Scotland    S / H  

 A = Close association 
C = Children from this entity attended Presbyterian-affiliated school 
M = Mission stations were relevant to IARP inquiry 
S / H = Partner in school or hostel 

 

 
Summary:  Panel investigations 

 In its investigation of the reports it received, the Panel sought information from 

two types of sources:  witnesses and archives.  Witness information came from people 

who elected to participate in an inquiry, either by coming forward at their own initiative 

or by responding positively to a Panel request for information.  Witnesses could 

contribute information in several different ways, and they could choose whether or not to 

sign a Witness Agreement.  The Witness Agreement outlined the Panel’s expectations of 

confidentiality; information gained from witnesses who signed Agreements was accorded 

greater credibility because the Panel could ask more detailed and specific questions with 
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a mutual understanding of how confidentiality applied.  Some witnesses provided 

information for more than one of the Panel’s inquiries.  Witnesses also provided 

information from a variety of perspectives; the same individual could share reports of 

abuse, background information, and corroborate another person’s report.  Participants 

who were adult missionaries at the time often spoke to their roles as parent, missionary, 

and member of a committee governing an aspect of the mission community’s life.  In 

addition, the Panel often had multiple contacts with participants over time in various 

forms.  In the table below, participants are counted by the most direct form of contact.  

For example, if a Panel member had phone contact with someone and they wrote us a 

letter, the witness is counted under “phone.” 

 Archives consist of official and personal historical documents.  The Panel’s 

primary source for official archives was the Presbyterian Historical Society (PHS).  

Official denominational records were of two types:  personnel and administrative files.  

Personnel files contained information on a particular missionary or family.  

Administrative files contained official correspondence between mission offices, minutes, 

memos, and other documents.  The Panel also utilized the official archival materials of 

two other denominations, The United Methodist Church and the Eastern Mennonite 

Mission.  Personal papers were an important source of information as well.  Adult 

missionaries often kept letters written to or from their children while on the mission field.  

They may also have kept copies of official mission documents they received or helped 

produce, e.g. memos from school principal or minutes they wrote up.   

 It is important to note that official denominational archives are not always 

complete or comprehensive, however, for various reasons.  [See above for further 

information on official denominational archives.] 

 The Panel utilized a number of other resources.  Yearbooks, photographs, 

journals, artifacts, and articles were provided by MKs or their parents.  The Panel was 

referred to relevant books and collections of mission newsletters.   

 Table 15 below, Panel investigation resources, summarizes the Panel’s utilization 

of these various resources. 
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Table 15. Panel investigation resources 

 All mission 
fields 

Witnesses   
Number of people providing information 202  

In-person  103 
Phone  43 

Written  56 
   

# with Witness Agreements  106 
# without Witness Agreements  96 

   
Archives   
Official denominational:  PHS 200  

   
Other official denominational: 0  

Eastern Mennonite Mission  5 
United Methodist Church  34 

   
Personal papers 22  
   
Other resources: 23  

Yearbooks   
Photos   

Newsletters   
Books and articles   

 

 In addition to the resources listed on the table, the Panel utilized the services of a 

clinical consultant, a legal consultant, and a private research firm. 

 
 
Summary:  Panel decisions and actions 

 As described in Part 1, Section E, Panel decision-making, there were a number of 

points in the Panel’s inquiries where certain actions or decisions were required, in 

accordance with the Charter.119  Initial actions might include mandatory reports to civil 

authorities or notifications of third parties of the Panel’s investigation.  Later actions, 

after the Panel concluded that abuse had occurred in a report, included referrals to 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

119	  See	  Charter	  
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religious entities for possible ecclesiastical disciplinary action, notification of other 

organizations of the Panel’s findings, processing sessions for participants, and, in terms 

of this Final Report, decisions about recommendations to the PC(USA) and whether to 

name those found to have committed abuse in this Final, public, Report or in a Need-to-

Know Report.  

 A central part of the Panel’s work was to determine, as noted in the Charter, for 

any given report, whether abuse occurred or not.120  The Panel used a Protocol for this 

decision-making process to ensure consistency across mission fields, time periods, and 

types of reports.  [See Appendix K for the Protocol.]  Table 16, below, Panel decisions on 

reports received, summarizes the Panel conclusions. 

 Of the 131 reports received, 33 (25%) of them were reports of concerns (not an 

abusive experience) or statements offered in support of someone else’s report of abuse.  

These concerns and supporting statements were important and relevant to the Panel’s 

work, even if they did not constitute an allegation for investigation.  One reported 

concern, a description of grooming behavior, led the Panel to identify an individual who 

has been convicted in criminal court of sexual abuse of children, and who identified prior 

abuse of missionary children to investigators in a civil proceeding.   Another reported 

concern has allowed the Panel to identify a potential offender to the PC(USA), to 

facilitate the Church’s investigation of subsequent reports that may come in.  The 

concerns reported to the Panel were legitimate and appropriate.  Those bringing the 

concerns were thoughtful and serious.  The behaviors they had observed that led to their 

concerns were behaviors that may be characteristic of abuse, so their concerns were 

appropriately directed to the Panel for further inquiry.  They were careful to differentiate 

their concerns from a formal accusation. 

 The statements the Panel received in support of another’s report were also 

appropriately directed.  The Panel investigated these statements for their credibility and 

reliability.  In the course of this, the Panel found that many of these statements could 

have been considered reports of abuse had the reporter intended them to be such.  Again, 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

120	  see	  Charter	  
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these statements were reports of serious behaviors that legitimately raise concerns about 

abuse.   

 The Panel did not reach the final stages of our finding protocol, conclusions about 

whether abuse occurred or not, for 46 of the 131 reports (35%).   Six of these reports did 

not fit the scope of the Panel’s Charter, 33 had incomplete information, 5 did not fit the 

Panel’s definition of abuse, and 2 were not finished because further inquiry in this 

mission field was referred to the PC(USA) (India).  Incomplete information included 

such factors as a lack of sufficient detail about the incident or setting from the victim or 

an insufficient depth of information for decision-making.  These reports may be 

reconsidered in the future if additional information comes forth.   

 

Table 16. Panel decisions on reports received 

Panel decisions All mission 
fields 

Total number  131 
Concerns or supporting statements:  Panel made no decision 33  
Panel did not reach conclusion: 46  

Report did not fit scope of Charter  6 
Panel had incomplete information  33 

Reported incident did not fit definition of abuse  5 
Other  2 

Panel concluded abuse occurred: 30  
Sexual abuse by adult  11 

Sexual abuse by minor  18 
Physical abuse  1 

Panel concluded abuse did not occur: 9  
Panel concluded Failure to Protect occurred 1  
Panel concluded Failure to Protect did not occur 12  

 

 The remaining reports, 52 or 39% of the total number of reports, were allegations 

with complete information such that the Panel could assess whether or not abuse 

occurred.  Thirteen of these reports concerned the actions or inactions of WMD staff, 

mission administrative reports (24% of the 51 allegations); 39 were reports of individual 

abuse (76%).    For 31 of these 51 allegations, the Panel concluded that abuse had 

occurred (61%).   There was 1 conclusion of physical abuse, 11 instances of sexual abuse 

by an adult, 18 instances of sexual abuse by a minor, and 1 instance of failure to protect. 
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 Most of the Panel’s actions, then, derived from these conclusions.  The exceptions 

were mandatory reports to civil authorities, of which there were none, or notifications of 

third parties.  These latter notifications were undertaken to inform relevant third parties 

about the Panel’s investigation so they could take appropriate action to protect current 

children who might be at risk.  The Panel did third party notifications regarding two 

accused individuals.  In both cases, church and denominational governing body officials 

were notified.  For one of these cases, school personnel were also notified.  The Panel’s 

actions are summarized in Table 17, below. 
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Table 17. Panel actions 

Panel actions All mission fields                                                                                                                                                                                                                          
Mandatory reports 0  
Notifications of third parties 3  
Referrals 6  

Presbytery  1 
Session  2 

Other, non-Presbyterian, entity  2 
Other denomination  1 

Informing other entities 1  
Processing sessions   
Final Report recommendations 3  
Naming decisions 47  

Not named  21 
Named in Final Report  9 

Named in Need-to-Know Report  17 
 

 The Panel’s Charter directed the Panel to make referrals to appropriate 

Presbyterian and other religious entities when the Panel concluded that abuse occurred.121  

Since the Panel was not an adjudicatory body, the purpose of the referral was to allow the 

appropriate ecclesiastical entity with jurisdiction to consider whether or not to initiate 

formal disciplinary proceedings against an offender when the Panel had concluded that 

abuse had occurred.  The Panel made 6 referrals in all: 1 to a Presbytery (for Presbyterian 

clergy, as that is where their membership in the Church resides), 2 to a Session (for 

members of PC(USA) churches, as that is where their membership resides), 2 to another, 

non-Presbyterian, religious entity, e.g. a church; and, 1 to another denomination.   

 Informing other entities was undertaken in 1 instance.  This Charter provision 

allowed the Panel to notify, other, non-religious, organizations of the Panel’s 

conclusions.122   

Processing sessions were offered by the Panel to individuals on a case-by-case 

basis.  [See Appendix M for a complete discussion on how the Panel defined a processing 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

121	  Cite	  relevant	  sentence.	  

122	  Cite	  relevant	  sentence.	  
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session, what it consisted of, and under what circumstances it was offered.]   These 

sessions, where both parties were willing and the Panel deemed it appropriate, were 

designed to allow a victim to express details of the harm directly to the person who 

caused the harm.  These were not forgiveness, reconciliation, apology or mediation 

sessions.  The intent was first to give the victim the opportunity to express fully how they 

had been affected, and for the offender to hear the full truth of the harm done.  

Forgiveness, reconciliation, or apology may follow from a fuller expression of truth or a 

fuller knowledge of harm done, but the Panel made no presumption of such occurrence.   

There were 47 individuals identified as possible offenders in the reports received 

by the Panel.  Of these, 21 individuals were not named in any Panel report.  Most of these 

individuals were identified in concerns or supporting statements, where the Panel had no 

associated report(s).   

Seventeen individuals were named in Need-to-Know (NTK) reports.  Eight of 

these, in 5 different mission fields, represent special circumstances where the Panel 

issued a Need-to-Know report solely for the PC(USA), for the Church’s future reference 

as they receive and investigate reports.  For this NTK report, for Egypt, Ethiopia, Congo, 

Mexico, and Cameroon the Panel identified individuals for whom there were concerns, as 

well as allegations, or allegations with incomplete information.   In these instances, there 

was sufficient credible information, however, suggesting possible abuse.  This 

information led the Panel to believe that the PC(USA) may receive reports of abuse in the 

future related to the individuals identified in these reports.  For that reason, the Panel 

communicated the name of the identified individual, any background research or 

information the Panel had on them, and descriptions of the behaviors that raised the 

concerns reported to us.  The names of the reporters were not included in these reports.  

The purpose of transmitting this information to the PC(USA) was to facilitate the 

Church’s ability to follow up on any subsequent reports of abuse they receive.  In the  

PC(USA) NTK report: 

• Egypt:  Names two individuals.  The Panel received reports of physical 

and sexual abuse, for which there was incomplete information for 

concluding whether or not abuse had occurred. 
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• Ethiopia: Names one individual.  The Panel received a concern that 

represented, in the Panel’s view, serious grooming behavior.   

• Mexico:  Name one individual.  The Panel received two concerns about 

the same person. 

In a fourth instance, India, the Panel included in the Need-to-Know Report,  

names of two individuals, solely for the PC(USA), as part of referring an investigation of 

India and Woodstock School to the PC(USA).  The Panel did not have enough time or 

personnel to begin an inquiry of what could be a large, complex mission field and school.  

The Need-to-Know Report shares the names of the individuals identified to the Panel as 

abusers, and provides detail about the alleged behaviors. 

The 9 other individuals named in NTK reports were named in reports for 

Cameroon (5 individuals), Congo (3 individuals), and Thailand (1 individual).  The 

decision to name these people in NTK reports was reached by following the Panel’s 

Naming Protocol.  [See Appendix L for the Protocol.]  These NTK reports will be 

distributed to individuals who signed a Witness Agreement for the Panel and participated 

in the Panel’s inquiry for that mission field.123   

Nine of the 47 individuals identified as possible abusers were named in this Final, 

public, Report:  2 from Cameroon, 2 from Congo, 2 from Ethiopia, 1 from Pakistan, and 

2 from Thailand.  Most of these 11 individuals were named because the Panel had 

information on multiple victims.  Based on clinical, forensic, and scholarly data, the 

Panel concluded that for each of these individuals, there may be other victims who have 

not come forward to the Church.  While some of these individuals are deceased, for the 

others, naming them publicly in this report also allows others to determine potential 

appropriate preventive actions.   

The other individuals were named in this Report for other reasons.  Two of these 

4 people were identified to the Panel only by role, as the victim did not know the name, 

or could not remember it.  Identifying these 2 people publicly may allow other victims to 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

123	  Others may request a copy of one of these NTK reports by submitting a request to the 
Executive Director of the General Assembly Mission Council and indicating why they 
need to know the information contained in the report. 
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recognize that their abuser has been investigated and the abuse acknowledged by the 

Church.  In the other 2 instances, The Panel took the unusual step of naming these house 

parents in the NTK Report because the Panel believed that their identities were well 

known, and the Panel wanted to be sure that inquiry participants understood that, in the 

Panel’s determination, these houseparents had been cleared of any wrongdoing. 

 The pages that follow contain summary information, for all of the issues  

discussed above, by mission field. 
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CAMEROON 
Scope of Panel’s inquiry 
 
Time period of Panel’s inquiry: 1950 – 1970 
 
Predecessor denomination:  PCUSA / UPCUSA 

Other denominations associated with this inquiry:   

 North American Baptist Conference:  sent children to Hope School 

 
Features of the mission field and setting 
 
Mission field:  Cameroon 
 
Important denominational events: 
 

The period of the inquiry (1950 – 1970, with an emphasis on 1955-1965) includes 
the time when the Cameroonian church became autonomous from the original 
U.S. based Cameroon mission (1957).  These changes, as noted previously, 
involved major organizational and structural changes. 
 
The period of the inquiry (1950 – 1970, with an emphasis on 1955 – 1965) 
includes the time when the PCUSA merged with the UPCNA to form the 
UPCUSA.  Mergers often involved major organizational and structural changes in 
mission field administration. 

 
Important political events: 
 

1884 Colonized by Germany 
 
Post – WW1 Divided by France and Britain 
 Presbyterians worked in the southern part of Cameroon, 
 administered by the French 
 
1960 French part of Cameroon achieved independence 
 

Presbyterian mission work:  
 

“American Presbyterians first came to Cameroon in 1879.  The area soon became 
an important Presbyterian center served by as many as 100 U.S. missionaries.”124 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
124 1993 Mission Yearbook for Prayer and Study, Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.), 
Louisville KY.  p. 233.  [The PC(U.S.A.) has published Mission Yearbooks annually for 
some time.  Some Yearbooks contain more historical information on mission fields than 
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Partners for mission in Cameroon include two churches:  1. The Eglise 
Presbytérienne Camerounaise (EPC), the French-speaking Presbyterian Church in 
Cameroon, which became autonomous in 1957; and, 2. The Presbyterian Church 
in Cameroon, the English-speaking Presbyterian denomination in Cameroon, 
which became autonomous in 1957.125 
 
These partners engage in important ministries: 

• Evangelism, church growth, and pastor-training;  
• Secondary schools for Cameroonians; 
• Theological colleges, including Dager Theological Seminary in Bibia, and 

the Faculté de Théologie Protestante de Yaoundé; 
• Several hospitals including Central Hospital near Ebolowa, Metet Hospital 

near Mbalmayo, and Djoungôlo Hospital in Yaoundé; and, 
• Agricultural programs, among others.126 

 
Schools associated with the inquiry 

 
• Schools mentioned in the report: Hope School 

 
• Served K – 8th grade students whose parents were missionaries, primarily in 

Cameroon. 
 

• Started in 1922 as a way for children to stay on the mission field with their 
parents:   

“In the early days, no missionary child was kept on the field after the age 
of 6, or at most 7.  The child was either left in America with relatives or 
friends, or the mother stayed home while the father returned to serve 
alone.  These years of separation were hard on both the parents and the 
children.  My mother and father left me when I was just barely five with 
my grandparents and aunt…They decided to take me back to Cameroun 
with them, so in 1920 at the age of 12   I returned to Cameroun…The 
horror that had been at first expressed turned into a feeling that maybe this 
was a good thing after all to have the children on the field.  Therefore, on 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

others.  The	  1993 edition was chosen as a reference here, because it is post-reunion, 
containing information from the predecessor denominations, and has summary 
information.]   
125 1993 Mission Yearbook, p. 233-234. 
126 1993 Mission Yearbook, p. 233-234. 
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July 10, 1922, Miss McGilliard and I moved to Metet and that was the 
beginning of Hope School”127 

      
• School maintained and operated by the Presbyterians. 

• Purpose of the school:  “The purpose of the school is to provide an elementary 
education in a Christian environment.  The moral, emotional, and social 
atmosphere of the school is as much as possible like that of a Christian family 
with development of character and growth in the Christian faith of paramount 
importance.  The goal is to help each student become a well-equipped disciple of 
the Lord Jesus Christ.  The school offers instruction in the English language on 
the elementary level (grades 1-8).  This instruction follows the pattern of 
American public schools, so the pupils returning to America may be fully 
qualified to enter their appropriate grades. At the same time the school seeks to 
relate the studies to the African situation and to help the pupils appreciate the 
African culture and environment in which they live.”128 

 
• In 1931 Mr. Hope financed a new school building to accommodate increased 

enrollment.129 
 

• Per Evelyn Adams, “[t]he school became international in 1944 when due to 
World War II no one could leave for furlough, so it was opened to children of our 
sister missions of the Federation.”130 

 
• By the 1950s, children from Baptist missionaries in northern Cameroon were 

enrolled, as were children of ex-patriot children whose parents worked in 
Ebolowa.131 

 
• As of January 1953, 99 missionary children had attended Hope School.132 

 
• Classes were held from August – November, and February to May. 

 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
127 Evelyn Adams M.D.  A Short History of Hope School, May 13, 1971. RG 92-0929, 
Hope School folders, West Africa Mission records, Presbyterian Historical Society, 
Philadelphia, PA, p. 1. 

128	  Hope School, The Purpose of the School, n.d., RG 92-0929, Hope School folders, 
West Africa Mission records, Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA, p. 1.  
129 Op. Cit., Evelyn Adams, p. 4 
130 Op. Cit., Evelyn Adams, p. 5 
131 Witness statements. 
132 Op. Cit., Evelyn Adams, p. 5 
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• After 8th grade graduation from Hope School, students attended high school either 
in Egypt (Schutz School), Ethiopia (Good Shepherd School), or Congo (The 
American School of Kinshasa). 

 
 
 
Dormitories at Hope School 
 

• Ononobeta (meaning bird’s perch) Dorm was a large brick two-story building 
near Hope School used as the boarding facility for children whose parents worked 
at stations other than Elat. 

 

• The dorm had two wings, one for boys’ rooms and one for girls’ rooms.  A 
teacher’s apartment and houseparents apartment were part of the building. 

 
• Bedrooms were separated by plywood partitions that did not extend to the ceiling.  

There was a common bathroom in each wing. 
 
Administration 

• Hope School had a school board that met 3-4 times a year “at the beginning and 
end of each semester.”133 

 
• School board members were elected at Parent-Teacher meeting at the end of the 

school year.  Members were elected for terms up to 3 years, and could be re-
elected.  The board selected a chairman.134 

 
• An Executive Committee was chosen by the Board immediately after the May 

election.   It met and functioned on behalf of board members in-between meetings 
with decisions reported to the board at the next meeting.135 

 
• The School Board reported directly to the U.S. mission office, although financial 

matters where handled through mission field administration:  “Actions of the 
Board and of the Executive Committee shall be forwarded to the Commission by 
the secretary.  Financial transactions, when necessary, shall be channeled to the 
Commission Treasurer….”136 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

133	  By-laws of Hope School, Article I The School Board, Section B. Meetings, n.d., RG 
92-0929, Hope School folders, West Africa Mission records, Presbyterian Historical 
Society, Philadelphia, PA. 
134 Ibid, By-laws of Hope School, Article I The School Board, Section C. Membership. 
135 Ibid, By-laws of Hope School, Article II The Executive Committee. 
136 Ibid, By-laws of Hope School, Article I The School Board, Section E. Relationships. 
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• The Principal of the school was appointed by the Board and responsible to 

them.137 

• The School Board also had responsibility for the dorm, and for securing 
houseparents through the Commission (U.S. mission office).138 

 
• The houseparents were responsible to the Board for these duties:   

o To maintain an adequate staff, assign duties and oversee total operation. 
o To be responsible for the boarding students during non-school hours. 
o To supervise the nutrition of the boarding students including 

supplementary food stuffs sent by parents. 
o To notify parents by telegram in case of any serious emergency. 
o To establish and post rules and regulations for resident and non-resident 

children and visiting parents. 
o To maintain the best possible hygiene and safety and standards. 
o To maintain the physical plant and recommend changes and 

improvements. 
o To submit an annual report including a budget and recommended 

Dormitory fees. 
o To adhere to the budget and maintain accurate financial records.”139 

 
• In addition, “[t]he houseparents and their children shall: 

o Live in the dormitory in an apartment equipped with basic house 
furnishings. 

o Eat in the dining room and pay the established board fee for each member 
of the family during the school term. 

o During the school vacation maintain their own kitchen and household 
help, pay for utilities and for any food stuffs and supplies taken from the 
Boarding Department pantry.”140 

 
 The Hope School Board had the assistance of other committees in the operation 

and maintenance of Ononobeta.  The Parent-Teachers’ Association, on the 

recommendation of the School Board, elected committees.  At various times, there was a 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
137 Ibid, By-laws of Hope School, Article III The Principal. 
138 Ibid, By-laws of Hope School, Article IV The Head of the Boarding Department. 
139 Ibid, By-laws of Hope School, Article IV The Head of the Boarding Department, 
Section A. 
140 Ibid, By-laws of Hope School, Article IV The Head of the Boarding Department, 
Section B. 
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Building (sometimes called the School Repair or Maintenance) Committee, concerned 

with “property, repairs, and furnishing.”  There was also a Dorm Management 

(sometimes called Maintenance) Committee to assist the houseparents with finance, 

household help, and other issues related to the operation of the dorm.141   

 
 Figure 3142 diagrams the relationships between these various entities. 

The Board of the mission agency oversaw the Executive Director of the mission unit for 

the denomination, first the PCUSA then the UPCUSA.  Under the Executive Director 

were various sub-units.  These were often organized both by function (treasurer, 

personnel) and by geographic area of mission (e.g. Africa, Asia).  Area or regional 

secretaries supervised mission entities and missionaries in the countries in their area.   

The missionaries on the mission field were organized as a mission unit or entity 

with responsibility for everyday mission affairs and issues.  These everyday issues 

included decisions about housing, vehicles, and issues concerning MKs.  The mission 

unit or mission meeting conducted its business by appointing various committees to focus 

on specific issues.   There was a representative of the U.S. mission office who functioned 

as a conduit for information and requests between the mission field and the U.S. office.  

A mission treasurer accounted for funds granted by the U.S. mission unit and disbursed 

on the mission field. 

  As noted in the diagram, the mission meeting organized a Parent Teachers’ 

Association, which consisted of missionary parents with children attending Hope School 

and the teachers of the school.  The PTA appointed the School Board, and the other 

committees, as noted above, to assist the houseparents.  In the diagram, the dotted lines 

indicate that information about personnel needs could be communicated from the School 

Board directly to the area secretary, though intermediaries might also be informed or 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
141Hope School Board Report 1960-1961, RG 92-0929, Hope School folders, West Africa 
Mission records, Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA; and, Minutes – The 
Hope School Board, June 4, 1963, RG 92-0929, Hope School folders, West Africa 
Mission records, Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA. 

142	  Information	  from	  various	  PTA	  and	  Hope	  School	  Board	  minutes,	  1960-‐1966,	  RG	  
92-‐0929,	  Hope	  School	  folders,	  West	  Africa	  Mission	  records,	  Presbyterian	  Historical	  
Society,	  Philadelphia,	  PA. 
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involved.  Requests for funds were communicated through the mission treasurer to the 

U.S. mission office, though intermediaries were also informed or involved.
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Figure 3.  Relationships between entities associated with Hope School and Ononobeta Dorm 
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Administrative issues and functioning 

Qualifications of teachers 

 The Hope School Board Chairman, in December 1961, wrote a formal letter to the 

Secretary for Ecumenical Personnel at COEMAR, with copies to the Africa Area 

Secretary (mission field administrator in the U.S.), and Commission Representative 

(official COEMAR representative on the mission field) calling attention to the need for 

qualified teachers at Hope School: 

The Board of Hope School (school for fraternal worker children in West Africa) 
is very concerned about the caliber of education which our children are getting.  
This year there are 30 children enrolled in eight grades.  Next year, we expect an 
enrollment of 45.  [Name of teacher] not only has never had any teaching 
experience, [teacher] is not even an education major.  Fortunately for us, [name of 
teacher], realizing [their] limitations, has sought the advice of experienced 
teachers here on the field and has, so far as we know, been able to do an 
acceptable job.  But it is expecting too much to think that such will always be the 
case if the Commission follows the policy of sending unqualified personnel as 
teachers for our children.  One member of our Board, who was [themselves] a 
teacher in the States for a number of years and who has substituted at Hope 
School on numerous occasions (and for as long as one month at a time) says this: 
‘The Transition between teaching in the States and teaching here is so great that 
not only should those who come be qualified in Education but they should also 
have had teaching experience.  Especially is this true in view of the fact that each 
teacher here has three separate grades to teach; a situation unknown in urban 
education in the States.’  Of the three teachers we now have, only one, [name of 
teacher], had any teaching experience before arrival on the field. In the strongest 
terms possible within the bounds of Christian love and courtesy, The Hope School 
Board of the West Africa Mission wishes the Commission to know that in the 
future we need qualified teachers for our children.143  [underlining in the original] 
 

Discussion of the future of Hope School 

 In 1962, the School Board studied the future of Hope School in light of the 

proposal for an international English-language day school in Yaoundé.  In the report of 

the committee to the Board, Hope School was described this way: 

As a private Presbyterian school, an island of Americanism in a Bulu sea, it stands 
for exclusiveness.  The world about Hope School has changed radically since its 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

143	  Letter from School Board Chair to Secretary for Ecumenical Personnel, December 18, 
1961, RG 92-0929 Hope School folders, West Africa Mission records, Presbyterian 
Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA. 
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founding in the twenties.  While fraternal workers have increasingly adapted 
themselves to changed conditions, the school by means of and because of its 
exclusiveness has in a way turned its back on the world.144 
 

 Hope School continued to operate in Elat. 

 

Issues related to MKs discussed at committee meetings 

 Individual missionary families had, of course, their own way of raising children, a 

pattern that was disrupted when children boarded at a facility away from their parents.  

Houseparents designed a common set of rules to apply to all children, and these rules 

may or may not have matched up well with those of any particular missionary family.  

These differences and other decisions of the houseparents created tensions with 

missionary families.  These differences of opinion and practice were laden with emotions, 

such as anxiety and guilt, that missionary parents experienced in sending their children to 

boarding school.  Committee meetings were the venues where parents could, and did, 

raise their concerns about boarding arrangements and houseparent decisions.  These 

excerpts from the April 2, 1966 minutes provide an example of the types of issues raised 

and discussions that occurred: 

In the afternoon we were joined by [name of administrator] as the representative 
of the Baptist Mission in West Cameroun, which sends nearly half the children in 
the dormitory but does not participate in the general cost of maintaining it.  This 
distinction became clear as we sorted out our lines of relation to COEMAR. 
…This underlines the reality of sole responsibility for the dormitory in the hands 
of the Presbyterian FW’s and COEMAR, whatever the fluctuating number of 
children of other mission or non-mission children. 
FINANCIAL MATTERS 
2.d. The principle of a ceiling on Presbyterian Fraternal Worker share of 
dormitory costs was approached from several sources….cited the case of Schutz 
School [in Egypt] where COEMAR absorbs all boarding costs avove [sic] $35 per 
month per child.   This is in contrast to Ononobete where we pay over 50% 
more….it is COEMAR’s intention that parents pay for a child in the dormitory 
what it costs to care for him at home…. 
 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
144 Report of the Committee Appointed to Study the Future of Hope School, submitted to 
F.W. [Fraternal Workers, the term for missionaries then] Maintenance Committee, 
October 9, 1962, RG 92-0929, Hope School folders, West Africa Mission records, 
Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA, p. 1. 
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MEDICAL arrangements and SAFETY measures 
1. were discussed with the anxious concern of parents whose children are beyond 
our immediate supervision.  It was obvious in the discussion that at home we do 
not all hedge our children about with the same precautions or prohibitions. Our 
common concern was punctuated by the feeling of certain parents that in specific 
cases another course ought to have been taken than that actually followed.  The 
physician in charge generously admitted that he was not infallible, but defended 
himself for having done what he thought adequate at the time in each case.  As he 
pointed out, no set of rules can dispense with the measured judgment of the 
physician in charge and the houseparents.  It was asked that parents be advised by 
telegraph in case of serious accident or illness, and it was admitted that this 
inevitably depends on the judgment of the doctor and houseparents as to what is 
serious.  No vote was taken and unanimity of opinion cannot be claimed, yet the 
consensus seemed to ask to be kept better informed than has sometimes been the 
case….. 
3. To the assumption that where a child needs considerable extra care because of 
accident or illness, extra help should be provided from among our own 
community, probably professional nursing:  The answer was that in the case 
referred to no nurse could  have done more than any parent, that the 
housemother’s job is to replace the parent, that every mother has to carry on her 
routine after the night’s exceptional calls.  Again the conclusion was inconclusive, 
more an expression of concern than prescription of procedure….. 
6. Concerning natural sex curiosity it was concluded that the casual but knowing 
watch of houseparents is the best control with the cooperation of the physician 
when needed…. 
ON PROCEDURE AND RELATIONSHIP 
1. It was explained that no decision on a school constitution or by-lays [sic] is 
binding on the field without the agreement of COEMAR. 
2. Whereas the Area Office used to be primarily concerned, it is now the 
responsibility the Functional Secretary for Education….. 
All the parents of resident children and the regular members of the Board present 
at this meeting have known each other for many years.  All were of the same 
opinion that the frank discussion had cleared away confusion and suspicion, and 
that such a meeting ought to have taken place long ago.  The meeting closed in 
general gratitude for tension relieved and confidence restored….145 
 
It is important to note that these concerns and issues transcended a particular time 

period.  These minutes were recorded in 1966, just after the period of time the IARP 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

145	  Minutes of the meeting of Fraternal Worker parents of children at Ononobete, 
dormitory of Hope School, held in Yaoundé on April 2, 1966, RG 92-0929, Hope School 
folders, West Africa Mission records, Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA, 
pp. 1-5. 
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focused on in its inquiry.  Numerous witnesses in the Panel’s inquiry, however, spoke of 

these same issues for the time period the Panel did study (1955-1965).  The houseparents 

referenced in these minutes are not the houseparents discussed in more detail later, and 

many of the missionary parents are different or in different roles, e.g. Board President.  

Different missionary parents, different board presidents and members, and different 

houseparents all yielded a similar set of ongoing concerns about the roles and 

responsibilities of the houseparents, the physician for the children, boards and 

committees, and the U.S. mission office.  

 
Summary of IARP inquiry  
 
 What follows is the Panel’s summary of its findings based on 60 reports from 

Cameroon.  The reader will find detailed information based on the Panel’s fact-finding 

inquiry following the summary table. 

  
Total number of reports 60  
received by Panel    
 Concern about possible sexual abuse  1 

 Supporting statements  0 
 Allegation of sexual abuse by adult  15 
 Allegation of sexual abuse by minor  31 
 Allegation of physical abuse by an adult  2 
 Allegation of physical abuse by a minor  1 
 Failure to protect  10 
    Number of alleged victims  31  

 Younger female MK (age 5 – 12)  10 
20 Female Older female MK (age 12 +)  7 
11 Male Younger male MK (age 5 – 12)  7 
 Older male MK (age 12 +)  1 
All Presbyterian  Female MK age unknown  2 
 Male MK age unknown  3 
 Female adult  1 
   



IARP	  Final	  Report	   October	  2010	   	  145	  

	  

Number of individuals identified as possible offenders 16  
 Male Indigenous adult, unknown deno  1 

8 adults Male Houseparent   1 
8 minors Male and Female Houseparent   2 
 Houseparent    1 
15 Presbyterian Male teachers   2 
1 Unknown Male MKs   7 
 Male missionary father   1 
15 Male Male missionary brother   1 
1 Female    
    Panel decisions  60  

 Concern  1 
 Insufficient Information  22 
 Did not fit definition  5 
 Sexual abuse by adult  2 
 Sexual abuse by minor  12 
 Abuse did not occur  8 
 Failure to protect  0 
 Failure to protect did not occur  10 
    

Panel actions Third party notifications  2 
 Referral to non-Presbyterian entity  1 

 Referral to Presbyterian entity  1 
    
 Named in Final Report  2 
 Named in Cameroon Need-to-Know 

Report  
 5 

 Named in PC(U.S.A.) Need-to-Know 
Report 

 2 

 Not named  7 
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Number of people providing information to the Panel 62  
 In-person  34 

 Phone   16 
 Written  12 
    
 Number with Witness Agreements  31 
 Number without   31 

    
Number of archival sources of information   

 Presbyterian denominational files 47  
    
 Personal papers 11  
 These 11 people provided:  photos,   
     written materials, medical information,   
     bibliographic information, access to   

     personal letters, scrapbooks, diaries,   
     and newsletters.   
    
 Other resources 3  
 Hope Daze student newspaper   
 Evaluation from sex offender program   
 Information from private research firm   

 

Panel description of investigation 
 

Cameroon was the Panel’s largest, and one of the most complex, investigations.  

The first report of abuse from Cameroon was sent to the Independent Committee of 

Inquiry (ICI), the IARP’s predecessor entity, from a former teacher at Hope School.  The 

ICI could not investigate this report as it was outside the scope of its Charter.  When the 

ICI made recommendations to the PC(U.S.A.), Cameroon was noted as one of the 

mission fields that a successor body should investigate.146 

Subsequent to the conclusion of the ICI’s work, the PC(U.S.A.) received two 

additional reports of abuse from Cameroon.  The first report, a verbal report, was 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
146 See Final Report of the Independent Committee of Inquiry. September 2002.  
Recommendation #13, p. 113-114, and Charter for the IARP, Section I. Background.  
The ICI Final Report is available at http://gamc.pcusa.org/ministries/ici/.  See Appendix 
A for the Panel’s Charter. 
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received from an MK the same day the ICI Final Report was released in September 2002.  

The second report, a letter, from a different MK, was received in October 2002.   

 These initial reports detailed problems experienced as a boarding student 

separated from parents at an early age, at first grade.  Houseparents were noted to have 

caused humiliation and shame in some MKs by how they handled bedwetting, eating 

difficulties, and bullying.  Reporters noted a lack of supervision, poor sanitation in the 

dorm, a lack of medical care, and cruel, capricious punishments.   

Taken together, these reports would constitute emotional abuse, psychological 

maltreatment, or physical neglect, rather than the physical and sexual abuse the Panel was 

charged to investigate.  The Panel, however, engaged in an initial investigation for three 

reasons. 

First, as noted above, the traumatic nature of abuse may lead reporters to assess 

the trustworthiness of investigators over time.  The Panel established relationships with 

the reporters in the event that there was further information they would feel comfortable 

sharing in time. 

 Second, the reported behaviors deserved investigation as “actions and inactions of 

WMD staff,” and as a potential source of recommendations for improvement to WMD 

processes.147 

 Third, empirical research has demonstrated that “[p]sychological maltreatment 

also often exists as a separate phenomenon in situations in which other forms of abuse or 

neglect are present.”148 

 The Panel did receive other reports of abuse from Cameroon of physical and 

sexual abuse. The pattern of reporting was consistent with the underlying principle that 

abuse is traumatic, and reporters will share more information as trust develops.  The first 

reports focused on the behaviors of houseparents.  Next, the Panel received reports of 

sexual abuse by minors.  The last reports the Panel received were reports of sexual abuse 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
147 Charter, Section III. Scope. 
148 Binggeli, Nelson J., Stuart N. Hart, and Marla R. Brassard. (2001). Psychological 
Maltreatment of Children, The APSAC Study Guides 4.  American Professional Society 
on the Abuse of Children.  Sage Publications:  Thousand Oaks CA.  p. xi-xii.  See also 
pp. 9-10. 
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from adults.  In all, the Panel received 60 reports of abuse from Cameroon, as detailed in 

the above table. 

  

Houseparents 

These first three reports all concern different houseparents at Ononobeta. 

Cameroon – 1:  Physical abuse by houseparent    
Potential victim(s): Female MK  
Time frame:  1950s 
Setting:    Ononobeta 
Incident:  6 year-old child whipped on legs with a belt for breaking 
   sister’s toy accidentally 
Panel decision: Insufficient information 
Panel action:    Houseparent not named. 

 

Cameroon – 2 : Sexual abuse by male houseparent  
Potential victim(s): Male MK  
Time frame:  1950s 
Setting:    Ononobeta  
Incident:  Child sitting on lap of houseparent during story time felt, 
   through their pajamas, under their buttocks,  
   houseparent getting an erection.  This happened on  
   numerous occasions.   It was reported that numerous 
   children experienced this, such that the children had a  

system of signaling other children sitting on the floor when  
they felt the erection occurring. 

Panel decision: Did not meet definition of abuse.  
Panel action:    Houseparent named in PC(USA) Need-to-Know Report, 
   because described behavior may have represented  
   grooming behavior preceding or co-occurring with possible 
   sexual abuse.  The Panel is providing the name to the  

PC(USA) in the event potential victims come forward in  
the future. 

Panel remarks:    While the event occurred numerous times, the degree of  
   deliberateness or intent of sexual gratification on the part of  
   the houseparent was not clear in this report.  The Panel did  

not receive other reports of alleged abuse by this  
houseparent, so it was not possible to evaluate whether the 
event described here was part of a larger pattern. 
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Cameroon – 3  Physical abuse through excessive physical discipline by a male  
houseparent 

 Potential victim(s): Three male MKs were identified. 
 Time frame:  1950s 
 Setting:  Ononobeta 
 Incident:  Spanking with a board 
 Panel decision: Insufficient information 
 Panel action:  None. 
 Panel remarks:  Of the three individuals identified to the Panel, only one 

participated in the inquiry, and he viewed the incident as  
appropriate discipline  that caused him no harm. 

 
The following sets of reports concern a male and female houseparent. 
 
Reports about the male houseparent.  These were reports of inappropriate behavior. 
 
Cameroon – 4:  Excessive attentiveness to female MKs burning sanitary pads, and 
   interest in their menstrual cycles. 
Cameroon – 5:  Inappropriate “tucking in.” 
Cameroon – 6:  Referring to female MKs as “girlie.” 
Cameroon – 7:  Taking female MKs into personal bathroom to pop pimples. 
Cameroon – 8:  Patting female MKs on the bottom. 
Cameroon – 9:  Rubbing female MKs chest with Vicks, even when MK 
   expressed discomfort with this type of attention. 
 Potential victim(s): These reports came from 5 different female MKs,  
    providing information from personal experience or personal  
    observation.  They reported the behavior as “creepy” and  
    noted that it made them very uncomfortable.   
 Time frame:  1950s. 
 Setting:  Ononobeta 
 Panel decision: Reports did not constitute abuse.   
 Panel action:  Houseparents named in Cameroon Need-to-Know (NTK)  

Report.  The Panel took the unusual step of naming these  
houseparents in the NTK Report to be clear to inquiry 
participants to whom the Panel’s decision and discussion 
applied. 

 Panel remarks:  At the time this behavior occurred, various witnesses  
    described the male houseparent in question as the primary  
    nurturer in the dorm.   The female houseparent was  
    described as the disciplinarian.  While this may have been 
    an unfortunate division of labor, given the effect on the  
    female MKs, it is possible for the behavior to be  
    understood as care-giving (e.g. supervision of sanitary pad 
    burning, interest in menstrual cycles, application of Vicks, 
    popping pimples, tucking in) or misunderstood attempts at  

affection (girlie, or patting bottoms).   
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Mission administration reports received about this male and female houseparent. 
 
Cameroon – 10 Public shaming of children who wet the bed. 
Cameroon – 11 Requiring children to eat all of the oatmeal provided for 
   breakfast.  Children who could not finish it for breakfast were 
   required to eat the oatmeal during recess, and every subsequent 
   meal until it was finished, foregoing other food, even that which  
   was provided by the child’s parents.  Children who vomited the  
   oatmeal were required to eat what was vomited into  the bowl, and  
   clean up the rest.  
Cameroon – 12 A parent who wanted to sit with their child for support and  
   encouragement during this process was not allowed in the dorm. 
Cameroon – 13 A child who was sick was not taken to the doctor or hospital. 
Cameroon – 14 Lack of sanitation in the dorm:  feces on the shower curtain. 
Cameroon – 15 Lack of intervention when some children were singled out by  
   others for bullying. 
Cameroon – 16 Singling out some children for humiliating punishment. 
Cameroon – 17 Excessive punishment:  requiring male MKs to dig a garbage 
   pit / grave for a dying gorilla.  An adult missionary stepped  
   in to help. 
Cameroon – 18 Excessive punishment:  Children found with gum had to choose 
   between missing a meal and having the gum rubbed in their hair. 
   Two occasions were reported to the Panel where children elected 
   the hair option, which subsequently required drastic haircuts or the  
   assistance of teachers to remove.  
Cameroon – 19 Lack of supervision of children, which allowed harmful sexual  
   activity and abuse by minors. 
 Potential victim(s): Fifteen different male and female MKs were identified as 
    suffering from humiliation and shaming from the 
    houseparents’ handling of bedwetting and oatmeal, the 
    lack of supervision and intervention, and excessive 
    punishments. 
 Time frame:  1950s 
 Setting:  Ononobeta 
 Panel decision: The reports did not constitute a failure to protect on the 

part of the houseparents.  In the Panel’s opinion, these 
reports did constitute a Failure to Protect on the part of 
the mission field and U.S. mission administration.  See 
discussion below. 

 Panel action:  Houseparents named in Cameroon Need-to-Know (NTK)  
Report. The Panel took the unusual step of naming these 
house parents in the NTK Report because the Panel 
believed that their identities were well known, and the 
Panel wanted to be sure that inquiry participants understood 
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that, in the Panel’s determination, these houseparents had 
been cleared of any wrongdoing. 

Panel remarks:  See discussion below. 
   
 Given the number of reports focusing on these houseparents, the Panel engaged in 

extensive research about Ononobeta in the 1955 – 1965 time frame.  What emerged for 

the Panel is a sobering, heartbreaking account of a boarding school that, in the Panel’s 

opinion, received insufficient attention and resources from the U.S. mission office.  This 

lack of resources, coupled with a large number of children, resulted in untenable stress 

and strain for the houseparents, which, through necessity, was expressed in rigid, 

institutional requirements for daily living for the children.  From the Panel’s perspective, 

the overwhelming workload and resultant stress led to unfortunate choices on the 

houseparents’ part, choices that proved humiliating and shaming for children on the 

receiving end. 

 The information provided to the Panel reflects parties on two ends of a continuum 

with an enormous chasm in the middle.  The houseparents volunteered to serve in this 

role with good intentions.   Some of the MKs reporting to the Panel experienced their 

efforts as cruel and cold.  Between the intentions and the experiences lay too few 

resources and too many children, with resultant stress for the houseparents and children 

then, and enormous pain and anguish on both sides now.  Witnesses expressed it like 

this:149 

Perspective of these houseparents: 

“At mission meeting (early 1950s), [before we served as houseparents] all the 
missionaries and their children gather together at Elat; the homes and the dorm 
are packed.  [I] overheard a conversation one day between [a housemother who 
served before I did] and a mother [whose child was entering Hope School for the 
first time].  The mother of the child said to the housemother ‘[my child] is used to 
my tucking her in bed at night and giving her a hug.  Would you do that for me?’   
The housemother replied, ‘I do not have time for that. The children go up to bed 
after dinner, stay in their rooms, and go to bed when they want to.  That is our 
family time with our children.’  I couldn’t believe my ears.” 
 
“Several mission meetings later, the school children paraded with banners, outside 
the chapel where we held our meetings.  [They were saying] ‘doesn’t anyone love 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
149 Quotes are from witness interviews and materials provided by witnesses. 
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us?  Who will be our houseparents?’  And similar signs.  At each mission meeting 
it was a battle to get anyone to do the job.  This hit us hard.  We prayed about this, 
for someone to come forward.  We volunteered, [were initially refused because 
needed on mission station], then spent a month before our furlough in the dorm as 
houseparents with the children for everyone, including us, to feel if we could do 
the job.  As [mission field administrator on the field] said ‘Go to Ononobeta 
before your furlough. Then you and we will know if that is the place for you two 
to come back to.’ The houseparent job was not considered as mission work.” 
 
“We returned from furlough to a condemned two-story building.  Plaster falling 
off the walls, the lathing showing, dingy dorm rooms, no curtains, no bedspreads, 
an awful place.  That summer, we scrubbed, scraped, painted with the staffs’ help.  
I purchased white seersucker bedspreads from the hospital supply, making 
curtains and bedspreads for all the rooms.  I ordered 2 sets of [towels] all colors 
… so each child had a bright new 2 sets of towels.  They chose by drawing straw 
to select them.  [Husband] cut some long bench storage bins, making individual 
toy boxes for every child, that was their personal private chest.” 
 
“On the whitewashed north wall, we painted a scrunched down map of Cameroon.  
Each child could locate their station on it and be reminded where their parents 
worked.  [Housemother] maintained a notebook in which parents could record 
significant information, to help us help the kids to feel special.” 
 
“We wanted to encourage good feelings on the part of all the children toward the 
Africans who helped us.  To avoid the thought that any mislaid or lost item was 
‘stolen,’ the help did not go into the dormitory areas during the school year.  So 
the building was divided into ‘job areas.’  Three bathrooms upstairs, three 
hallways upstairs, front stairway, chapel and porch area, living room, study hall.  
Each area had appropriate equipment in place… Each team had a particular area, 
and was led by an older child, with two or three younger ones included.  And in 
ten minutes, Ononobeta was freshly squared away, and all the children were 
learning some habits that would hopefully stand them in good stead, when in the 
future they were on their own, in the States.”   
 
“We wanted the kids to experience as much as they could of what they might be 
missing while away from the States, such as Halloween, April Fools, and camping 
out.” 
 
“Because of rabies concerns for the kids, we kept no dogs in Cameroon.  But we 
did have several monkeys, several chimpanzees, a young gorilla and crocodile.” 
 
“We particularly valued the ‘Ononobeta experience’ for those youngsters who had 
no brothers or sisters at home.  Here they got the teasing, felt the encouragement, 
had the general give and take of living and playing with others.” 
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“[Some] children believed their parents did not care for them.  [On] one occasion 
when [I] took a child to the hospital, [I] was asked by the child’s mother to let the 
mother know the next time there was a similar situation.  [I] agreed.  A next time 
came.  [I] sent a telegram.  A telegram came back with the message:  “We are too 
busy to come.” 
 
“And on it went.  Our time with the children was not in anyway mother and dad.  
They were the children’s parents – we were a caring Aunt and Uncle.  We both 
came with a concern for each child, not with special training, but wanting each 
one to know they were important, that God loved each one of them, and we did 
too.  We still are thankful for that period in our lives, as we humbly did our best, 
at the time, with our lack of training, all with our concern for the children.” 

 

Perspectives of those reporting good experiences to the Panel: 

“Rules were very well laid out.  One dorm parent was more lenient than the other 
one.  [Housemother] was no different than my parents.  It was wonderful at the 
dorm:  2 of the best years of my life.  A lot of fun.  Parents would drop children 
off; then when the parents’ car was at the end of the driveway, children would go 
play.” 
 
“Not only do I have no memories of a frightening, negative, or abusive nature, but 
I cannot imagine how such an inquiry could have been initiated.  The 
houseparents at Ononobeta school were the most kind, caring, fair-minded couple 
that a child could even hope to have as stand-ins for [their] own parents.  Our 
houseparents [couple about whom reports were received] maintained strict 
discipline, and we had a regular routine, but also lots of time for fun activities and 
group games.  As a five year old away from  home for the first time I remember 
being very homesick in the beginning, and both spent hours sitting with me and 
comforting me.  They made me feel loved, but never in any way that was not 
totally appropriate and comfortable.” 
 
“…going to boarding school was the thing to do for all of us.  Unless our parents 
wanted to home-school, there really wasn’t much choice.  Our parents were 
wanting for us to socialize with other American children and to have an American 
education.” 
 
“I have many, many positive memories of Africa.  Too many to describe.  Suffice 
it to say that I had a very happy childhood and am glad I was given such a unique 
experience.” 

 
From one comment to houseparents:  “I have always considered your task as a 
houseparent to thirty “odd” kids to be more-or at least as- difficult as being the 
president of this nation. For example, when the chief executive [wants to make a 
change] there will be some constituency that takes offense and protests.  Surely 
you had parallel experience with all of us under that one roof of Ononobeta.  Only 
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a commitment born of love – for Christ and for us – would suffice to keep you 
going.” 
 
“Hope School offered the unique opportunity to live and grow up with 
approximately 50 children – boys and girls -  from varied denominations, walks of 
life and ages.” 
 
“I have only positive memories of my years in Cameroon, apart from the 
difficulties of homesickness and being apart from our parents.  In some ways 
living in the Dorm probably made me stronger and more independent.” 
 
“I have only fond recollections of my time at Hope School…..  We had caring and 
loving dorm parents and teachers who took a personal interest in our wellbeing 
and achievement.” 
 

Perspectives of those reporting problems to the Panel: 

“Leaving home at such a young age was, in itself, damaging.  It was our 
responsibility to keep the dorm rooms and the bathrooms clean.  Most often, they 
were filthy.  Feces often hung on the curtains due to inattention to the lack of 
toilet paper.  The dorm was often unsanitary.” 

 
“I vomited after having to eat the large bowls of oatmeal which we were forced to 
eat.  If I didn’t vomit, I was made to finish the oatmeal at recess, at lunch, and 
again at dinner.  If I vomited, I was made to clean up the vomit myself.  
[Housemother] made me eat the vomit I had in my bowl.” 
 
“I was not alone in wetting my bed almost nightly.  Many children at the dorm did 
also.  I was made to sleep in wet sheets night after night.  The houseparents tried 
to shame us out of wetting our beds.  The [housemother] screaming down the hall:  
“Did you wet the bed last night [child’s name]?”  I had difficulties sleeping, 
period.” 
 
“I was punished all the time for bed wetting and not being able to clean my plate.  
I couldn’t go to parties or eat the brownies and cookies my mother sent to me 
because of these things.” 
 
“Another odd punishment involved gum.  If we were caught with chewing gum at 
the table we had the choice of mixing it in with our hair or missing the meal.” 
 
“When I was [less than 10] years old there was an older boy who liked to “tease” 
me at the dorm.  His teasing often left me in tears as it involved groping my body 
and forcing his kisses on me, his tongue down my throat.  He was an adolescent.  
I was terrified of him.” 
 
“My experiences at Ononobeta were sad, difficult and ugly and they have cast a 
shadow on my adult life for a long time. Life seemed to me to be very, very hard 
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and a daily struggle throughout crucial childhood years.  There was no comfort 
through great loss and enduring cruelty was a prominent part of dorm life.” 
 
“[Parents] thought boarding school was the right thing to do.  General attitude:  
when it came to sending children to school, that’s just the way it was.  Anyone 
who balked was made to feel uncomfortable.” 
 
“From 1960 – 1965, the dorm was a very dirty place.  The cook’s bed was in the 
kitchen, along with fruit cabinets.  The fruit attracted fruit flies and the cook’s bed 
was covered with rat droppings.  I can remember going to the back hall bathroom 
in the middle of the night and finding rats on the toilets.  Later on [with different 
houseparents] the rafters were sealed up so that the rats and bats stayed away, the 
cook’s bed was moved out of the kitchen, the fruit closets were moved outside so 
that the fruit flies stayed outside, and … the practice of using food for punishment 
stopped. “ 
 
“I had a problem eating breakfast, so would be forced to eat the same breakfast 
meal all day long until it was done.  I was not alone in that exercise.  There were 
four or five other [children] who had similar problems.  Because we had trouble 
eating breakfast in the morning, we were punished by having to go to bed early 
every night, which meant no story-time, and by being denied birthday cake at 
birthday parties, etc.  My [parent] remembers one particular incident.” 
 
“[When parent was visiting Elat] [they] would come to see me…One day, [they] 
came to the front door of the dorm expecting to sit with me while I ate.  The 
house-mother stopped [them] at the door and told [them] [they] could not come 
in, that if [parent] came into sit with me [the housemother’s] authority would be 
diminished.” 
 
“Rules – rules were incredibly oppressive at Hope School – oppressive of 
imagination and creativity as ordinary initiative in children.  [houseparent] rules 
were always a threat if child broke them – and rule could be made up at the time.  
Rules were capricious.” 
 
“The [houseparents] must have been overwhelmed all the time by their 
responsibilities and their own inadequacies. I have pretty quick access to the 
dense frightened, hopeless feeling we all had at the time.  I knew horror long 
before I knew the word for it.” 
 

Perspectives of MKs who observed behaviors, but did not experience them: 
 

“[I didn’t have problems myself] but it was hard to see the sad little group that 
had trouble eating [the oatmeal].  [The problems in the dorm] didn’t bring me 
down but I recognized things as not right.” 
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“If you didn’t eat all your food you were made to stay at the table until you 
finished while others went about the day.  [Sibling] experienced this, one long 
evening, I felt helpless to help [them].” 
 
“The atmosphere was institutional, structured, with set schedules and designated 
daily chores.  Discipline was utilized as punishment, not as a tool for teaching.  
Policies and procedures were the same across the board with little regard to 
individual need or age appropriateness.”  

 
 
Conclusions of some MKs about their boarding school experiences: 

“I was very happy at Ononobeta for all 4 years, but [two siblings] were not.  I 
became a favorite of [houseparents about whom reports were received].  Abuse 
could be easier [in a boarding school] because everyone worked hard to get 
approval of houseparents.  Always trying to please adults.  There were a lot of 
little places you could go, a lot of things that people could say to keep it quiet.” 

 

“Kids internalize blame when things go badly.  Our parents were loving and 
wonderful people – being home was glorious.  Our parents are loving so they 
wouldn’t send us into a bad situation.  The dorm is filthy and my [parent] was 
aware of it.  It can’t be them sending me into this because they are loving people, 
so it must be what I’m doing.  So there was an ethic of not telling other kids in the 
dorm when things were going wrong.” 

 
“I was able to see my parents more frequently than other children…Some children 
never saw their parents for months, sometimes once or twice a year.  This 
extended separation of children from their family exacerbated feelings of loss, 
abandonment, self-reliance and that mission work was prioritized over time with 
their children.  This leads to substituting house parents as the key parental figures, 
increasing house parent’s power / authority / influence over children, resulting in 
further distance between children and their parents.  This can lead children to be 
more vulnerable and in a ‘closed society.’” 
 
“I still have a chip on my shoulder for a system that allowed me to grow up apart 
from my family.  As a child we overheard the grown-ups at mission meeting 
discussing or jesting about the job [of being houseparents].  “You be it.  No, you 
take it.  How about so ‘n so? They might do a good job.”  It was easy to assume 
nobody wanted the job.  As good as the teachers were, they would come to class 
on Monday mornings and rave about the wonderful time they had had in a village 
working with the African kids.  It seemed like they wanted to be missionaries to 
them and accepting a teaching position at Hope School was a way to get to 
Cameroon where at least they could spend weekends in a village instead of being 
there for us.” 
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“I was fortunate not to experience the extended separation that most mission field 
children experienced.  There are times when I have wondered about the trauma of 
children separated from their parents on the mission field.  What kind of 
Christianity espouses a secondary status for children below that of concern for 
native people of any nation.  [I learned] a perspective on the Board of Missions 
view of children that I had not before considered.  When missionaries first came 
to Cameroon, the affliction of malaria was deadly.  Life expectancy was two years 
of services before illness or death took the missionaries.  So the Board of Foreign 
Missions established hospitals on many of the stations.  Then when some of the 
health concerns were addressed and missionaries came as families, there were no 
schools so the young children had to be separated from their parents and sent back 
to the United States for elementary school. That need led to the founding of Hope 
School. . …By today’s standards [it] was foolish to expect that one couple could 
possibly be responsible for the number of children who occupied the dorm.  That 
ratio of adults to children is no longer acceptable.  In like standard, the facilities 
of the dorm, which was “a condemned building,” yet used by the Board of 
Foreign Missions, would no longer be acceptable dwelling for children.  But it 
was a time when mission workers made do the best they could with whatever they 
had.”  
 
“I have most good memories of that time.  I think most parents put up with an 
unacceptable living situation for their children because the alternative would have 
been to go back to the states and they had dedicated their lives to missionary work 
rather than to their families.” 
 

  Archival research indicated that the houseparents had multiple responsibilities, 

besides child care and supervision: 

a) Maintaining equipment at the dorm:  generator, water pump.150  

b) Supervising African staff.151 

c) Shopping locally for groceries.152 

“[Housefather] had talents, whether it was keeping the generator going, even 
when it didn’t want to, repairing leaking pipes, leaking roofs, remodeling and 
partitioning a few larger dorm rooms into smaller rooms to accommodate the 
needs of increasing numbers of dorm children.” 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
150 [Male houseparent]’s notes on dorm, 1969 (?) [as noted on the original document], RG 
92-0929, Hope School folders, West Africa mission records, Presbyterian Historical 
Society, Philadelphia, PA, 17 pages. 
151 [Male houseparent]’s notes, n.d., RG 92-0929, Hope School folders, West Africa 
mission records, Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA, 7 pages. 
152 Information from witness interview. 
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Views of the missionary parents 

 At the same time that there is an enormous chasm of perception and pain that 

separates the views of the houseparents from the accounts of the affected MKs, there is 

an enormous chasm of awareness and understanding that separates MKs and missionary 

parents.  

“The hardest part [of being a missionary] is sending children away at first grade.  
The separation was the hardest part of it.  But people who kept their kids at home 
denied them something too.” 
 
“[Extended family member from multi-generational missionary family] had been 
an MK at Hope School and loved it so [we, as parents] never understood there 
could be problems.” 
 
“It was hard to know what to do [about finding houseparents].  People would 
volunteer for a turn or it was a question of who could be spared, always use 
missionaries in the least important jobs.  Everyone should take a turn.  But the 
question was who could get out of their job the easiest?  No one wanted to do it 
because you went to Africa to work with Africans. We were not trained to work 
with little children.  So being houseparents was an extra job.  [Name of 
houseparent couple, not the ones about whom reports were received] were good, 
though [female houseparent] did most of the work because [male houseparent] 
kept his [missionary] job too.  The right thing was a full-time couple.  The set-up 
was wrong and it was hard to change.” 

 
“I didn’t feel too welcome when I visited… The first question was ‘when are you 
leaving?’  I got the feeling that parents got on the [houseparents’] nerves.” 

 
“Maybe when kids told me [what was going on] I did not take it too seriously at 
first, it took a while to realize it was not just kids griping.” 

 
“It wasn’t really ever explained to us when we became missionaries, children’s 
school wasn’t mentioned.  Our children were young, but we had language training 
for a long term effort, and this should have included discussion of children too.” 
 
“Our [child] was deprived of food.  [They] were a feisty [child].  [They] were sent 
to [their] room without food and deprived of game night.  This was harsh 
punishment.” 
 
“Parents could be absolutely cut off, roads and rivers (bridges) were impassable.  
Dorm parents couldn’t communicate with parents.  If [child] was sick, Dr. [on 
mission station] was called and parents found out after the fact from the doctor.” 
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“I would not have been happy to be a missionary without children.  We wanted 
children very much.  On the mission field, it was given that MKs would attend the 
boarding school.  We thought it would be fine for the kids, that it would be a good 
experience for them.  It was like a family, an extended family.” 
 
“Two things we could not get:  teachers for MKs and maintenance men.  [This 
was true] over time and across different mission fields.” 
 
“Children are the biggest problem with being a missionary:  the constant change, 
the different environments.  [Some of our children] loved Africa; [some of our 
children] hated  it.” 
 
“[Our child] was lonely without siblings and other kids on the mission station, so 
we let [them] go off to Hope School, which was a day away.” 
 
“We only saw the teachers, maybe, when we dropped off or picked up the kids.  
There were no report cards or regular reports.  If there were crises, parents nearby 
filled in.” 
 
“Chair of the Board was usually a local person – they communicated with New 
York.” 
 
“Kids sent letters home, they didn’t get their allowance if they didn’t write a 
letter.  They didn’t mention problems in the letters, but we heard stories from 
other sources.”   
 
“Children did not tell anything, and parents did not inquire, so no one got any 
information about any difficulties.” 
 
“[Housemother] had to be the disciplinarian and enforce punishments.  She was 
the decisive one.  [One of our children] talked back; [another child] could just 
swallow it and let it go. “ 
 
“Dorm wasn’t clean….we knew of oatmeal problems but not with our kids.” 
 
“We needed money for staffing dorm needs but didn’t press it….It was not 
adequately addressed.  There was unending noise, lots of children in a 
concentrated place.  Too many children for 2 people and that building.  
[Houseparents] were in harness 24/7.” 
 
“The Board took too long to realize stresses – houseparents on duty day and night 
without getting away at all.” 
 
“We had the attitude of ‘the Lord provides.’ The Lord would take care of them.” 
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Even though missionary parents served on the School Board, there seemed to be little 

awareness of actual conditions at the dorm. 

“My [parent] was on the board of Hope School.  Neither of my parents has ever 
been aware of any grave matters of abuse at Hope School.” 
 
“We never expected or realized what was going on.  The kids never said much at 
home.” 
 
‘[Spouse] was on the board and [they] did not know what was going on.” 
 

 Some missionary parents reportedly removed their children from Ononobeta 

because they were unhappy with conditions there or with what their children were 

learning.  Other missionary parents reported resigning missionary service and returning to 

the U.S. at a pre-decided time, e.g. when oldest child was entering high school or college, 

because they believed their child needed extra support from their presence at that time.  

On the other hand, however, one missionary parent indicated to the Panel that, in their 

opinion, the best solution to the houseparent problem was having the houseparent couple 

under discussion commit to long-term service, the very houseparents that their child had 

reported had caused so much pain and difficulty for them. 

 Missionaries who were parents recounted their focus on their mission work, and 

their trust in the Church to provide appropriate care for their children.  At least one set of 

parents sent their first child to board at Ononobeta without ever seeing or visiting the 

school or dorm themselves.  In some sense, this type of unconditional trust increased the 

workload of the houseparents.  Missionary parents who had not seen or visited the dorm 

could hardly be expected to prepare a child adequately for being left to stay at 

Ononobeta.  This lack of preparation showed itself in children’s initial reactions to the 

dorm (e.g.bedwetting), reactions that the houseparents were left to handle. 

 MKs recalled hearing parents talk about cleanliness at the dorm during mission 

committee meetings, but after the meetings were over, and parents returned to their 

mission work on their stations, nothing changed at the dorm. 

 The U.S. mission office did eventually learn about difficulties at Ononobeta.  One 

missionary family returned to the U.S., and, in the course of getting supportive care for 

one of their children, a psychiatrist shared his opinion about conditions at the dorm, as 
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they had been described to him.  The psychiatrist shared his opinion in writing with 

mission administrators in the U.S: 

“I found the letter which you enclosed from [houseparents about whom reports 
were received] to [mission administrator in U.S.], dated [month, date] 1964, 
somewhat unsettling.  It appears to me that the houseparent family and the 
dormitory at Ononobeta were/are in an almost impossible situation and it is not 
surprising that difficulties ensued.  I believe that the full-time entire responsibility 
for what in my opinion is an excessive number of children living in the dormitory, 
and without regular relief, is beyond the capacity of the most mature and 
knowledgeable parents or adults.  It appears to me that both the houseparent 
family and the boarding children have been paying an excessively high price, 
emotionally—in spite of everyone’s best efforts, because the task was impossible.  
I hope you will understand that my comments and suggestions are offered in the 
spirit of trying to be helpful.  To some extent, I feel that I am being presumptuous.  
You are free to use or ignore my ideas as you see fit.  However, they are offered 
after serious consideration in an attempt to assist not only [child and family], but 
the present and future dormitory children and houseparents and also those who are 
responsible for planning for the care of the dormitory children.  I believe that 
what would be good for the houseparents at Ononobeta will also be good for the 
children in their care and the consideration that can be given the houseparent 
family will be reflected in the higher quality of care the dormitory children 
receive.  Obviously the farther something must stretch, the thinner it becomes – I 
am referring to the houseparent’s time and consideration of the children.  Frankly 
I would be hesitant about …..any family’s taking on the responsibility that the 
[houseparents about whom reports were received] and their predecessors 
apparently had, by themselves, under the conditions they described.  I believe that 
the houseparents would do a better job if there were more of them, if there were 
fewer children and if the houseparents could be assured of some time off away 
from their responsibilities on a regular basis, hopefully weekly.  There are few 
other tasks in life as demanding as parenthood, which is a 24-hour-a-day job:  
there are no paid occupations that I can think of that demand a 24-hour-a-day, 7-
day-a-week attention for month after month.”153 
 
The writer went on to offer suggestions: 
 
“For these reasons, may I suggest the following: 
(1) Have a minimum of two houseparent couples responsible for the dormitory 
instead of one couple so they may share the responsibility and allow one couple to 
have time off regularly.  This also permits greater opportunity for each child to 
find a houseparent he can feel comfortable with. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
153 Letter from psychiatrist to U.S. mission administrator at COEMAR, October 6, 1964, 
RG 360, Foreign Missionary Personnel files, Presbyterian Historical Society, 
Philadelphia, PA. 
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(2) Set a firmly adhered to limit on the number of children the houseparents may 
be responsible for, certainly never over 20 boarding children per houseparent 
couple.  Fewer children per couple would be even better. 
(3) Ensure that the houseparent couples and their families have living quarters 
which permit their families to live together, separately from the boarding children.  
Ideally, this implies that the houseparent family live in facilities physically 
separated (in a different building or house) from the dormitory building – where 
they may be when they are not on duty. 
(4) Investigate the possibility of having as many children as possible boarding the 
houses of mission staff who live close enough to the school that the children may 
go to school as daytime students only.   
This suggestion grows out of psychiatric and other experience with children 
which has led to the practice of children being placed in adoptive or foster homes 
at birth and staying in homes with families (rather than in institutions or 
“orphanages”) though they may never be able, for various reasons, to live with 
their own parents.  Small children just do not do well in institutional settings, 
unless it is in a particular situation for special reasons, as for example, an 
institution for the treatment of emotionally disturbed children, which by usual 
standards has a very small number of children for each child-caring adult.”154 
 
 
The letter from the psychiatrist was circulated, along with a memo, to other staff 

at COEMAR:  “some of the principles he suggests are ones we should take into account 

in other schools for missionary children….I would appreciate comments from those who 

know specific situations indicating whether or not, in general, our boarding situations 

conform to the principles he outlines and if not, whether this kind of standard would be 

feasible.”155  

 The Hope School Board and Dorm Management Committee discussed the letter 

from the psychiatrist as well.  The Minutes note: 

“At the present time the dorm is composed of the children of the following 
groups:  31 Presbyterians, 7 Baptists, 3 U.S. AID.  A request shall be made to 
New York that a couple be prepared as houseparents with a request for a second 
couple….There is no one presently on the field who can do the job….Problems 
discussed:  Language problem of running the Dorm.  The problem of 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
154 Ibid. 
155 Memorandum: October 16, 1964, RG 360, Foreign Missionary Personnel files, 
Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA. 
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misunderstanding on the part of the EPC [Eglise Presbytérienne Camerounaise] 
when persons are taken from their jobs to serve as houseparents.”156 
 
There is indication, in Hope School Board minutes, from at least 1962 on, that 

there were Spring and Fall Bible conferences scheduled where other missionary parents 

would come and stay in the dorm to give the houseparents a vacation.  Minutes indicate 

that different missionary couples took turns leading the Spring Bible conference at the 

dorm.  For the Fall conference, parents were assigned to lead the conference off-site for 

some children, while other parents “baby-sat” the dorm.157 

From the perspective of the adult missionaries and MKs who provided 

information to the Panel, there was only minimal change at Ononobeta, either when the 

Conferences were instituted or after the psychiatrist’s recommendations were considered.  

The houseparents had occasional weekends off, with relief supplied by nearby 

missionaries, and the Conferences occurred as planned, but, from reports of MKs, these 

changes did little to improve everyday living conditions. 

 MKs feeling ashamed, humiliated, and responsible for their problems were 

inhibited from insisting that their parents or others hear the reality of their experience.  

Missionary parents, with a call to and enthusiasm for mission service that could often be 

overwhelming in its demands, believed that the Church was caring adequately for their 

children.  The Church, without a strong consistent message to the contrary, believed that 

the “houseparent problem” had been addressed, and continued to focus on the mission 

work.  As one witness put it: 

“The Board was unaware of wear and tear on the houseparents. ‘Do the best you 
can with the people you have.  Parents say ‘we did not know, we did not look.’ 
When would they have had the time to look?  They assumed everyone was 
adequate to do the job.  The [houseparents] would not have said: This is too 
much.  The ethos of the mission was ‘you signed on for it, do it.’  Who else would 
have done it?  People in New York just wouldn’t have been looking.” 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
156 Combined Hope School Board and Dorm Management Committee meeting: 10/31/64, 
RG 92-0929, Hope School folders, West Africa mission records, Presbyterian Historical 
Society, Philadelphia, PA. 
157 For example:  Hope School Board minutes, August 28, 1962; Minutes – The Parent-
Teacher’s Association June 4, 1963, RG 92-0929, Hope School folders, West Africa 
mission records, Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA. 
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 The houseparents were isolated in this system.  There was no perceived crisis, so 

the lack of consistent attention from the Church precluded additional human resources.  

The lack of consistent attention from missionary parents precluded additional support 

from mission field sources, and the parents’ absolute trust in the Church actually 

increased the workload of the houseparents.  Responsibilities for a large number of other 

parents’ children, their own children, and a physical facility in less-than-good condition 

coupled with these deficiencies in resources were enough, for a significant number of 

MKs, to defeat the best of intentions for anyone volunteering to be a houseparent.   

 Some MKs reported significant harm as a result of how the houseparents coped 

with these conditions.  Some MKs who had lived with other houseparents reported that 

conditions in the dorm were better then.158   The Panel heard this from a number of 

witnesses.  What the Panel observed, however, was that these other houseparent 

assignments were much shorter term – some were one-year replacements for furloughed 

regular houseparents; others were multi-year terms, but not repeated terms in the same 

position, like the houseparents here, about whom the Panel received reports.  So, while 

there may have been some reason why these particular houseparents were not the best 

match for the position, the Panel could not find a similar long-term houseparent 

assignment for multiple terms under comparable conditions.  A long-term assignment 

exacerbated the lack of attention noted above.  Both the Church and missionary parents 

could push Ononobeta further out of mind knowing that there was a couple committed to 

care for children on a long-term basis. 

 Larger numbers of children require greater structure, simply to accomplish 

everyday tasks.  This strategy is even more necessary, perhaps, when children are less 

inclined to follow the rules.  Several MKs indicated to us that they reacted to feelings of 

loss and abandonment by becoming “trouble,” being more “mischievous,” or taking out 

their feelings on other children and the houseparents.  It may well have been a natural 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
158 The Panel heard, also, a variety of experiences from MKs who lived with other 
mission families for significant periods of time for various reasons. Some MKs who lived 
with other families reported problems with those arrangements.  Some MKs who lived 
with other families reported improvement compared to their life in the dorm. 
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reaction, then, on the part of the houseparents to focus punishment on children who are 

perceived to be troublemakers, or who break the rules.  They wanted to keep order. 

 In addition, there was a more widespread belief at the time that ridicule was an 

effective behavior modification strategy with children.  The Panel heard reports of public 

shaming for bedwetting and eating problems from MKs attending other boarding schools. 

 From the MKs’ perspective, however, being singled out for ridicule for something 

outside of one’s conscious control (bedwetting, food preferences) was experienced as an 

intensely personal attack on their worth.  Punishment for other infractions, like gum-

chewing, seemed capricious and unpredictable, leading to a perceived need for increased 

vigilance in those children feeling vulnerable.  Some children woke up to face shame and 

humiliation over bed-wetting, only to go to breakfast where they struggled with keeping 

food down and eating what made them sick.  When they managed to get past these 

hurdles, they may have had a bit of a break in school.  But whenever they were outside of 

class, they were keeping up their guard and looking out for aggressive peers.  This was a 

survival atmosphere, with ongoing daily pressure to stay safe and to try to maintain some 

personal dignity. 

 An unfortunate consequence, moreover, of public shaming and humiliation may 

have been identifying the recipients as easy targets for other children.  When children 

observed others getting in trouble with the houseparents, especially when the 

houseparents’ displeasure is publicly proclaimed, the child looking for a compliant victim 

may have then believed that the shamed children will be less apt to be believed, if they 

are victimized and report it, or that those children will be less likely to resist if shown 

attention or, alternatively, threatened.  Shaming by adults, then, might have had the 

unfortunate and unintended consequence of setting those children up for further trouble 

from those peers who were inclined to bully or take advantage of others.    

In the Panel’s opinion, this consequence combined with two other factors to 

explain the large number of reports of sexual abuse by minors that the Panel received 

from Ononobeta.  One factor is the lack of supervision – from the Panel’s perspective, 

there was no possibility of adequate supervision, given the adult-child ratios.  The second 

factor is that unfortunately, at Ononobeta, the Panel heard reports of children who were 

looking for targets.  As one offender told the Panel: 
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“The younger ones wouldn’t tell.  If [they’d] be older, [they] might have told.  It 
was different when they were younger.  [One child] talked too much.  [Another 
child] was my favorite.  If I had feelings for someone, there’d be no sexual 
activity; I’d treat them decently.  If I didn’t have feelings for them, I’d use them 
although I didn’t think it was mean.  I thought this wasn’t mean and cruel – like 
cutting hair while sleeping or putting hand in water so they wet the bed.” 
   

At least one of the children looking for targets had been previously sexually abused by an 

adult, which may have contributed to his abusive behavior toward his peers, although not 

all sexually abused children molest other children.  These three parts – easy identification 

of targets, children looking for targets for their sexual acting-out, and the lack of 

supervision – combined in tragic ways at Ononobeta. 

 

Peers 

 The Panel received reports on 8 different minors for abuse against their peers.  

Information on these alleged incidents of abuse came from:  self-reports, alleged victims, 

individuals accused by third parties, and eyewitnesses.   

 

 Two of these reports for 1 minor were eliminated from further evaluation because 

they were found not to meet the definition of abuse. 

Cameroon – 20 Physical abuse 
 Potential victim: Same-age female MK 
 Time frame:  1950s 
 Setting:  Ononobeta 
 Incident:  Throwing a board with a nail on it toward another child 
    in anger 
 Panel decision: Did not fit definition of abuse 
 
Cameroon – 21: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 Potential victim: Same-age female MK 
 Time frame:   1950s 
 Setting:  Ononobeta 
 Incident:  Kissing a classmate while playing house 
 Panel decision: Did not fit definition of abuse 
 
 Panel action for these two reports: Accused individual not named. 
 
 

One report had insufficient information for the Panel to reach a conclusion. 
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Cameroon – 22 Sexual abuse, multiple potential offenders including one adult  
and at least one peer 

 Potential victim:  Male MK A 
 Time frame:   1950s 
 Setting:   Unknown 
 Incident:   Unknown 
 Panel decision:  Insufficient information 
 Panel action:   None 
 Panel remarks:   The Panel was unable to arrive at a conclusion  

about whether abuse occurred or not because  
sufficient information was not available.  The Panel 
received very credible information that the victim 
had been sexually abused.  Specific information 
about the setting or behavior involved in the 
incident(s) was unavailable, however.  This is the 
reason the Panel could not further evaluate the 
report.  

 
 
 The other 7 minors, Males MKs 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7, were responsible for 31 

reports to the Panel as detailed below.  These 31 reports identified 14 different victims, 

both males and females.  Five of these victims (including males and females) were named 

as experiencing multiple types of abuse.  Six of these victims (including males and 

females) were named as having experienced abuse from more than one accused minor.   

Four children fell into both of these groups:  experiencing multiple types of abuse, and 

experiencing abuse from more than one of their peers. 

 
Reports about Male MK 1, all from the 1950s at Ononobeta: 
 
Cameroon – 23: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 Potential victim: Younger female MK A 
 Setting:  Study hall at the dorm 
 Incident:  Fondling child’s breast under her clothing 
 Panel decision: Insufficient information 
 
Cameroon – 24: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 Potential victim: Younger female MK A 
 Setting:  Various locations 
 Incident:  Simulated intercourse 
 Panel decision: Insufficient information 
 
Cameroon – 25: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 Potential victim: Younger female MK B 



IARP	  Final	  Report	   October	  2010	   	  168	  

 Setting:  Bathroom in school after-hours 
 Incident:  Simulated intercourse, partially undressed 
 Panel decision: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 
Cameroon – 26: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 Potential victim: Younger female MK B 
 Setting:  Bathroom in school after-hours 
 Incident:  Simulated intercourse, completely undressed 
 Panel decision: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 
Cameroon – 27: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 Potential victim: Younger female MK B 
 Setting:  Public room at dorm, with lights out during a game 
 Incident:  Unwanted hugging accompanied by asking “When are 
    we going to do it again?” 
 Panel decision: Did not meet definition of abuse, though Panel did note that  

this type of interaction could be perceived as coercion in  
light of reports 25 and 26. 

 
Cameroon – 28 Sexual abuse by a minor 
 Potential victim: Female MK C 
 Setting:   Unknown 
 Incident:  Unknown 
 Panel decision: Insufficient information 
 
Cameroon – 29: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 Potential victim: Younger female MK D 
 Setting:  Grounds of Ononobeta 
 Incident:  Simulated intercourse 
 Panel decision: Insufficient information 
 
Cameroon – 30: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 Potential victim: Female MK E 
 Setting:  Grounds of Ononobeta 
 Incident:  Fondling breasts under clothing 
 Panel decision: Insufficient information 
 
Cameroon – 31: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 Potential victim: Female MK F 
 Setting:  Grounds of Ononobeta 
 Incident:  Fondling breasts under clothing 
 Panel decision: Insufficient information 
 
Cameroon – 32: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 Potential victim: Younger female MK G 
 Setting:  Mission station 
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 Incident:  Simulated intercourse 
 Panel decision: Insufficient information 
  
Cameroon – 33: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 Potential victim: Younger female MK G 
 Setting:  United States (continuation of behavior started on mission 
     field while family on furlough) 
 Incident:  Simulated intercourse 
 Panel decision: Insufficient information 
 
Cameroon – 34: Sexual abuse by a minor  
 Potential victim: Younger female MK H 
 Setting:  Ononobeta 
 Incident:  Forcible French kissing 
 Panel decision: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 
Cameroon – 35: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 Potential victim: Younger female MK H 
 Setting:  Ononobeta 
 Incident:  Groping child’s chest 
 Panel decision: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 
Cameroon – 36: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 Potential victim: Female MK I 
 Setting:  Ononobeta 
 Incident:  Attempted groping of child’s chest 
 Panel decision: Did not fit definition of abuse 
 
Cameroon – 37: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 Potential victim: Younger female MK J 
 Setting:  School 
 Incident:  Playing doctor:  Touching outside of child’s genitals 
     with her pants removed  
 Panel decision: Insufficient information 
  
Cameroon – 38: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 Potential victim: Younger male MK B 
 Setting:  Bedroom of dorm 
 Incident:  Fondling child’s genitals under clothing 
 Panel decision: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 
For Reports 23 – 38: 
 Panel action:  There were 5 reports where the Panel concluded there 
    was sexual abuse by a minor because the offender was 
    older, larger (height and weight) than the victims, and 
    had a reputation as a bully.  These represented dominance 
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    and power, in the Panel’s view.  There was indication that 
    children were specifically targeted, and locations carefully 
    chosen. 
 
    Offender named in Cameroon Need-to-Know Report for  

sake of potential additional victims. 
 
Note:  Simulated intercourse in these reports consisted of having the victim lie face down 
on the floor, either with pants pulled down or entirely undressed, while the offender laid 
on top of victim and inserted his penis between her thighs to simulate intercourse, 
resulting in ejaculation.   
 
Note:  Many of these reports represent multiple instances of the same behavior, from 2-3 
occurrences to 2-3 times per week for a school year. 
 
 
Reports about Male MK 2, all from the 1950s, at Ononobeta: 
 
Cameroon – 39: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 Potential victim: Younger female MK D 
 Setting:  Ononobeta 
 Incident:  Playing doctor 
 Panel decision: Insufficient information 
 
Cameroon – 40: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 Potential victim: Younger female MK D 
 Setting:  Ononobeta 
 Incident:  Simulated intercourse, as described above 
 Panel decision: Insufficient information 
 
Cameroon – 41: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 Potential victim: Younger female MK D 
 Setting:  Ononobeta 
 Incident:  Coercing other male MKs into simulated 
    intercourse with female MK; simulated intercourse 
    here was face-to-face with both parties unclothed. 
 Panel decision: Insufficient information 
 
Cameroon – 42: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 Potential victim: Younger male MK A 
 Setting:  Ononobeta 
 Incident:  Unknown 
 Panel decision: Insufficient information.   
 
Cameroon – 43: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 Potential victim: Younger male MK B 
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 Setting:  Ononobeta 
 Incident:  Coerced into simulated intercourse with a female MK 
 Panel decision: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 
 
For Reports 39 – 43: 
 Panel action:  There was 1 report where the Panel concluded there 
    was sexual abuse by a minor because the offender was 

older, and larger (height and weight) than the victim.  
These represented dominance and power, in the Panel’s 
view.  There was indication that children from all the 
reports were targeted, and locations carefully chosen. 
 
Offender named in Need-to-Know Report for sake of 

    potential additional victims. 
 
Reports about Male MK 3, all from the 1950s: 
 
Cameroon – 44: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 Potential victim: Female MK I 
 Setting:  Ononobeta 
 Incident:  Attempted groping of child’s chest 
 Panel decision: Did not meet definition of abuse 
 
Cameroon – 45: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 Potential victim: Adult female missionary 
 Setting:  Mission station 
 Incident:  Observed missionary taking shower 
 Panel decision: Did not meet definition of abuse 
 
Cameroon – 46: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 Potential victim: Male and female MKs 
 Setting:  Ononobeta 
 Incident:  Coerced younger male MK into approaching female 
    MK to offer her money in exchange for undressing for 
    the offender. 
 Panel decision: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 
Cameroon – 47: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 Potential victim: Younger female MK K 
 Setting:  United States (continuation of behavior started on mission 
     field while family on furlough) 
 Incident:  Masturbating after inducing female MK to expose her  

breasts 
 Panel decision: Sexual abuse by a minor 
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Cameroon – 48: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 Potential victim: Younger male MK B 
 Setting:  Bedroom in dorm 
 Incident:  Offender coerced younger child into performing fellatio 
    on him, then he performed fellatio on the victim 
 Panel decision: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 
For Reports 44 – 48: 
 Panel action:  There were 3 reports where the Panel concluded there 
    was sexual abuse by a minor because the offender was 

older, and larger (height and weight) than the victims.  
These represented dominance and power, in the Panel’s 
view.  There was indication that children from all the 
reports were targeted, and locations carefully chosen. 

 
Offender named in Need-to-Know Report for sake of 

    potential additional victims. 
 
Report about Male MK 4: 
 
Cameroon – 49: Sexual abuse by a minor (child less than 8 years old) 
 Potential victim: Female MK K (child less than 8 years old) 
 Setting:  Mission station 
 Incident:  Simulated intercourse 
 Panel decision: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 Panel action:  Offender named in PC(USA) Need-to-Know Report  

for sake of potential additional victims who come forward. 
 
Note:  Simulated intercourse in this incident refers to face-to-face contact while both 
children were completely unclothed.  There was direct contact between the offender’s 
penis and the victim’s vagina, although there was no penetration.  The incident reportedly 
began as playing doctor, but turned into an unwilling encounter when the offender laid on 
top of the victim for genital-to-genital contact.  The offender exhibited dominance or 
intimidation of the victim in several ways, in the Panel’s opinion:  a) the victim was in a 
vulnerable position (lying down while the offender was standing); b) the offender 
initiated an escalation of the behavior after the encounter was underway; c) the offender’s 
boldness or audacity in violating norms or the agreement, and his greater knowledge 
about sexual behavior put the victim at a distinct disadvantage.   
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Report about Male MK 5: 
 
Cameroon – 50: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 Potential victim: Female MK L 
 Setting:  Unknown 
 Incident:  Unknown 
 Panel decision: Insufficient information  
 Panel action:  Accused individual not named. 
 
Report about Male MK 6: 
 
Cameroon – 51: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 Potential victim: Female MK L 
 Setting:  Unknown 
 Incident:  Unknown 
 Panel decision: Insufficient information 
 Panel action:  Accused individual not named. 
 
Report about Male MK 7: 
 
Cameroon – 52: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 Potential victim: Female MK L 
 Setting:  Unknown 
 Incident:  Unknown 
 Panel decision: Insufficient information 
 Panel action:  Accused individual not named. 
 
Panel discussion 
 
 Given the large number of reports of sexual abuse by minors at Hope School and 

Ononobeta, the Panel examined all of these reports together.  This analysis, plus the 

information provided by the reports themselves, yielded what was, for the Panel, a 

disturbing pattern.   

 The number of reports to the Panel of sexual abuse by a minor peaked at 21 

between 1956 and 1960 when 4 of the accused individuals overlapped at Hope School or 

Ononobeta, the two most frequently mentioned settings for the reported abuse.  Even 

after some of them left the mission field, however, the number of accused individuals 

increased in the 1960 – 1964 time frame.  The number of children at Ononobeta ranged 

between 25 and 43 per year between 1956 and 1964. 

 The Panel also traced the associations between accused individuals.  Three of 

them were potentially linked, residing in the same location for several weeks or more.  
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The timing of these links, plus the pattern of reports, allowed the Panel to identify the 

potential transmission of knowledge about and interest in sexual activity between three of 

the accused individuals.   

 An additional important factor for the Panel was the presence of one report of 

simulated intercourse between an offender and a victim, both of whom were less than 8 

years of age.  This sophisticated knowledge of sexual intercourse in a child that young 

raised particular concern, especially since MKs in general reported that they were naïve 

about sexuality and received no sex education from adults.  Age-inappropriate or 

sophisticated sexual activity may represent prior victimization: 

Children learn from their experiences, and therefore children who have been 
sexually abused are more likely than nonabused children to show sexualized 
behavior and inappropriate sexual knowledge....Less than half of all children who 
are sexually abused display this type of behavior [however], and such behavior is 
also associated with family problems, physical abuse, total life stress, and 
psychiatric disturbances.159 

 
Many MKs reported seeing individuals of the opposite sex unclothed, such that they were 

aware of the sexual organs that each possessed.  Some of this knowledge reportedly came 

from observation of indigenous individuals and some came from living in close quarters, 

e.g. staying with another missionary family in a house intended for 1 family, with adults 

and children of the opposite sex.  Male and female MKs, however, almost universally 

reported ignorance of the specific behaviors of sexual activity, like intercourse or 

masturbation.  In this context, this report was even more striking. 

 When the Panel considered all three of these aspects together – the pattern over 

time, the links between individuals, and sophisticated knowledge of sexual activity 

reflected in so many reports of simulated intercourse – the Panel arrived at several 

conclusions:   

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
159 Poole, Debra A. and Michele A. Wolfe. (2009).  Chapter 6: Child Development: 
Normative Sexual and Nonsexual Behaviors That May be Confused with Symptoms of 
Sexual Abuse, in The evaluation of child sexual abuse allegations: a comprehensive 
guide to assessment and testimony.  Hoboken, N.J.:  Wiley, pp. 101-128.  p. 112. 
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 1.  There was a pattern of transmission of information between older male 

students that led to the victimization of a significant number of younger, smaller, and 

more emotionally vulnerable students. 

 2.  The pattern likely began before the time period the Panel focused on (1956-

1965), and extended into and past this time period.  In other words, the Panel concluded 

that the reports the Panel received occurred in the middle of this pattern, or chain of 

events, and not the beginning or the end. 

 3.  Where there was a lack of supervision by houseparents and guidance by 

parents, acting-out behavior increased. 

 4.  The setting (dorm and school buildings and grounds) allowed places to hide 

and corner other children.  The environment was conducive to secret behavior. 

 Given the sophisticated sexual knowledge reflected in the behavior, it is possible 

that the pattern began with an adult sexually abusing a child, with the child then 

potentially passing on the behavior to other children.  As noted above, fewer than half of 

abused children go on to abuse others. In this environment, however, where there was a 

pattern of transmission, a lack of supervision, and a setting conducive to hiding, one 

abused child teaching and abusing others could lead to the reports the Panel received. 

 There were a number of individual reports where the Panel did not reach a 

conclusion because there was insufficient information.  The information the Panel did 

receive, however, was very credible.  Much of it came from the accused individuals or 

eyewitnesses, with sufficient detail to corroborate other reports.  The reports of sexual 

abuse by minors, taken together, were consistent with and corroborative of each other.  

Thus, the Panel could analyze overall patterns of sexual abuse by minors.  The identified 

pattern and its duration is extremely sobering and sad, and tragic for both the offenders 

and the victims.   

 

 The Panel received some information that adults on the mission field did become 

aware of some of the activity and did take some action to intervene.  It was reported that 

one adult missionary approached a male older child identified as having engaged in 

sexual activity with a younger female student.  The adult reportedly instructed the older 

male child to tell a parent and stop the behavior.  The older male MK did inform the 
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parent, who eventually took the MK for an assessment back in the United States.  From 

what the Panel could determine, the church-based individual providing the assessment 

did not have specialized expertise in working with adolescents accused of abusing other 

children, or specific knowledge about mission fields and MKs’ experiences there, 

including boarding school, and lack of sexual information or education.  It is not clear 

how much information about the MK’s behavior was shared or how the request for the 

assessment was framed.  The reported conclusion of the assessment was that the MK’s 

behavior represented normal adolescent activity.  Even so, this offender approached the 

Panel with doubts about this conclusion and a stated desire to be “part of the solution and 

not the problem.” 

 The adult’s and the parent’s response was, in the Panel’s view, more a part of the 

problem than the solution.  When the minor’s sexual behavior came to the attention of 

adults, there was no neutral inquiry at the time into the extent of the behavior.  Neutral, in 

this instance, means evaluation by a person with no stake in the outcome.  For reasons 

discussed in other parts of this report, an adult missionary on the field would not be a 

neutral inquirer, because the implications of finding abuse could well impact the 

conditions under which they perform their mission work, even if they were not the 

parents.  For example, if an inquiry indicated that a particular child was engaging in 

sexual acting-out, a specialized evaluation in the United States might have been an 

appropriate next step.  This would have required, however, at least one parent leaving the 

mission field to accompany the child.  This adult missionary’s absence from the field 

would have had consequences for the workload of every other adult missionary on that 

mission field.  Others would have needed to provide coverage for the various functions 

and positions and tasks that were the responsibility of the absent person. 

 Requiring the child to inform the parents put the responsibility for addressing the 

problem in the wrong hands.  In this case, the child did inform the parents, but what 

information was transmitted is open to question with a process such as this.  And, while 

the parent did arrange for an assessment in the United States for the offender, there was, 

as far as the Panel can tell, no support or assistance provided to any of the victims.   

 The Panel’s conclusions about sexual abuse by minors at Ononobeta, therefore,  

mirrors the conclusions about boarding experiences, in terms of the role of the U.S. 
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mission office:  Officials in the U.S. received information long after the patterns had been 

well established, and their response was focused narrowly on limited superficial solutions 

or individuals.  There appears to have been no effort to gather a breadth or depth of 

information, and there was no support for those experiencing the effects of stressful 

boarding arrangements or abuse.  The focus remained on the mission work.  The effects 

on individual children were left, sadly, to surface fifty years later in the Panel’s inquiry. 

 

Other adults 

 The last set of reports from Cameroon accused adults of abuse. 

 
Cameroon – 53:  Concern about physical abuse by male teacher A  

Potential victim(s): Males MKs 
Time frame:  1950s 
Setting:    Hope School  
Incident:  Concern about excessive physical punishment 
Panel decision: Concern 
Panel action:    Identified individual not named. 
Panel remarks:    The Panel received no direct reports of abuse from   
   victims. 

 

 

 

Cameroon – 54:  Sexual abuse by male teacher B  
Potential victim(s): Female MK M  
Time frame:  Early 1960s 
Setting:    Ononobeta dorm 
Incident:  Kissing and hugging female MK in an inappropriate  
    (e.g. dating) way 
Panel decision: Insufficient information 
 

Cameroon – 55:  Sexual abuse by male teacher B  
Potential victim(s): Female MK H 
Time frame:  Early 1960s 
Setting:    Ononobeta dorm 
Incident:  Fondled child’s breast on top of clothing 
Panel decision: Sexual abuse of a minor 
 

For Reports 54-55: 
 Panel action:    Named individual in Final Report:  Richard Fiete 
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 The Panel named Mr. Fiete in this public final report because he returned to the 

United States, attended and graduated from seminary, was ordained as Presbyterian 

clergy, and served churches in the Albany, New York area and in West Virginia.  There 

was very credible information about two victims on the mission field, and there may be 

other potential victims from his subsequent places of employment.  Some participants in 

the Panel’s inquiry dismissed Mr. Fiete’s behavior as the result of immaturity, stress on 

the mission field, or an impulsive mistake.  There was indication, however, in the 

information available to the Panel, that, while the fondling incident with one victim may 

have been a one-time occurrence, the kissing and hugging behavior persisted over time.  

The duration of time represented in one report, the reports of multiple victims, and 

progression of inappropriate and abusive behavior, from kissing to fondling, led the Panel 

to name Rev. Fiete in this public final report for the sake of other potential victims.  Mr. 

Fiete is deceased.   

 

 This abuse represents a significant betrayal for victims, as the offender was a 

respected and well-liked teacher.  Numerous witnesses provided positive perspectives on 

this person’s influence on their lives: for example, “He strongly influenced me towards 

college and beyond.  One of the most valued lessons he encouraged was the practice of 

journaling.  With occasional lapses, that is still a practice I find very helpful in my faith 

journey.”  From some accounts, he was the sole source of positive regard and 

encouragement for some students experiencing considerable stress from houseparents’ 

and peers’ behavior.  For example, one witness described feedback from this teacher as 

providing “the only positive identity I had as a smart and capable person.”  As one 

student noted:  “It was very heavy in the dorm.  School was a much more positive 

experience.” 

 This dependence of students on such a limited source of individual support and 

positive regard makes the report of sexual abuse harder for some to believe, even as it 

makes the betrayal more profound for the victims.  When a child has a single source of 

positive regard and that source then betrays them, the child faces an impossible decision:  

believe the message in the positive regard, which allows hope for living and strength for 

continuing under difficult circumstances; or believe the message in the abuse, which 
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further demeans and devalues the victim as a person.  The two messages seem mutually 

exclusive, coming as they do from the same person.   

 This mutual exclusivity seems to demand a choice on the part of the victim.  The 

choice comes with an enormous cost, however.  Believing the message of positive regard 

means denying the reality of a significant betrayal; believing the message of the abuse 

means losing, perhaps, the will to continue to live, or grow, or develop as a human.  

Children faced with these choices, in their resilience and pragmatism, often choose life 

by believing the message of the positive regard and denying the effects of the abuse, so 

they have access to hope and strength.  The message of the abuse, however, does not go 

away, simply because the victim chooses against it.  The message of devaluation 

continues to have an effect through doubts about self-worth and competency, insecurity 

about their worthiness to be loved apart from attraction as a sexual object, and underlying 

distrust of other people and relationships.   

 This dynamic is part of the reason why the reports of abuse from teachers were 

among the last received by the Panel.  Those MKs who experienced difficulty from 

houseparents and peers were most vulnerable, then, when teachers also turned out to be 

abusers.  For these MKs, the totality of their experience was that every source of support 

on the mission field turned out to be untrustworthy and abusive:  houseparents, as 

potential substitute parents; peers, as the “third culture” of support and belonging 

experienced by many MKs; and, teachers, as role models and authority figures in the last 

safe place left, school.160   

 

 Unfortunately, this list does not exhaust the types of reports of abuse that the 

Panel received from Cameroon or Ononobeta.  The Panel also received reports of abuse 

from missionary parents and indigenous adults. 

 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
160 “Third culture kids” is a term used to refer to children who grow up in a culture 
different than the one of their parents, e.g. children of American parents who grew up on 
the mission field.  These children may not feel like they belong in American culture, or 
the culture of the country where they grew up, which leads to their sense of belonging 
coming from a “third culture.” 
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Cameroon – 56 Sexual abuse by an adult 
Cameroon – 57 Sexual abuse by an adult 
Cameroon – 58 Sexual abuse by an adult 
Cameroon -- 59: Sexual abuse by an adult 

Potential victim(s): Male and female children in the family 
Time frame:  1950s and 1960s 
Setting:    Mission stations  
Incident:  Unknown 
Panel decision: Insufficient information 
Panel action:    Accused individual not named 

 

 The Panel received reports of incest for 4 families on the Cameroon mission field.  

In one family, the reports included sexual abuse by the father toward the children.  In all 

4 families, the reports were sexual abuse by an older male sibling toward younger female 

siblings. 

 The information the Panel had on these reports was unusually complete and 

credible, compared to the information often available for secular, U.S. reports.  The 

Panel’s information came from non-offending parents and eyewitnesses, in addition to 

victims.  The small, close community on the mission field increased the possibility of 

eyewitnesses, in cases of sibling incest at least.   

 As discussed in other sections, this type of abuse on a mission field is particularly 

insidious because family may have represented the source of connection for children, the 

point of reference that stayed relatively stable while the boarding school environment 

changed with houseparents, teachers, and peers coming and going.  Even if children did 

not spend a lot of time with their parents and siblings, as a family unit, time together as a 

family or hopes for family interactions or relationships may have represented an 

important part of a child’s arsenal for coping with separation.  When abuse occurred 

within a family, it may have deprived a child of this important source of hope and 

strength, thus leaving those children more vulnerable to the effects of abuse or 

victimization from others.   

 Older siblings had implicit authority over younger siblings, and may have had 

unparalleled access to them on the mission field, both on mission stations during 

vacations and at the dorm while at boarding school.   For younger siblings, then, 

experiencing abuse from older brothers, there was no way of avoiding the offender.   
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Cameroon – 60: Sexual abuse by an adult   
Potential victim(s): Male MK 1 
Named individual: Indigenous African adult male 
Time frame:  1950s 
Setting:    Vehicle on mission field 
Incident:  While sitting on lap of indigenous adult male, in passenger  
   seat of car, adult male reached under child and fondled his  
   genitals underneath his clothing.  
Panel decision: Sexual abuse by an adult 

 Panel action:    Offender described here, in Final Report.  Further  
identification or naming was not possible. 

 
 
Panel discussion: 

 Cameroon was a large, important mission field for Presbyterians.  A period of 

growth in this mission field, resulting in a growing number of missionary children and 

increased pressure to find missionaries and special-term appointees like teachers and 

houseparents, coincided with organizational changes stemming from a re-

conceptualization of the mission and a denominational merger.  The confluence of these 

factors combined with, ironically, the long-term commitment of a set of houseparents to 

lead to relative denominational inattention to and a lack of resources for a boarding 

school and dorm.   

 In this environment, houseparents were overwhelmed and isolated with a lack of 

support from the U.S. and the mission field.  Children, some of whom experienced abuse 

at home or from indigenous adults, came to a dorm and school with less than adequate 

support and assistance for coping with their experiences.  In the dorm, the houseparents’ 

coping strategies negatively affected some children, while the lack of supervision and 

support for some children allowed sexual activity and sexual abuse by peers to negatively 

affect others.   

 A number of MKs left Ononobeta and Hope School with only positive 

experiences and memories.  For a significant number of MKs, however, the experiences 

and memories are painful with long-lasting effects in their adult lives.     
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CONGO 
Scope of Panel’s inquiry 

Time period of Panel’s inquiry: 1980 – 1990 

Predecessor denomination:  PCUS 

Other denominations associated with this inquiry:   

United Methodists: Operated MPH jointly with Presbyterians 

 American Baptists:  Children associated closely with children at MPH 

 AIMM:   Children associated closely with children at MPH  

 Disciples of Christ: One accused individual previously served as missionary  

with this denomination 

Features of the mission field and setting 

Mission field:  Democratic Republic of the Congo: 1960 – Nov 1965 

  Zaire: Nov 1965 – May 1997 

  Democratic Republic of the Congo: May 1997 – present. 

  Belgian colony (1908-1960); official language French 

Important denominational events: 

Prior to the period of inquiry (1980-1990), the work of the PCUS mission 
organization, the American Presbyterian Congo Mission, was integrated into the 
national church, the  L’Eglise du Christ au Zaire (ECZ), which was created in 
1970.  Two communities within the ECZ were important mission partners with 
U.S. Presbyterians:  Communauté Presbytérienne de Kinshasa (the Presbyterian 
Community of Kinshasa or CPK), and the Communauté Presbytérienne au Zaire 
(the Presbyterian Community in Zaire or CPZA).161 
 
During the period of inquiry (1980-1990), the PCUS and the UPCUSA merged, in 
1983, to form the current PC(U.S.A.).  The operational merger occurred 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
161 1985 Mission Yearbook for Prayer & Study, Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.), General 
Assembly Mission Board and Support Agency, Division of Mission Promotion, New 
York. p. 287-289.  Also, 1988 Mission Yearbook for Prayer & Study, pages 288-295, and 
1989 Mission Yearbook for Prayer & Study, pages 300-307.  Note:  Some Mission 
Yearbooks in the mid-1980s, e.g. 1985, list the date of creation of the ECZ as 1970.  
Later yearbooks list the date as 1960, e.g. 1988.  The IARP has used 1970 here as it 
corresponds most closely to information located through PHS archival research, e.g. 
Integration of the APCM and the EPC, from RT 853 or 835, folder Integration of the 
APCM-EPC, PCUS Congo Mission Records, Presbyterian Historical Society, 
Philadelphia, PA. 
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gradually.  From 1983 – 1988, the PCUS and the UPCUSA kept their separate 
U.S. mission offices in Atlanta and New York City, respectively.  The offices 
merged in 1988 with the denomination’s move to Louisville KY.  During the 5-
year period from 1983 to 1988, administrative personnel, such as area secretaries, 
were changed, and geographic areas of responsibility adjusted, as the two former 
denominations merged large complex mission efforts into a single entity. 

 
Important political events:  

Independence in 1960 

Political uprisings – 1991, in the fall of 1991, Presbyterian missionary personnel 
and their children were evacuated.162 
 

Presbyterian mission work:  

Begun in 1891 when William Sheppard and Samuel Lapsley arrived in Congo. 

Presbyterian mission work in Congo in 1988-1989 was extensive and included 
partnerships in personnel and funding for:163 

• Theological Faculty of the ECZ 
• Basic Rural Health Project 
• Medical education, community health programs, and agricultural 

programs based in Kinshasa 
• Publication and distribution of Christian literature at 

IMPROKA/LIPROKA. 
• Kasai Rural Health Program 
• Presbyterian dental programs in the Kasai 
• Central pharmacy in Kananga 
• Evangelism in the city of Kananga 
• Ndesha Seminary 
• Institute Médical Chrétienne du Kasai (Christian Medical Institute of 

Kasai, IMCK), including Good Shepherd Hospital and various training 
programs, and a community  health program 

• Agricultural and community development programs 
• Pastoral school and hospital in Bulape 
• Bibanga Hospital and secondary school 
• Presbyterian evangelism program in the East Kasai 
• Christian Health Center and agricultural program in Mbujimayi  

 

During the period of inquiry, the PCUS, then continued later by the PC(U.S.A.) 
began The Project for Church Growth and Evangelism in Africa (PECGA).  This 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
162 1993 Mission Yearbook, p. 253. 
163 Op cit. 1988 and 1989 Mission Yearbooks with pages as cited before. 
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project was a partnership between a major outside donor, a mission partner, and 
the Division of International Mission (DIM), the mission agency of the PCUS, 
and later with the Global Mission Unit (GMU) of the PC(U.S.A.).  The 
denomination provided matching funding for missionary support.  The project 
encompassed all aspects of evangelism church growth, including training, 
building churches, providing materials, funding evangelism staff, and joint 
planning with churches and partners.  Initially the project expanded from Zaire to 
include Ghana.  As a mark of the project’s success, in 1988, it was expanded to 
include Cameroun and Equatorial Guinea.   A single missionary couple, provided 
through DIM and GMU, coordinated project activities and relationships with 
seven African denominations, in  highly relational environments and cultures.  
This position was very stressful.164   
 

Schools associated with the inquiry:   

Kananga School:   

o Located in Kananga, in the Kasai, this was an elementary school for 
missionary children, operated by the PCUS.   

o The Kananga School Board reported to the Congo mission community.165 
 
The American School of Kinshasa (TASOK) 

Independent, private school for all grades 

“Section II – Object:  It shall be the object of this association [The American 
School Association of Kinshasa] to maintain, support, and promote a school in 
Kinshasa, Democratic Republic of the Congo, which shall provide primary and 
secondary instruction in the English language and shall offer a curriculum 
approximating that which might be found in a representative American public 
school, in such a manner as to enable its students to enter or re-enter school in the 
United States without disadvantage.  Said school shall be called ‘The American 
School of Kinshasa.’  It shall further be the object of this Association to 
encourage and foster through said school an approach to education which will 
enable its students to take fullest advantage of the broadening opportunities 
deriving from its location amid a culture distinctly different from that of the 
United States, while at the same time demonstrating and offering to members of 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

164	  May 1991 administrative memos, World Mission personnel files, Louisville, KY. 
165 For example, Election of Kananga School Board and Methodist-Presbyterian Hostel 
Board members as noted in the Executive Committee Minutes, Committee of Overseas 
Missionaries, September 11, 1974, Kananga, RT 982 (853), PCUS DIM Executive 
Secretary, Zaire Committee of Missionaries, 1973-75, Presbyterian Historical Society, 
Philadelphia, PA. 
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all cultures and extractions here present the highest qualities and standards of the 
American education system.”166 
 
The School Board of TASOK specifically had a representative of the missionary 
community, and a representative of the United States Government community, as 
well as a member not associated with either of these communities and elected at-
large.167 

   

Hostel associated with TASOK: Methodist-Presbyterian Hostel (MPH) 
 
 The hostel was a dormitory designed for minors, built in 1968, and jointly owned, 

administered, and staffed by the PCUS and the United Methodist Church.168 The Hostel 

was designed to house approximately 50 male and female children attending TASOK.  

(TASOK consisted of three separate buildings, one of which was a high school, grades 8-

12.  It was located about .6 miles from the Hostel.  Hostel residents walked about .25 

miles daily on a path through vegetation and across school playing fields and campus to 

attend.)  Hostel rooms were designed for two adolescents.  This Hostel was one of several 

religious denomination hostels in the area. 

 By the start of the 1987 school year, the Hostel housed 7 children: 4 females in 

grades 11 and 12, and 3 males in grade 8 and 9.  In the post-colonial period, the number 

of Presbyterian and Methodist missionaries in the Congo declined, including the number 

of families with children.  This resulted in a decline in enrollment at the Hostel.  By the 

late 1980s, children were living in their own rooms.  At this time, residence in the Hostel 

was not restricted to Presbyterian or Methodist children; non-missionary children were 

also accepted. 

 Due to the declining enrollment of missionary children, hostel rooms were 

increasingly made available to guests from U.S. religious communities traveling to/from 

the Congo.  This provided low cost alternative lodging for travelers and an income stream 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
166 Constitution of the American School Association of Kinshasa, Article I – Name and 
Object, Section II – Object.   23 September 1971.  Acc # 3:73-C-1, RT 926, PCUS Board 
of World Mission, Office of Executive Secretary, Box 7, Presbyterian Historical Society, 
Philadelphia, PA. 
167 Ibid. Article V – The School Board, Section I – Purpose and Composition, p. 3 
168 Independent Committee of Inquiry Final Report, September 2002, p. 28-29. 
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for the hostel’s operating and maintenance budget, allowing it to remain open.  As the use 

of guest rooms increased, the responsibilities of the Hostel parents increased as building 

and service managers who oversaw the acquisition, preparation, and service of food by 

African nationals, handling arrangements for guests including local transportation, 

maintenance of the building and grounds, and oversight of security, including ensuring a 

strictly enforced evening curfew and armed African nationals posted on the building 

overnight. 

 The building was two-story, and had two wings, for boys and for girls, and a 

central living area.  The first floor had a living area, dining room, and kitchen.  The 

second floor living areas consisted of smaller rooms used for music, a library, a guest 

room, and a computer room. 

As a hostel for students, MPH maintained close relationships with two other 

denominational hostels, CBZO, the American Baptist hostel, and AIMM, the Mennonite 

hostel.  Hostels planned joint activities; students from hostels visited friends at other 

hostels, and students participated jointly in extracurricular activities through church and 

social events.   Some students participated in other outside activities, e.g. Boy Scouts in a 

troop in conjunction with the U.S. embassy. 

MPH was governed jointly by the Presbyterians and United Methodists through a 

hostel board and sub-board.169 The hostel was generally staffed by two sets of 

houseparents, one appointed by the Methodists and one appointed by the Presbyterian.  

During the period of inquiry, 1980 – 1990, however, decreased student residency at the 

hostel and difficulties recruiting houseparents resulted in different appointment 

arrangements. 

 

Administration 

The administrative structure of Congo is similar to that of Cameroon:  an Area 

Secretary, based in the U.S. mission office, related to the community of missionaries on 

the Congo mission field.  The missionaries elected committees, with various names over 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
169 ICI Final Report, p. 28-29. 
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the years, to coordinate projects with mission partners and conduct business with the U.S. 

mission office.   

The community of missionaries elected members of the MPH Hostel Board, 

which was responsible, along with the Methodist members, for running the Hostel, in 

conjunction with the Hostel parents.  The Hostel parents were recruited and hired by the 

U.S. mission office, as missionaries were.  The Hostel board, described to the Panel by a 

witness as a “semi-autonomous” entity,170 was responsible for the Hostel’s budget and 

operating policies.  The Hostel board was responsible to the community of missionaries, 

from whom members were elected, and to the U.S. mission office, from which they 

received personnel (Hostel parents) and funds. 

Hostel parents reported to the Hostel board, which consisted mostly of 

missionaries who were parents.  The board met twice yearly.  In the interim, a small 

group of missionaries living in Kinshasa served as a sub-board.  Their role was basically 

to offer advice when requested by the lead houseparent. 

 

Administrative issues and functioning 

Hostel life from the perspective of students 

 It was a generally accepted fact of Congo missionary culture that adolescent 

children would attend high school in Kinshasa and reside at the Hostel.  For students, this 

represented a welcome opportunity to be with age-group peers – many had been raised in 

remote Congo mission stations with few opportunities for peer friendships and had 

attended small schools or were home-schooled and lacked a wider range of educational 

experiences.   Living at the Hostel also represented the chance to exercise autonomy 

about activities and studies at school.  For those children from large families, living in the 

Hostel also was the opportunity to reunite with siblings. 

 In relation to the students living in the Hostel, houseparents were expected to 

monitor attendance at meals, ensure study hall hours were observed, mete out discipline 

which was only required occasionally, provide transportation to school and social events, 

e.g. athletic practice, high school club activities, a youth group at a local church, etc.  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
170 Witness interview, former mission administrator 
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Houseparents would chaperone parties and dances.  If students or their parents perceived 

an individual houseparent as accessible, approachable, or supportive, it was attributed to 

the person’ traits, and not as an expected part of the person’s role. 

 MKs who lived at the Hostel described it as operating like a college dormitory in 

an in loco parentis setting:  sign-out/sign-in, study hall hours, assigned chores.  

Typically, older adolescents looked after the emotional, social, and academic well-being 

of the younger ones, including older girls supporting younger ones who experience the 

onset of menarche.  Matters of sexuality were typically not addressed by houseparents in 

this time period. 

 Frequently described stressors for children at the Hostel often included loneliness 

during the initial period of attendance, yearning for parents, adults’ high expectations for 

school performance, and houseparents as a source of aggravation or annoyance. 

 The isolation from families was compounded by the long distances between the 

outlying mission stations and Kinshasa (e.g., 600 and 900 miles), poor ground 

transportation, which necessitated expensive air travel, and poor, unreliable mail service. 

Students returned home at the Christmas, Easter, and summer breaks.  Weekly radio 

communication to parents was provided at the Hostel, but the quality of the transmission 

was limited by poor audio, and the experience was limited by time, and lack of privacy.  

For mail delivery, parents often relied on a colleague who was traveling to Kinshasa to 

deliver personally a letter to their child at the Hostel. 

 

Hostel life from the perspective of the Hostel parents 

 From a 1989 job description for the houseparents at MPH: 

The staff of MPH should include a couple and a single person or two couples.  In 
no case should full and adequate services be expected if there is only one couple 
at the Hostel.  The following job description covers the overall work of the MPH 
staff.   The precise division of labor depends on the number, capabilities and 
personalities of the persons involved. 
1. The primary function of the MPH staff is to serve the needs of missionary and 
other children who must attend school at The American School of Kinshasa 
(TASOK), Kinshasa, Zaire, which includes: 

A. Receiving applications and gathering information for sub-board on new 
students; making recommendations for acceptance or rejection of 
applicants. 
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B. Respecting the directives of the hostel board and sub-board; enforcing 
the rules of discipline set up by the hostel board and sub-board. 
C. Supervising the work of the Zairian staff. 

1. Planning and supervising three meals a day. 
2. Supervising the laundering of clothes, linens, etc. 
3. Supervising the cleaning of the building daily (dusty, open-air 
building). 

D. General electrical, masonry, carpentry, and plumbing maintenance of 
the building; upkeep of grounds (appox. 12 acres). 
E. Maintenance of vehicles and machinery. 
F. Chauffering [sic] to all church, school, and social activities for junior 
high and senior high groups; also special interest (see item “J” below). 
G. Meeting the health needs of the youth and staff. 
H. Providing the educational support as required: 

1. Help with homework. 
2. Counseling with school problems. 
3. Participation at TASOK Parent’s Association meetings. 
4. Parent-teacher consultation. 

I. Representing parents at school board meetings. 
J. Encouraging and supporting special interests of individual students 
(music, Scouting, etc.). 
K. Providing spiritual leadership: 

1. Participation in church activities. 
2. Leading devotions and being a living example. 
3. Making opportunities for the spiritual growth of the students. 

L. Cooperating with other hostels. 
M. Arranging for appropriate passport/heath-card documentation for 
students. 
N. Handling travel arrangements for vacations, furloughs as needed and 
requested. 
O. Purchasing food and supplies. 
P. Keeping accurate financial records on all transactions and expenses. 
Q. Coordinating all of the above. 
R. Providing input and assistance in formulating annual budgets and other 
business of the hostel board. 

II.  Another function of the MPH staff is to operate a guest house for missionaries 
from the interior and visitors from overseas, including services of: 

A. Transportation to and from the airport (usually provided by one of the 
mission protocol services). 
B. Meals – not always coincident with the hostel schedule. 
C. Clean rooms and toilet facilities.  Laundry service as needed. 
D. Accurate accounting records on all transactions and expenses. 
E. Coordination of guest house functions with primary hostel functions. 
F. Limited storage of excess baggage and light aircraft freight awaiting 
transport. 
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G. Meeting health needs of visitors and guests.171 
 
 
A companion document noted the characteristics conducive to success in this role: 
 

Because of the demands of the job, the expectation of the students’ parents, the 
structure of the community, the condition of the country, the chief characteristic 
required is a mature Christian spirit prepared to serve in the support of field 
missionaries – primarily through the care of their children, but also through the 
provision of other needed support services….. All [women and men in the role] 
need to be interested in working with youth; sincerely wanting to support and, 
when necessary, direct the students’ activities and interests. All need to be 
prepared to enforce and abide by rules not necessarily conforming to personal 
convictions, and to work with others under stress….Specific experience in the 
following areas are of great value… 

1. Mechanical experience: electrical, plumbing, carpentry and vehicle 
maintenance. 
2. Organizing and coordinating skills; supervising the work of others. 
3. Bookkeeping skills, including spreadsheets and word processing by 
computer. 
4. Running a household: laundry, cleaning, planning. 
5. Sewing skills. 
6. Cooking and nutrition skills, including planning and preparing meals for 
large numbers (15 to 40 people).  This mostly entails direct the two cooks 
in their work. 
7. General knowledge of budget functions and business practices. 
8. Ability and experience driving under hazardous road and traffic 
conditions. 
9. General health and first-aid knowledge, including prescription 
medications. 
10. EXPERIENCE IN SUPERVISING YOUTH ON A DAY-IN DAY-
OUT BASIS [caps in original document] – awareness of group dynamics 
and parenting functions. 
11. Counseling skills. 

Important as these skills are, it is important that hostel parents really enjoy doing 
special things for and with the students:  supporting school sports programs, 
encouraging participation in church programs and school drama activities, making 
birthday cakes, working through school and social problems often just by taking 
the time to listen.  Hostel students are away from their families for nine months of 
the year.  It is critically important that the students know they are loved and cared 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
171 A Description of Jobs Performed by Hostel Parents, Methodist-Presbyterian Hostel, 
Kinshasa.  n.d. (contextually dated 1986-89), Acc # 93 1228a, 171E, 171F, RT 196, 
GMU 1955-90 mission field files, Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA. 
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for by those serving as hostel parents.  No other qualification is more important.  
Lack of this ability nullifies all other qualifications.172 
 
 
 

Discussion of the future of MPH 

 In April 1988 the Hostel Board studied the conflict between the two functions of 

the Hostel – caring for students and operating a guest house.  “With the decreasing 

number of students and increasing numbers of guests, the hostel is becoming less of a 

home to the students and more of a guest house.  The increased number of guests has 

been necessary in order for hostel operations to be financially solvent.  The primary 

concern for the care of children is becoming secondary to the care of guests.”173 

 The Board went on to outline the following options for the U.S. mission office to 

consider in planning long-term for the future of the hostel: 

1. Direct subsidies paid to MPH beyond current student fees. 

2. Separating students and guests physically, dividing the current two couples’ 

jobs into specific “hostel” and “guest house” functions. 

3. Close MPH and eventually lose the property and building, making other 

permanent arrangements.174   

 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
172 Characteristics Conducive to Successful Hostel Parenting, Methodist-Presbyterian 
Hostel, Kinshasa, Zaire. n.d. (contextually dated 1986-89), Acc # 93 1228a, 171E, 171F, 
RT 196, GMU 1955-90 mission field files, Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, 
PA. 
173 From a report of the secretary of the board to the Staff Associate for Africa, April 24, 
1988. Acc # 93 1228a, 171E, 171F, RT 196, GMU 1955-90 mission field files, 
Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA. 
174 Minutes of the 43rd Stated Meeting of the Board, Methodist-Presbyterian Hostel, April 
22-23, 1988. Acc # 93 1228a, 171E, 171F, RT 196, GMU 1955-90 mission field files, 
Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA, and from copies of MPH minutes and 
documents sent directly to the IARP from the Hostel in Kinshasa. 
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Summary of the IARP inquiry  

What follows is the Panel’s summary of its findings based on 17 reports from 

Congo.  The reader will find detailed information based on the Panel’s fact-finding 

inquiry following the summary table. 

 

Total number of reports received by Panel 17  
    

 Concern about inappropriate behavior by an adult  5 
 Concern about inappropriate behavior by a minor  1 

 Supporting statement concerning a minor  2 
 Allegation of sexual abuse by a minor  5 
 Allegation of physical abuse by an adult  1 
 Failure to protect  3 
    

Number of alleged victims  11  
 Younger male Presbyterian MK (age 5 – 12)  1 
 Older male Presbyterian MKs  4 
 Older female Presbyterian MK  1 
 Younger male Methodist MKs (age 5-12)  2 
 Older male Baptist MK (age 12+)  1 
 Older male non-mission-MK  1 
 Unknown adult  1 
    

Number of individuals identified as possible offenders 8  
 Male Presbyterian missionaries  3 
 Male Presbyterian MKs  2 
 WMD staff / entities  3 
    

Panel conclusions  9  
 Sexual abuse by a minor  5 
 Failure to protect:  MPH Board  1 
 No Failure to protect:  2 MPH staff  2 
 No physical abuse based on report received  1 

   
No Panel conclusion 8  

 Report was a concern  6 
 Report was a supporting statement  2 
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Panel actions Notification of third parties  1 
    
 Offenders named in Final Report  2 
 Offenders named in Congo NTK Report  3 
 Individuals not named  3 
    
 Referrals to ecclesiastical disciplinary entities 1 
 Informing other organizations  1 
    

Number of people providing information to the Panel 44  
 In-person  31 

 Phone   11 
 Written  2 
    
 Number with Witness Agreements  36 
 Number without   8 
    

Number of official denominational files 108  
 Presbyterian  74 

 United Methodist  34 
    
Personal papers TASOK yearbooks - number of years 6 

 Missionary personal papers - number of  2 
      missionaries contributing items  
    

Other resources Private research firm   
 

Panel description of investigation 

 The Congo mission field presented two large, complex investigations.  An initial 

report were received by the Panel in late 2005, followed by a second report in early 2006.  

One of the investigations was spurred by a concern about potential grooming behavior 

reported to the Panel.  The other investigation involved a report of a minor abusing other 

residents of MPH.  These reports generated three reports on the actions and inactions of 

WMD staff. 

 The Panel also received a report on intra-family abuse. 
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Concern about potential grooming behavior: 

Congo – 1: Concern about potential grooming behavior -male Presbyterian missionary A  
Congo – 2: Concern about potential grooming behavior -male Presbyterian missionary A 
Congo – 3: Concern about potential grooming behavior -male Presbyterian missionary A 

Potential victims: 1 Presbyterian MK 
   2 Methodist MKs 
Time frame:  1980 – 1985 
Setting:  Mission station 
Incident:   

Adult tried to get children on his lap, tickled children incessantly as well 
as kissing them over and over.  When adult left the area, he left child a 
stack of envelopes addressed to him, some of which contained checks for 
$20 or so.  Adult was barely known to the children experiencing this 
behavior.  Adult invited children to a pool and would not stop kissing 
them. 
 
Reporter was one of the children, and reported the behavior out of concern 
that it represented how a pedophile might groom a victim.  Reporter was 
clear that they were not reporting an incident of abuse. 

Panel conclusion: Grooming behavior without report of abuse 
Panel action: Individual identified in Final Report:  Keene Watson 
 

 Keene Watson M.D. served as a missionary for the Disciples of Christ in Congo 

from 1951 – 1962.  He was appointed as a missionary by the PCUS in March 1982.  He 

served in the Congo from August 1982 to November 1983.  He resigned as a PCUS 

missionary in February 1984. 

The Panel’s background check of Dr. Watson located two convictions for Sexual 

Abuse in the 1st Degree in Fayette Circuit Court (Kentucky) Criminal Branch 4th 

Division. Sexual abuse consisted of fondling the victims’ genitals outside of their 

clothing. 

1) 4/8/91, for which he placed on probation.  Probation was later revoked after he 
violated one of the provisions, and he was imprisoned 1/17 92; and,  
 
2) 9/3/93, for which he was imprisoned from 10/11/95 – 8/18/97.  The convictions 
concerned two female minors, age 5-10.   
 
Upon further inquiry, the Panel located the Order of Revocation of Dr. Watson’s 

medical license by the Commonwealth of Kentucky State Board of Medical Licensure 

(Case No. SC-80), dated June 1, 1992.  The following statement is from the Findings of 

Fact and Conclusions of Law that accompanied the Order of Revocation: 
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“Dr. Watson admitted that he has had a problem as a pedophile for the past 30 
years, in which he has some form of sexual contact with small children, both male 
and female.  He spent several years in Zaire, Africa, especially in the 1960’s, and 
returned to Berkeley, California, for his Doctorate of Public Health Degree.  He 
subsequently came to the University of Kentucky in 1964, and then returned to 
Zaire in the early 1980’s for a couple of years doing dispensary work.  He was 
involved with children during his period in Zaire, mostly those children of 
missionaries, to whom he came in contact.” 

 

 The Panel received no reports of abuse that named Dr. Watson.  However, in the 

Panel’s judgment, the reports of grooming behavior that were received, Dr. Watson’s 

subsequent convictions for sexual abuse, and the statements made to the Kentucky State 

Board of Medical Licensure were sufficient to warrant naming Dr. Watson in this report.  

The Panel identified Dr. Watson and provided this information to give his MK victims 

the opportunity to identify themselves, and to encourage and support their healing. 

 

Congo – 4: Concern: inappropriate lifestyle and possible abuse - male Presbyterian 
missionary B 

Potential victim: Unknown 
Time frame:  Unidentified 
Setting:  Mission station 
Incident:  Unknown 
Panel decision: Insufficient information 
Panel action:    Accused individual not named 

 

Congo – 5: Concern: inappropriate lifestyle and possible abuse - male Presbyterian 
missionary C 
 Potential victim: Congolese students 
 Time frame:  1980s 
 Setting:  Mission station 
 Incident:  Sexual abuse by missionary with status and power over 
    Congolese students or colleagues 
 Panel decision: Report was a concern, not an allegation 
 Panel action:  None, accused individual not named 
 Panel discussion: Panel investigated this concern and found no evidence of  
     abuse. 
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Report of intra-family abuse 
 
Congo – 6:  Report of physical abuse by male Presbyterian missionary C  

Potential victim(s): spouse and children 
Time frame:  1980s 
Setting:  Mission station 
Incident:  Missionary C reportedly struck spouse and children and left 
   red marks and bruises observable to others. 
Panel decision: Panel concluded that abuse did not occur, because there 
   was credible information about other, more likely, 
   explanations for the events as reported. 
Panel action:  Accused individual not identified. 
 

 
 
Reported abuse by minors at MPH 
 
Congo – 7: Supporting statement about peer behavior at MPH, male Presbyterian MK A 

Potential victim: Classmate 
Time frame:  1980s 
Setting:  MPH 
Incident:  Threatening behavior 

A male student at MPH pinned a female student, a peer, on a beanbag 
chair in a closed room at the hostel.  The male student, who was much 
bigger than the female student, put his hand over her mouth, and told her 
that if she screamed he’d kill her.  Nothing else occurred, but the female 
student was frightened. 

Panel decision: Report offered as a supporting statement 
Reporter shared this incident with the Panel, not as a report of abuse, but 
as an illustration that “stuff happens” in a dorm.  Part of the purpose in 
sharing was to illustrate that abusive incidents could have occurred in the 
hostel because of the size of the building, the ability to close off a room 
with an air conditioner and insulation, such that no one else in the building 
would hear what was happening, and the ability of residents at MPH to 
find other students alone in isolated places. 

 Panel action:  Report offered as a supporting statement. 
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Reports about male Presbyterian MK B: 

Congo-8: Sexual abuse by male Presbyterian MK B 
Potential victim:   Male Presbyterian MK 1, who was two or more years  
   younger than male MK B  
Time frame:  1985-1989 
Setting:  MPH 
Incident: Male MK B stayed in MK 1’s bedroom after being asked to leave. 

   He turned off the lights.  MK B and the victim wrestled over 
   the light switch.  MK B picked up the victim by the crotch 
   and hoisted him onto the bed, pinning the victim down and  
   groping at his pajama bottoms to pull them down.  Victim 
   continued to resist and eventually MK B stopped. 
 
   Incident was reported immediately to hostel parents.  Victim 
   stayed in their apartment and refused to leave while male MK B 
   was still at MPH.  Hostel parent drove male MK B home to parents 
   on other side of Kinshasa.  It was late night or very early morning,  
   and this was not an advisable time to be driving in the city. 
 Panel decision: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 Panel action:  See discussion below. 
 
Congo – 9: Sexual abuse by male Presbyterian MK B 
 Potential victim:   Male Presbyterian MK 1, who was two or more years  
    younger than male MK B  

Time frame:  1985-1989 
Setting:  MPH-sponsored trip to Muanda 

 Incident: Students stayed in a small house where they slept on the floor of 
   the living areas.  MK 1 put his sleeping bag out, and MK B 
   put his right next to it.  MK 1 moved his sleeping bag; MK B 
   followed suit.  This was repeated numerous times until MK 1 was 
   completely exhausted and everyone else was asleep.  MK 1 put his 
   sleeping bag between two other MKs; MK B moved one of the  
   other students to be next to MK 1.  After falling asleep, MK 1 
   awoke to find MK B fonding his genitals under his pajamas.  MK 1 
   rolled over and pulled sleeping bag up, even though it was hot.  
   MK 1 awoke several more times with MK B fondling his genitals. 
   Subsequent to the trip, MK B found MK 1 alone at computer and 
   discussed the incidents. 
 
   MK 1 did not report the abuse on this occasion.  He reasoned that 
   he had reported it the first time (Congo – 7 above), yet MK B had 
   been allowed back at MPH and at MPH outings, so there was no 
   reason to expect that, if reported, meaningful action would  

be taken. 
 Panel decision: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 Panel action:  See discussion below. 
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Congo – 10: Sexual abuse by male Presbyterian MK B 
 Potential victim: Male Presbyterian MK 2, who was two or more years  
    younger than male MK B   
 Time frame:  1985-1989 
 Setting:  MPH 
 Incident: Male MK 2 woke up in the middle of the night in his bedroom 
   in MPH to find male MK B standing next to his bed, fondling 
   his genitals under his pajamas. 
 
   MK 2 reported incident immediately to the hostel parents, who 
   again drove MK B across the city late at night to his parents’ 
   house.  
 

From memo written by the primary house father to the parents of 
Presbyterian MK 1, dated December 16, 1988:  At 1:30 this 
morning [Victim] came to our door, reporting that [MK B] has just 
been in his room.  [Victim] was very angry, stating that he was 
awakened by [MK B] fondling his scrotum. 

 Panel decision: Sexual abuse by a minor 
 Panel action:  See discussion below 
 
Congo - 11: Sexual abuse by male Presbyterian MK B 
Congo - 12: Sexual abuse by male Presbyterian MK B 
 Potential victim(s): Male Presbyterian MKs 1 and 2 
 Time frame:  1985-1989 
 Setting:  MPH and TASOK school grounds 
 Incident(s): MK B cornered student(s) in various locations: showers, 
   changing at pool parties, walking to or from school; 
   while lifeguarding or typing papers on the computer.  MK B 
   initiated unwelcome conversations about blow jobs, group  
   masturbation, bisexuality, homosexuality, bestiality, magic, sex  
   games, and sodomy.  Victims of the behavior described it as: 
   “stalking….sly, manipulative, degrading and constant.” 
 
   Incidents were not reported to hostel parents or other adults. 
   Victims felt betrayed after reporting prior incidents (Congo-7 
   and Congo-9 above, and then having MK B allowed back 
   into the hostel.  As one victim noted, “[hostel parents] had 
   betrayed me when it was cut and dried.  Why would they  
   believe me now?” 
 Panel decisions: Sexual abuse by a minor 
    Sexual abuse by a minor 
 Panel actions:  See discussion below 
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Congo – 13: Supporting statement concerning behavior of male Presbyterian MK B 
 Potential victim: American Baptist MK 3 
 Time frame:  1985-1989 
 Setting:  TASOK school grounds 
 Incident: Male MK B was playing volleyball alone with MK 3.  After the 
   game was over, MK B took MK 3 into the foliage at the side of  
   the court and initiated an unwelcome conversation about sodomy. 
 Panel decision: Report was offered as a supporting statement 
 Panel action:  See discussion below. 
 
 
 
Congo – 14: Concern about possible abuse of other MKs by male Presbyterian MK B 
 Potential victim(s): Presbyterian MKs 
    American Baptist MKs 
    Non-mission peer 
 Time frame:  1985-1989 
 Setting:  Various settings 
 Incident: Reported concern about other MKs who may have been abused. 
 Panel decision: Report was offered as a concern 
 Panel action:  Panel interviewed one potential identified victim who 
    indicated he had not been abused.  Another potential 
    identified victim indicated, indirectly through third parties, 
    that he did not wish to participate in the inquiry.  Panel 
    made attempts to contact other potential identified  
    victims, where contact information was available. 
 
Discussion of Reports 8- 14 on male Presbyterian MK B:   
  
 Panel action:  Named in Final Report: Samuel Shamba Warlick 
   
 Refer to the Session in his church of membership for possible ecclesiastical  

discipline. 
 
 The Panel decided to name Shamba Warlick because there were aggravating 

factors for this offender, per the Naming Protocol. 

Compilation of information for this offender revealed these important features for the 
Panel: 
   

 Offender was at least 16 years old, of an age to understand the abusive nature of 
his behavior. 

 Descriptions of behavior from different incidents, different victims, and over a 
period of at least two years contained information demonstrating purposefulness 
and planning, e.g. turning out lights, moving other students’ sleeping bags, 
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entering the bedroom of a peer asleep in the middle of the night, finding peers in 
isolated places, especially those where they might be undressed or might be 
unable to remove themselves. 

 Different reports indicated consistency in the pattern of abuse: abusing individuals 
who were asleep, and thus less initially resistant.   

 Different reports indicated consistency in the pattern of victims:  younger, smaller 
children less able to resist. 

 
Since Shamba Warlick was a minor, the default starting position for naming was to name 
him in the NTK report only. 
 
Evaluation of additional criteria:  The following aggravating factors were present: 
 

1. Multiple victims.   
 
The Panel concluded there was sexual abuse by a minor for two victims.  In 
addition, the Panel received indirect information that Shamba Warlick had 
identified himself to a classmate, when he was a young adult, as a pedophile.  The 
Panel identified a number of places where Shamba Warlick participated in 
activities or was employed after his departure from MPH: 
 
Camp Westminster, Conyers GA   
Day	  camp	  and	  US	  AID	  in	  Kinshasa,	  Congo:	   	   	   	   	  
Winter	  Park	  Presbyterian	  Church,	  Orlando	  FL	   	   	   	   	  

	   Boy	  Scout	  troop,	  Orlando	  FL	   	   	  
Presbyterian	  College,	  Clinton	  SC	   	   	  
Mission	  volunteer,	  Shadowcliff	  Life	  Center,	  Grand	  Lake	  CO	   	   	  
Appointment	  by	  WMD	  as	  Volunteer	  in	  Mission,	  Glasgow	  Scotland,	  Time	  for	  	  

God	  program	  at	  YMCA	  
Park	  Lake	  Presbyterian	  Church,	  Orlando	  FL	  
 
Shamba Warlick’s self-identification and the number of organizations serving 
children and youth combined to form a strong aggravating factor for the Panel. 
 

 2. Moral recidivism 
 
 Twice Shamba Warlick was driven home by the Hostel parent after incidents at  

MPH.  These drives were significant because:  they took more than a few  
minutes; they occurred late at night in Kinshasa, which was an unusual and 
dangerous time to be driving that distance; and on both occasions, Shamba 
Warlick was driven to his parents’ home, so they had some awareness of the 
incidents.  Even so, Shamba repeated the abusive behavior with MK 1 after being 
returned home the first time, and with MK 2 later on.  This information led the 
Panel to view moral recidivism as a strong aggravating factor toward naming 
Shamba Warlick in the public Final Report. 
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Additional factor: 
 

1. One additional factor for the Panel in evaluating the naming decision for 
Shamba Warlick was that this behavior could have been prosecuted at the time as 
a felony, had it occurred in the U.S.175  Shamba’s subsequent self-identification, 
subsequent employment by WMD, and extensive employment in youth-serving 
capacities combined to form a strongly aggravating factor for the Panel.  In the 
Panel’s judgment, these factors outweighed the empirical evidence on the low 
sexual re-offending rate for minors. (See Finding and Naming Protocols for 
further information.) 
 
2. A second additional factor for the Panel in evaluating the naming decision for 
Shamba Warlick was the fact that some missionary parents, at the time, viewed 
the behavior as abusive and took steps to try to protect MKs who they thought 
were at risk. 
 
After the Hostel parent wrote the memo to the parents of MK1, one of the parents 
met with two non-Presbyterian missionary parents whose children were in a 
position to share activities and events with Shamba.  The three parents identified a 
profile of a potential victim, based on information they had.  With an upcoming 
event scheduled, they identified an older child whom they could recruit to keep an 
eye on younger children at the event who might be at risk.  One of the parents 
then spoke with the older child to ask for assistance.  The older child informed the 
parent that the behavior had been ongoing for a while. 

 
These reports of abuse by Shamba Warlick were the basis for two mission administration 
reports: 
 
Congo – 15: Failure to protect by the two primary Hostel parents 
Congo – 16: Failure to protect by the Hostel Board and Sub-board 
 

Since the Panel did conclude that abuse had occurred (reports 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12 
above), it was possible to evaluate these mission administration allegations.   

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
175 West’s Florida Statutes annotated © West 1989; TITLE XLVI. Crimes, Chapter 800. 
Lewdness; Indecent exposure, 800.04. Lewd, lascivious, or indecent assault or act upon 
or in presence of child; sexual battery.  Any person who:  (1) Handles, fondles or makes 
an assault upon any child under the age of 16 years in a lewd, lascivious, or indecent 
manner;  (2) Commits an act defined as sexual battery under s. 794.011(1)(h) upon any 
child under the age of 16 years; or  (3) Knowingly commits any lewd or lascivious act in 
the presence of any child under the age of 16 years without committing the crime of 
sexual battery is guilty of a felony of the second degree, punishable as provided in s. 
775.082, s. 775.083, or s. 775.084. Neither the victim's lack of chastity nor the victim's 
consent is a defense to the crime proscribed by this section. 
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a) Both Hostel parents and Board members were in defined roles - administrative 
and specially designated, respectively - relative to the offender and victim(s). 
 
b) The Panel concluded that abuse had occurred, so there was a failure to secure 
basic physical safety for MK 1 after the first incident and for MK 2. 
 
c) The failure could be associated with “an action or inaction of WMD staff” for 
both parties. 
 
d) The authority, capacity, and resources of the two parties could be evaluated. 
 
e) The actions of similar individuals in similar circumstances could be evaluated.  
The Hostel parents responded to more than one similar incident.  Minutes for the 
Board and Sub-board were obtained by the Panel and could be examined for 
similar occurrences and actions. 
 
Panel decision:  Failure to protect did not occur for the two Hostel parents. 
    Failure to protect did occur for the Hostel Board and Sub-board. 

      (See discussion below.) 
 
 Panel action:  Hostel parents and board members have been named in the 

 Congo Need-to-Know Report. The Panel took the unusual step of   
naming these house parents in the NTK Report because the Panel 
believed that their identities were well known, and the Panel 
wanted to be sure that inquiry participants understood that, in the 
Panel’s determination, these houseparents had been cleared of any 
wrongdoing. 

 The Panel decided that failure to protect did not occur with the two Hostel parents 

because they did not have the authority to prohibit Shamba Warlick from staying at 

MPH.  That type of decision was the purview of the Hostel Board.   

 In fact, from the perspective of the Panel, the Hostel parents intervened 

appropriately at the time they learned of the abuse .  They assessed an emotional situation 

that had very incomplete information, noted relevant information (e.g. the emotional 

reaction of the victims), and acted immediately to remove the offender from the premises, 

thereby providing for the safety of the MKs at the Hostel.  They informed relevant 

parties, the offender’s parent.   

 Subsequently Shamba returned to the hostel and participation in hostel activities, 

where MK 1 experienced a second incident of abuse, and MK 2 was abused.  Some 

witnesses believed that the Board had taken action to prohibit Shamba Warlick from 
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returning to the Hostel, and that his subsequent return could be attributed to a lack of 

enforcement of the prohibition on the part of the Hostel parents. 

 The Panel found, however, in its examination of Hostel Board and Sub-board 

minutes, no record that the Board had discussed either of the incidents reported to and 

acted upon by the Hostel parents (reports Congo-7 and Congo-9 above).  There is no 

record that the Hostel parents or anyone else on the Board or any other parent raised the 

issue for Board discussion or action, and no record of discussion in Board minutes also 

means that there is no record that the Board took official action to prohibit Shamba 

Warlick from staying at the Hostel. 

 From witness interviews, however, the Panel received information that, because 

of the presence of other adult missionaries at the Hostel when the first incident occurred, 

the incident was the subject of informal discussion between adult missionaries who were 

Board members.  Any one of them could have brought the incident to the Board for 

official consideration. 

 In the Panel’s opinion, numerous adults knew of the incidents, and there is no 

indication that they persisted in bringing the issue to the attention of the Hostel Board, or 

anyone in the U.S. mission administration who could have intervened.  The evidence of 

parents planning informal preventive measures is indication of awareness of the need to 

do more to protect children.  Given this, it is tragic, from the Panel’s perspective, that no 

adult in the mission community did more to protect the residents of the Hostel. 

 The Panel did find that the Hostel Board and Sub-board failed to protect the MKs 

at MPH.  They had the role and the authority to keep Shamba Warlick out of the Hostel, 

and they failed to do this, resulting in further abuse.  There is also evidence that indicates 

that the Board acted outside of its own norms in failing to consider officially the abusive 

incidents that occurred. 

 Despite the informal discussion that occurred, there is no evidence, as noted 

above, that either of the abusive incidents discussed above was considered officially by 

the Board or Sub-board.  This lack is telling, given that the Panel found other instances 

where the Board was involved in addressing residents’ behavior, e.g. stealing.  In several 

instance in MPH minutes, the Panel identified significant board involvement in 

addressing student problems.  There was indication of discussion and active follow-up to 
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see if planned interventions were working.  Examples of behavior addressed in this 

fashion included: lying, stealing, school difficulties, signs of emotional problems, and 

disobedience of Hostel rules. These actions were noted in the Board’s minutes.   

 In addition, the MPH Board and Sub-board faithfully recorded their actions in a 

complete record of minutes.  The houseparents involved in these two abusive incidents 

were good record-keepers as well.  For example, they went to some lengths to assemble 

complete information on the Hostel parents’ job description, and options for the future of 

MPH facing the denominations.   

 For the Panel, then, this absence of official action was an aberration in the 

Board’s usual norms for how they interpreted their role and functioning. 

 The Panel was able to identify several factors that might have led to this lack of 

action on the part of the Board: 

1.  The instances occurred during a time frame, 1988-1989, when there was transition and 

turnover in Hostel personnel.  The male houseparent spent three weeks in the fall of 1988 

performing reserve military duty in Europe.  The female houseparent had a newborn child 

during this time frame.  In the spring of 1989, the male houseparent became so ill that he 

was evacuated to the U.S. and temporary, interim houseparents were arranged for the 

remainder of the term.  His illness had an onset several months earlier, in the latter part of 

1988, with its effects gradually becoming more evident. 

2. Children of missionaries who were living in Kinshasa were routinely allowed to stay at 

the Hostel while parents were travelling.176  There were Hostel guidelines stating that: 

“Children whose parents are living in the greater Kinshasa area are generally not 

accepted as hostel residents.  If an exception is requested, it must have Board 

approval..”177  From witness interviews, however, the Panel learned that it was not 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
176 Information from witness interviews. 
177 Guidelines, n.d., MPH documents received from the Hostel in Kinshasa.  The 
Guidelines went on to note:  “Two major problems are evident:  differing levels of 
commitment to MPH and putting the pupils in the middle.  Because the majority of hostel 
children live a long way from their parents and see them infrequently, they invest heavily 
in creating and maintaining emotional stability, for themselves and for others.  As 
problems and conflicts arise, they have a stake in seeing to it that the solution is worked 
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unusual for a child residing at the dorm to have parents living in the city.  The Panel 

learned from witness interviews that there was a general consensus that the Hostel existed 

to support mission work; that was its primary role.  If it helped missionary parents in 

Kinshasa to have their child stay at MPH, then residence was part of the intended role of 

the Hostel.   

3.  An implication of this intended purpose for the Hostel is that it would have been more 

difficult for the Board to prohibit a child from staying at the Hostel if it was perceived 

that such an action would hinder the mission work of the parents. There were large 

successful, important mission programs underway at the time.  If the parents’ travel were 

restricted in order to provide care and supervision for their child, or if, as a more drastic 

eventuality, they had had to return to the U.S. for appropriate evaluation or treatment, 

these programs would have been hampered. 

4. These incidents occurred during a time when the Hostel parents and Hostel board were 

coping with a change in the Hostel’s functioning, a shift away from the Hostel function to 

more of a guest house function.  The shift was disturbing enough for busy adult 

missionaries on the board to spend a considerable amount of time and energy analyzing 

options and outlining them for the United Methodist and Presbyterian U.S. mission 

offices. 

5.  The Panel found archival records that indicated that the Hostel parents were under 

significant stress from this shift in Hostel functioning.  One houseparent summarized the 

dilemma this way: 

The 1987-88 budget says that the hostel expects revenue of $14,000 from guest 
lodging, and another $13,000 from guest meals, over 45% of our budgeted 
income.  In contrast, student fees generate a little over 25% of our budgeted 
income.  Next year’s proposed budget will have an even higher difference with 
the expected decrease in students…This financial reality approved by the board 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

out.  A ‘part-time MPHer’ cannot be expected to – and generally will not – give the same 
level f commitment, especially in terms of stress, when it is most important.  Similarly, 
with two family orbits, a child with a family in town cannot help but be faced with having 
to decide between hostel events and family events.  When he feels he can’t win either 
way, he suffers; when he feels he can’t LOSE either way, the other students are quick to 
pick up on why he is so lucky, and he suffers.  The problems have no solutions; all 
concerned can only be aware of them and work to minimize the harmful aspects.” 
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conflicts with the realistic demands of parents and board policy that the children 
be the hostel’s first priority.  The result of all of these pressures has placed the 
hostel parents in a difficult situation.  Should we not accept enough guests, 
therefore plunging the hostel into an impossible financial situation, or should we 
accept those guests and recognize the resulting diminution of time with students 
as a result?  Our compromise has been that we have tried to do both – with the 
results that the students feel cheated, parents are concerned, guest needs are not 
fully met and the hostel parents are totally exhausted.  On a smaller scale, 
individual families deal with this same problem, trying to find a balance between 
the work and financial requirements of parents that pull them away from children 
and parental time and availability for the children….Emotionally, our main task 
as hostel parents is with the students.  Financially, guests will continue to provide 
the overwhelming amount of income.178 

 

 There are implications for the U.S. mission offices at the time, as well.  The Panel 

found no indication that personnel in the U.S. were aware of the incidents at MPH.  Some 

adults who were aware of the incidents could have informed U.S. personnel, outside of 

formal Board action or notification, but did not because they were disappointed with 

denominational officials’ responses in the past when they raised concerns about mission 

field issues. 

 At the time, the PCUS and PC(U.S.A.) referred children of missionaries for 

extensive medical, educational, or mental health consultations in the U.S. when such an 

assessment was needed, and there were attempts to follow the recommendations that 

resulted from these consultations.  The Panel located several examples in 

contemporaneous personnel files where the U.S. mission offices had arranged this type of 

care.   

 Ironically, the MPH Board’s lack of action and the lack of notification of U.S. 

personnel combined to result in a set of conditions at MPH that allowed children living 

there to experience instances of sexual harassment that were prohibited by the U.S. 

mission office’s personnel policies for its own staff:   

13.06 Sexual Harassment It is the policy of the Church to maintain a workplace 
free of any form of sexual harassment or sexual intimidation from any Church 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
178 April 21, 1988 letter from hostel parent to members of the board. Acc # 93 1228a, 
171E, 171F, RT 196, GMU 1955-90 mission field files, Presbyterian Historical Society, 
Philadelphia, PA. 
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employee, including supervisors, or from nonemployee work contacts.  Any form 
of sexual harassment is unacceptable behavior within the workplace and is subject 
to appropriate disciplinary action.  Sexual harassment includes, but is not limited 
to, unwelcome and unsolicited sexual advances, requests for sexual favors, 
discriminatory tormenting based on gender and other undesired verbal, visual, or 
physical conduct of a sexual nature.  In particular, sexual harassment occurs 
if:….c. Sexual harassment has the purpose or the effect of unreasonably 
interfering with the recipient’s work performance or creating an intimidating, 
hostile, or offensive work environment.179 
 

 
 In summary, the confluence of several factors led to a serious lack of attention to 

student safety at MPH in 1988-1989:   

 There were fundamental questions about the Hostel’s role and future with 

accompanying conflicts and stresses for the houseparents, and distractions for the 

Board; 

 Denominational officials were coping with a merger, mission unit integration, and 

relocation of offices; 

 It’s likely that the subject matter, or the stakes for the individuals involved kept 

communication about the abusive incidents at an informal, ad hoc level; and, 

 There were both traditional (e.g. Hostel policy) and current (e.g. current project 

and mission commitments) reasons for the importance of mission work to take 

precedence over other considerations. 

 

 A common theme between the Panel’s inquiry on Cameroon and Congo is that of 

country missions trying to “make do with what they have,” or focus on the 

accomplishment of mission goals when there are conflicting priorities.  In both mission 

fields, there was no expectation that the denomination would spend more on Hope School 

or Ononobeta Dorm or subsidize (more) the costs of MPH for students’ fees to reduce the 

financial disparity between mission assistance, through the guest house, and attending to 

children.  While boards in both countries did ask the U.S. office for more – more 

qualified teachers in one instance and a long-term plan in the other – the request came 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
179 Uniform Personnel Policies, Section 13.06, Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) General 
Assembly Council, November 16, 1984. PHS archives, RG 501, Box 9 of 28. 
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long after the problems, for students, were well-established.  There was no prior 

expectation that the denomination would provide adequate arrangements for students 

living away from home. 

 Instead, the emphasis was on accomplishing mission tasks and projects with a 

focus that was singular and intense.  The purpose of the school / dorms in both countries 

was to facilitate the mission work of the parents.  For the Church, as an institution 

without direct parental responsibility, the primary focus was the mission work and its 

accomplishment, and the schools / dorms were a means to that end.  When missionary 

parents, then, trusting in the Church’s provision of care for children, were similarly 

single-minded about mission work, children were left without adequate advocates.   
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EGYPT 
Scope of Panel’s inquiry 

Time period of Panel’s inquiry: 1948-51, 1955-91 

Predecessor denomination:  UPCNA / UPCUSA 

Other denominations associated with this inquiry:   

      None 

Features of the mission field and setting 

Mission field:  Egypt 

 

Denominational events: 

• The Panel’s inquiry for Egypt spans the longest time frame of any inquiry.  

The period of interest to the Panel included two denominational mergers: 

o The UPCNA and the PCUSA in 1958, to form the UPCUSA, and 

o The UPCUSA and the PCUS in 1983 to form the present PC(U.S.A.). 

• In addition to the mergers, there were numerous re-organizations of 

denominational mission agency structures, and at least one major 

philosophical change in how mission was conceived. 

 

Presbyterian mission work:  

• Began in 1854; the Synod of the Nile of the Evangelical Church of Egypt was 
formed in 1890.180 

 
• The Evangelical Church of Egypt has been independent since 1957. 

 
• Presbyterian mission work, in partnership with the Evangelical Church of 

Egypt includes, among other ministries: 
o Church-sponsored primary and secondary schools; 
o Cairo Evangelical Theological Seminary; 
o Ramses College for Girls in Cairo; 
o Synod-sponsored conference centers, and a leadership training center; 
o Tanta Hospital; and, 
o Coptic Evangelical Organization for Social Service.181 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
180 Op. Cit. 1993 Mission Yearbook, p. 159-161. 
181 Ibid.  p. 15-161. 
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Schools mentioned in the report:  

Schutz American School, Alexandria, Egypt 

o Boarding and day school for K-12, started in 1924.182 

o From 1948 – 1960, enrollment ranged from 15 – 80 students183 

o In 1960, with 80 students enrolled, 70 were American, 52 were children of 

UPCUSA missionaries, and 56 were boarders.184 

o The school was established for the education of missionary children from 

the Egypt, Sudan, and Ethiopia.  Children from other African missions 

(e.g. Cameroon) attended for high school as well.  The school also served 

the American ex-patriot community. 

o There are over 3,000 alumni of Schutz School.185 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
182 The Book of Our Lives, 2000 A.D., Schutz American School, Alexandria, Egypt, as	  
found	  in	  RG	  00-0404a, Box 1, Folder 1, Schutz American School, Presbyterian Historical 
Society, Philadelphia, PA. Foreword; and, 1993 Mission Yearbook, p. 160. 
183 00-0404a, Box 1, Folder 1, Schutz American School; 97-0206, 167 B, RT 240, Box 1 
of 9,  Egypt Mission-Related Schools, Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA. 
184 A Report, Secretary for Education, Jan 14 – March 11, 1960, RG 97-0206, 167 B, RT 
240, Box 1 of 9, Egypt Mission-Related Schools, Presbyterian Historical Society, 
Philadelphia, PA, p. 16. 
185 Op. Cit., The Book of Our Lives, Foreword.  
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Summary of IARP inquiry  

 What follows is the Panel’s summary of its findings based on 8 reports from 

Egypt.  The reader will find detailed information based on the Panel’s fact-finding 

inquiry following the summary table. 

  

Total number of reports received by Panel 8  
 Concern about possible sexual abuse  3 

 Concern about possible physical abuse  3 
 Allegation of abuse: unspecified  1 
 Allegation of physical abuse  1 
    

Number of alleged victims  6  
 Younger male Presbyterian MK (age 5 – 12)  1 
 Older female Presbyterian MK (age 12 +)  2 
 Female Presbyterian MK age unknown  1 
 Female non-Presbyterian MK age unknown  1 
 Male non-Presbyterian MK age unknown  1 
   
Number of individuals named as possible offenders 2  

 Male Presbyterian school administrator   1 
 Female Presbyterian housemother   1 
    
Panel decisions  8  

 Concern  6 
 Insufficient Information  2 
    

Panel actions Named in PC(USA)Need-to-Know Report  2  
 Recommendation to PC(U.S.A.)   
    

Number of people providing information to the Panel 33  
 In-person, in the course of discussing other 

     mission fields 
 3 

 Phone   4 
 Written  26 
    
 Number with Witness Agreements, from  

   interviews about other mission fields 
 3 

 Number without   30 
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Official denominational:      Presbyterian archives 6  
    
Personal papers  0  

    
Other resources The Book of Our Lives, Schutz American School, 

Alexandria, Egypt, 2000 AD 
  

 

Panel description of investigation   

The first report of abuse from Egypt was sent to the Independent Committee of 

Inquiry (ICI), the IARP’s predecessor entity, from a former missionary.  The ICI could 

not investigate this report as it was outside the scope of its Charter.  When the ICI made 

recommendations to the PC(U.S.A.), Egypt was noted as one of the mission fields that a 

successor body should investigate.186 

 In March 2004, Dr. Marian McClure, as Director of the Worldwide Ministries 

Division, wrote to former missionaries from the Egypt mission field on behalf of the 

IARP to request assistance in locating MKs who had attended Schutz School.  

Information about the IARP was shared at a July 2004 Schutz reunion.  With the 

approval of the school’s alumni board, information about the IARP was published in the 

October 2004 newsletter. 

 The Sexual Misconduct Ombudsperson met with the current board of Schutz 

School in the Fall of 2004 when she travelled to Egypt.  She informed them that 

allegations of abuse had come forth.  She shared the ICI report with them.  Schutz is no 

longer a boarding school.  The board informed her that many of Schutz’ records had been 

destroyed in the early 1990s after the departure of a long-term administrator.  The Board 

pledged their assistance to the IARP’s inquiry as needed. 

 As a result of this outreach and other Panel contacts, the Panel received 

information from 33 alumni, staff or missionaries associated with Schutz School between 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
186 See Final Report of the Independent Committee of Inquiry. September 2002.  
Recommendation #13, p. 113-114, and Charter for the IARP, Section I. Background.  
The ICI Final Report is available at http://gamc.pcusa.org/ministries/ici/.  See Appendix 
A for the Panel’s Charter. 
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1950 and 1977.  Of these, 29 reported that they had not experienced or they knew nothing 

about any abuse.  The other 4 contacts resulted in the 8 reports shared with the Panel.  Six 

of these reports were concerns about possible abuse.  Two were considered allegations, 

where the Panel’s inquiry yielded insufficient information. 

 However, the Panel has recommended to the PC(U.S.A.) that they keep Egypt and 

Schutz School open for ongoing investigation, and the Panel has prepared a PC(U.S.A.) 

Need-to-Know report for the two named individuals, the male school administrator 

(reports 1, 2, and 3 below) and the female housemother (reports 4, 5, and 6 below).  The 

PC(U.S.A.) Need-to-Know Report is being shared only with the PC(U.S.A.) to assist 

them should additional information come forward about possible abuse by either of these 

individuals. 

 

Reports about the male Presbyterian school administrator   

Egypt – 1 Concern about physical abuse    
Potential victim(s): Male Presbyterian MK age 5-12 
Time frame:  1950s 
Setting:    Schutz American School  
Incident:  Child was beaten with stick; back was bloodied. 
Panel decision: Concern 
Panel action:    See Comments section below. 
Panel remarks:    This incident was reported to the Panel by two adult  

missionaries, one of whom had direct knowledge. 
 

Egypt – 2 Concern about possible sexual abuse 
Potential victim(s):   Older female Presbyterian MK (age 12 +) 
Time frame:    mid-1960s 
Setting:    Schutz American School  
Incident:  Possible sexual abuse 
Panel decision: Concern 
Panel action:   See Comments section below. 
Panel remarks:    This report was an indirect report of possible sexual  

abuse of a particular individual.  Subsequent archival  
research located potentially corroborating information.   
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Egypt – 3 Concern about possible sexual abuse 
Potential victim(s):   Older female Presbyterian MK (age 12 +) 
Time frame:    1960s 
Setting:    Schutz American School  
Incident:  Possible sexual abuse 
Panel decision: Concern 
Panel action:   See Comments section below. 
Panel remarks:    This report came to the Panel from an adult missionary  

who had received information about sexual abuse that had 
occurred at Schutz School and possibly subsequently 
continued in the U.S.   A school administrator had 
reportedly seduced [sic] a series of female boarding  
students in Egypt, and subsequently arranged an overnight  
motel meeting in the U.S. with one of these students.  The  
adult missionary receiving this information reported it at  
the time, about 1980, to a missionary in Alexandria, Egypt,   
but the report was dismissed. 
 

Panel action on Reports 1-3: Male Presbyterian school administrator named 
    In PC(U.S.A.) Need-to-Know Report. 
 
The Panel took this action for these reasons: 

• The reports of physical abuse and sexual abuse were strongly credible:  multiple 
sources of information were consistent in detail and interpretation.  Potential 
corroboration included archival information. 

• Serious long-term consequences for the potential victims were reported for one 
incident, and were likely present in two of the others. 

• Statements and indirect reports shared with the Panel indicated that there were 
likely other potential victims.  E.g. “I was into that sort of thing then (referring to 
beating a child with a rod),” references to “relaxed relationships” between staff 
and students.   

• While some attributed potential concerns about sexual abuse to a “[Period of 
time] when educational, social and behavioral norms were being questioned and 
there was a lot of flexibility exercised in the name of experimentation,” the 
concerns shared with the Panel included information about serious long-term 
consequences for the victims.  As such, it was not possible for the Panel to view 
the reported concerns simply as representing consensual activity.     

• The fact that there were very credible reported concerns about both physical and 
sexual abuse for the same individual, and the fact that the information reported to 
the Panel and available in the archives was consistent across these two types of 
abuse increased the Panel’s concern about potential abuse. 

• Additional available information about the male administrator indicated that he 
was willing to implicitly accept certain expectations (e.g. being appointed as a 
Presbyterian missionary) while holding contradictory values (e.g. not believing in 
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the Christian faith).187  This is the same type of role confusion that occurs when 
an offender misuses an authority role to engage in sexual relations with a student.  
This misuse of position is defined without reference to the student’s consent 
because it derives from the offender’s behavior alone.  If an individual has 
engaged in this type of role confusion in terms of mission service, then it raises 
the possibility that he has engaged in a similar type of role confusion with respect 
to sexual relationships. 

• The Panel received some information that individuals might be reluctant to report 
abuse because of the popularity of the school administrator, and his widely 
admired public persona.  For this reason, it may take more time for people to 
decide whether or not to come forward. 

 

Reports about female Presbyterian housemother 

Egypt – 4 Allegation of physical abuse 
Potential victim:   Female Presbyterian MK age unknown. 
Time frame:    1956 - 58 
Setting:    Schutz American School 
Incident:    Child beaten with broomstick until bruised on at least 2  

occasions. 
Panel decision:   Insufficient information 
Panel action:    See Comments section below. 

 

Egypt – 5 Concern about possible physical abuse 
Potential victim:   Male child age unknown. 
Time frame:    1956 - 58 
Setting:    Schutz American School 
Incident:    Possible physical abuse. 
Panel decision:   Concern 
Panel action:    See Comments section below. 

 

Egypt – 6 Concern about possible physical abuse 
Potential victim:   Female child age unknown. 
Time frame:    1956 - 58 
Setting:    Schutz American School 
Incident:    Possible physical abuse. 
Panel decision:   Concern 
Panel action:    See Comments section below. 

  
Panel action on Reports 4-6: Female Presbyterian housemother named in 

     PC(U.S.A.) Need-to-Know Report. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
187 Monday Morning article, summer 2001 
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 The Panel took this action for these reasons: 

• The reports of physical abuse were very credible.  Possible corroboration included 
archival information. 

• The abuse was reported to have occurred without warning, for unknown reasons, 
or it was seemingly out-of-proportion to the behavior for which the discipline was 
being administered.  These characteristics suggest the possibility that the reported 
behavior did not represent a known, consistent type of corporal discipline. 

• Serious long-term consequences were reported.  The reported effects for one 
victim included failing a school year and long-term avoidance of some mission 
contacts. 

• Reported concerns about more than one other named potential victim raised, for 
the Panel, the possibility that there were others who may have been harmed. 

 
Egypt – 7 Allegation of unspecified abuse 

Potential victim:   Unknown 
Named individual:   Male student 
Time frame:    early 1950s 
Setting:    Schutz American School 
Incident:    Possible physical and sexual abuse. 
Panel decision:   Insufficient information 
Panel action:    Report was a concern. 

 
Egypt – 8 Concern about possible sexual abuse 

Potential victim:   Unknown. 
Named individual:   Unknown. 
Time frame:    Unknown. 
Setting:    Schutz American School 
Incident:    Possible sexual abuse. 
Panel decision:   Concern 
Panel action:    Report was a concern. 
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ETHIOPIA 
Scope of Panel’s inquiry 
 
Time period of Panel’s inquiry: 1974-77 
 
Predecessor denomination:  UPCNA / UPCUSA 

Other denominations associated with this inquiry:  

Co-sponsors of Good Shepherd School: 

 American Lutheran Mission 

 Baptist General Conference 

 Christian Missionary Fellowship 

 Eastern Mennonite Mission 

 SIM (Soudan Interior Mission)188 

 Southern Baptist Convention 
 
Features of the mission field and setting 
 
Mission field:  Ethiopia 
 
Important political events: 
 

Interruption of mission work in the 1940s during WWII 
 
Coup in 1977 forced missionary evacuation and closure of Good Shepherd School 
 

Presbyterian mission work:189  
 

Began in 1919 
 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
188 In the 1980s, Soudan Interior Mission merged with Andes Evangelical Mission 
(AEM) and International Christian Fellowship (ICF) to become SIM, Society for 
International Ministries.  In 2000, the mission-sending agency adopted SIM as their 
official name, with the slogan “Serving in Mission.”  From SIM website:  
http://www.sim.org/index.php/content/sim-history.   SIM joined the other 6 
denominations in supporting Good Shepherd School after the original charter. 
189 Information also from Sialkot Mission folders, Box 24, Minutes and Reports, RG 209, 
UPCUSA COEMAR Records,1833-1966, Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, 
PA. 
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Mission work: largely evangelistic as well as educational and medical in 
partnership with Ethiopian Evangelical Church Mekane Yesus, formed in 1959 
with the merger of various Lutheran missions.190   
 
 

Schools associated with the inquiry 
 

School mentioned in the report: Good Shepherd School in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia 
 
 Good Shepherd School opened in 1960 with eight grades, gradually adding 

facilities and staff until its program was complete for all twelve grades.191  With an 

enrollment of about 300 students, they were able to maintain one section for each grade 

throughout the school.  During the years of interest to this inquiry, enrollment fluctuated 

from 293 (1970) to 322 (1974) to 250 (1975).192  It followed the American-English 

educational system holding classes from late August to late December, and mid-January 

to June with vacation time at Christmas, Easter, and summer.193   There was a Parent-

Teacher Fellowship, which held meetings as well as having report cards and 

parent/teacher conferences. 

 The school was sponsored by six missions in Ethiopia: the American Lutheran 

Church, Baptist General Conference, Christian Missionary Fellowship, Eastern 

Mennonite Board, Southern Baptist Convention, and the United Presbyterian Church 

(UPCUSA).194  About two-thirds of the students came from these groups plus ten other 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
190 Op. Cit. 1993 Mission Yearbook, p. 235. 
191 Letter from school administrator to U.S. mission administrator, November 30, 1970, 
Good Shepherd School file, 1969-70, Eastern Mennonite Mission archives, Salunga, PA.  
192 Principal’s report, May 6, 1970, RG 723, Ethiopia Mission, COEMAR Africa Liaison 
Office 1966-1978,  Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA; and, Annual Report 
to School Council, General Evaluation, Superintendent, May 23, 1974, Good Shepherd 
School file, 1973-74, Eastern Mennonite Mission archives, Salunga, PA; and, Letter from 
Superintendent to U.S. Eastern Mennonite Mission administrator, September 9, 1975, 
Good Shepherd School file, 1975-76, Eastern Mennonite Mission archives, Salunga, PA. 
193 Witness interviews, and 1973-74 Calendar, Good Shepherd School file, 1973-74, 
Eastern Mennonite Mission archives, Salunga, PA. 
194 “On March 16, 1959, the Commission voted to approve the participation of the 
Mission in Ethiopia in the Cooperative School for Missionaries’ Children, Addis Ababa 



IARP	  Final	  Report	   October	  2010	   	  219	  

mission organizations.  Most of the other students were citizens of twenty countries other 

than the United States.195   

 The aim of the school was to create a Christ-centered education which sought the 

maximum development of the talents and abilities of each student in an environment 

which could stress personal worth, moral choice, and Christian faith in each individual 

student preparing the student to take his rightful place in the home, Church, and State.196 

 The school was governed by a School Council consisting of two appointed 

members from each cooperating mission, appointed in alternate years.  The School 

Council was to have full authority over the running of the school, the staff, the students, 

employees, the plant, and the finances.  Regular meetings were held twice a year, while 

interim business was conducted by the Executive Committee.  In disciplinary matters, the 

Principal had full authority to act.197 

 Good Shepherd gave first consideration to prospective teachers who had been 

recruited through the sponsoring groups.  However, the school could also recruit 

directly.198  Staff was encouraged to teach, promote, and exemplify those basic doctrines 

of the Christian faith and practices which are acceptable to the community of the 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

with the understanding that the School Council would not legally hold the property, and 
that the property is to be held by the Mekane Yesus Church (Swedish Lutheran) in Addis 
Ababa, Ethiopia.”  Addis Ababa actions, Good Shepherd Academy, March 16, 1959, RG 
723, Box 1 of 3, RG 723, Ethiopia Mission, COEMAR Africa Liaison Office 1966-1978,  
Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA. 
195 Letter from Principal to administrator at Mennonite Central Committee, November 30, 
1970, Good Shepherd School file, 1969-70, Eastern Mennonite Mission archives, 
Salunga, PA.     
196 Commission and By-Laws of the Cooperative School for Missionaries’ Children, 
Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, n.d., RG 723, box 1 of 3. Ethiopia Mission, COEMAR Africa 
Liaison Office 1966-1978, Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA. 
197 Ibid. 
 
198 Letter November 29, 1972, Good Shepherd School file, 1971-1972, Eastern 
Mennonite Mission archives, Salunga, PA.  
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sponsoring organizations.  A caution was added: avoid conflicts between children and 

their parents in order for the children to continue to be loyal to their parents.199 

 In the 1971 Superintendent’s Report, he acknowledges that the Student 

Handbook, the Staff Handbook, the Guide for Boarders 1-8, the High School Boarding 

Guide, and the General Information and brochure had been accepted and done well.200 

 The job description of a nurse included first aid, referral for medical and dental 

problems, kept health records, provided some inoculations for staff families, and directed 

sex education, although the Principal reported that during one year she did not have time 

to provide this latter type of education.201 

 The school provided many extracurricular activities: a variety of sports, plays, 

musical concerts, and class trips.   

 Good Shepherd School and its dormitories were located on a compound, like a 

school campus, in Addis Ababa.  Everyone who taught at GSS also lived on the 

compound. 

 

Dormitories at Good Shepherd School 
 
 In the first years of Good Shepherd School, there were no dormitories for MKs.  

Each mission had its own house and parents of children from that mission took turns at 

being house parents.202  Once the dormitories were constructed, boarders ranged from 

105 in 1970 to 64 in 1975 with students from mission organizations making up 93% in 

elementary dorms and 85% in high school dorms.203  A Dormitory Guidebook outlined 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
199 Good Shepherd School Council, May 22, 1975, Good Shepherd School file, 1975-
1976, Eastern Mennonite Mission archives, Salunga, PA.  
 
200 Superintendent’s Report, November 12, 1971, Good Shepherd School file, 1971-1972, 
Eastern Mennonite Mission archives, Salunga, PA.  
 
201 Annual Report of Principal, May 6, 1971, Good Shepherd School file, 1971, Eastern 
Mennonite Mission archives, Salunga, PA, p. 5. 
 
202 Information from a witness interview. 
 
203 Annual Report of Principal, May 6, 1970, Good Shepherd School file, 1969-1970, 
Eastern Mennonite Mission archives, Salunga, PA.  
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policies and procedures in admission of residents.204  A dormitory council examined 

solutions to problems in dorm living.205  By 1972, there were Boarding Trip Guidelines 

and Class Trip Guidelines.206 

Dorm parents met together every Wednesday for coffee with both informal and 

formal discussions regarding issues such as guidelines to follow when a boarder was 

extremely sick or behavior was detrimental to the total boarding program.207  There were 

also expectations for boarding responsibilities for teachers one or two evenings per week 

and/or some weekend activity.208 

 The Dormitory Policy Handbook urged house parents to provide a home 

atmosphere for the boarders.209 

 

Houseparents 
 
 Archival records of School Council minutes identify, year after year, a request to 

recruit applicants for the position of dorm parents.  The School Council had the 

responsibility for filling positions for the four dorms each year: elementary girls, 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

 
204 GSS School Council, November 25, 1969, Good Shepherd School file, 1969-1970, 
Eastern Mennonite Mission archives, Salunga, PA.  
 
205 Annual Report of Principal, May 6, 1971, Good Shepherd School file, 1969-1970, 
Eastern Mennonite Mission archives, Salunga, PA, p. 4. 
 
206 GSS School Council, November 24, 1972, Good Shepherd School file, 1971-1972, 
Eastern Mennonite Mission archives, Salunga, PA.  
 
207 Annual Report to School Council, May 23, 1974, Good Shepherd School file, 1973-
74, Eastern Mennonite Mission archives, Salunga, PA.  
 
208 General Employment Procedures and Conditions, February, 1972, Good Shepherd 
School file, 1971-72, Eastern Mennonite Mission archives, Salunga, PA.  
 
209 GSS Council, May 23, 1973, Good Shepherd School file, 1972-73, Eastern Mennonite 
Mission archives, Salunga, PA.  
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elementary boys, high school girls and high school boys.  The hope was that couples, 

qualified to be dorm parents, would be qualified as well to provide part-time teaching.210 

 Dorm parents often stated it this way: a boarding school has to be something of a 

home for the students living there, accepting the children as their own daughters or sons.  

Their responsibilities were to attend to the daily needs of attention, hair-combing, 

washing, cleaning in the morning.  In the evening it was stories and prayer-time, tending 

to needs and tucking in the younger children.  These dorm parents acknowledged that this 

called for a good bit of time on their part.211 

 Dorm parents were aware that some people outside the mission community 

regarded the boarding experience of missionary children overseas as possibly traumatic.  

Dorm parents often wanted to do everything possible to help outside persons view the 

experience of boarding as a positive experience for the children.  Even so, there was a 

growing feeling, even among some missionary parents, that a boarding school is not the 

proper place to rear children.212 

 

Parents’ Point of View 
 
 Some missionary parents homeschooled their children for the first several grades, 

using the Calvert Course, paid for by the Presbyterian Church.  Some parents were 

pleased that GSS expanded its program to include dorms because this allowed the wife 

and mother to travel with the husband and still enable the children to be home for 

Christmas.213 In fact, some parents reported that the mission agency requested that they 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
210 Staff Needs, March 13, 1974, Good Shepherd School file, 1973-74, Eastern 
Mennonite Mission archives, Salunga, PA.  
 
211 Letter December, 1969, RG 401-85-28, Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, 
PA. 
 
212 Letter, June 12, 1973, Good Shepherd School file, 1973-74, Eastern Mennonite 
Mission archives, Salunga, PA.  
 
213 Letter, November 30, 1967, RG 360, Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, 
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put their children in boarding school in order that the wife/mother could accompany the 

husband on trips to work with the Ethiopian mothers.214 

 Other parents reported their concern that one couple as dorm parents, responsible 

for 30-35 children, plus their own children, was stretched.  These parents were concerned 

that the boarding children would not get much attention and nurture, and that their 

children would feel needy and abandoned.215  Some parents even saw the emotional strain 

on their children and thought it unwise to be reassigned overseas even though the 

Program Agency was eager to reassign them.216 

This was a conflict, nonetheless.  One missionary parent admitted that he had a 

restless spirit and great desire to get back into some kind of Christian service.217  Or, 

another said that he identified with Amos, who packed his bags and, as neither a prophet 

nor the son of a prophet, committed himself to speak the words of God, now becoming a 

part of the African community.  The dream they followed was to follow Jesus, grounding 

His teachings in the culture where they now lived and worked.218 

While some parents believed that they had a great deal of freedom in their choice: 

continue to teach at home or send the children to boarding school so the wife could 

accompany  her husband on trips upcountry,219 other parents, especially mothers, saw it 

differently.  A mother might teach her child Calvert Course Lessons in the morning.  At 

the same time, she felt pulled in many directions, busy with many little and some not so 

little items and duties passed on to her.  This often led to a feeling of frustration and lack 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
214 Information from witness interview. 
 
215 Information from witness interview. 
 
216 Letter, September 25, 1977, RG 1142, Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, 
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217 Ibid. 
 
218 Information from witness interview. 
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of accomplishment.  In her words, she felt dumped on.220  In sending their children to 

boarding school, parents often felt they were providing their children with the best of two 

worlds: at boarding school the children were with their friends and occupied with the 

many activities and then able to return home to be with their parents for vacation-time.221 

 The parents interviewed by the IARP reported, nonetheless, that their children had 

a terrible time adjusting to the US during times of furlough.  The MKs did not understand 

the American culture.  In fact, some felt more at home in the Ethiopian culture than in the 

American way of life. Third Culture Kids were, often, never really at home in the U.S. 

nor in the mission country.  Some alluded to this sad paradox: to be a good missionary 

meant becoming immersed in the culture of one’s mission but, then, it was difficult to 

return to the culture of one’s homeland.  Moreover, missionaries were not prepared for 

this dilemma, this adjustment by their children.222 

 In retrospect, some parents have come to view their children’s experience as a 

tragic neglect of families going out in the field—neglected so badly and for such a long 

time.223 

 
MKs’ Experience in Boarding School 
 
 Most all of the MKs interviewed during the IARP inquiry reported that being a 

mish kid seemed to them to be a normal life.  It was a very special way to grow up.  

Often they felt a sense of community with other mission families.  Often they reported a 

sense of pride at their feeling comfortable in multicultural settings.  It was the life they 

knew from birth, if born on the mission field, or at least as very young children.  It was 

not being an MK that was difficult, it was the many adjustments they needed to make. 

 One MK witness reported, during an IARP interview, that being “a day student” 

at GSS was difficult because they were not part of the activities of the boarding school 
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life.224  For many students who entered boarding school as older students, middle school 

and high school, they reported boarding at GSS had many enjoyable aspects.  They felt 

very connected while in boarding school.  Living on a large compound, there were 

activities for little boys and little girls after dinner; older boarders mentioned games of 

kick the can, pig in the pen, Friday night visits to the store, films, hikes, and dorm trips.  

On weekends, after chores and cleaning room, they found other boarders and activities to 

occupy them.  These reporters look back on boarding school fondly.225 

 Some reported, however, that the boarding experience was incredibly hard for 

younger children as if they had been stolen from home.  The dorm parents were not like 

their parents.  Some former boarders reported that they would not allow the dorm parents 

to kiss them goodnight.226  The IARP heard from MKs and parents that these young 

children would get used to it and get over it.  MKs said that they thought, however, that 

the parents who took this view looked through rose-colored glasses.227 

 While some official reports from U.S. field representatives stated after visits to 

mission personnel that children were in good health and well-adjusted in school,228 some 

parents reported that it was an unhappy, lonely time for them.229  The children of these 

parents reported a far more negative experience, statements such as children were needy 

and felt abandoned; kids didn’t get much attention and nurture.230  Some MKs believe 
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that their experience at GSS did more harm than good.231  Boarding school pulled them 

away from their parents.  Even MKs interviewed by the IARP who were not abused 

reported that there was a common sense of brokenness.  These MKs felt like they raised 

themselves.  The Panel heard many times from MKs: kids needed to be with their 

parents. 

 Some boarders were at a distance of a full day’s travel time from their parents’ 

mission station.  Even when home for Christmas or summer vacation, some MKs felt 

estranged from their parents.  Their friends were now at boarding school.  Boarding 

school had now become their home.232 

 
 
Reported impact on some boarders from this time period 
 
 The damage of boarding school has been overwhelming for some reporters, 

abused or not.  They reported feeling alone, afraid, and abandoned as a young child.  

They stated that, in adulthood, they have no close friends, and only a very few casual 

friends.  They do not keep in touch with anyone from Ethiopia and, what is more, no one 

from their high school or college years, or no one from their former jobs and towns.  The 

sad part for these MKs is when they wonder what their life might have been like had they 

not gone to boarding school.  They wonder about other MKs: do they, too, have walls 

around their hearts?233 

 
Administration 

The school was governed by a School Council consisting of two appointed 

members from each cooperating mission, appointed in alternate years.  The School 

Council was to have full authority over the running of the school, the staff, the students, 

employees, the plant, and the finances.  Regular meetings were held twice a year, while 
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interim business was conducted by the Executive Committee.  In disciplinary matters, the 

Principal had full authority to act.234 

 Good Shepherd had a long-term principal, who, according to witnesses, was the 

driving force behind the initial organization and operation of the school.  After his 

departure, there were a series of administrators with shorter terms.   

 

Administrative issues and functioning 

Religious revival 

 A number of participants in the IARP’s inquiry mentioned a religious revival that 

swept the Good Shepherd School compound in the 1970s.  One witness who was a 

teacher described some events they observed connected to the revival as “religious 

abuse.”235  Each person who described this period of time to the Panel noted that the 

revival itself was not the issue.  Instead, these events simply highlighted some of the 

tensions that existed between six denominations, some with very different theological 

orientations, working together to operate an institution that needed to have common, 

consistent rules, procedures, and expectations for staff and students.  Differences of 

opinion and administrative decisions not based on consensus caused administrative 

strains on governing committees, between staff and administration, and among students.   

 As some of the Panel’s witnesses noted: 

“This [revival] was a serious problem.  [It was taken] to the Board.  It disrupted 
the life of the school with spiritual life meetings, cancelling classes, etc.  It was a 
fairly intense conflict.” 

 
“I entered the dorm and found a boy cornered in a bathroom stall with a Baptist 
teacher and dorm parent trying to convert him, holding their Bibles. “ 
 
“The Revival exposed differences in ways people perceive – people wanted 
spiritual life to matter.  They either fanned the flame or squelched it.  They made 
it a bigger deal.  One morning this strong feeling swept through the building and it 
affected everyone.  It was confusing.  It was scary.” 
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Missionaries and staff transfers between roles and employers 

 Good Shepherd was distinct among the MK schools in Panel inquiries for the 

number of different denominational sponsors.  [Murree Christian School was also jointly 

sponsored by several different denominations, but its inception and operation were more 

heavily Presbyterian, and it was, during the periods of interest to the Panel, a smaller 

school.]  The mix of institutional sponsors allowed the Panel to follow individuals as they 

moved between institutional sponsors and between roles. 

 As noted earlier, teachers and houseparents were often recruited, and initially 

screened by their denominations.  While they formally applied to and were employed by 

Good Shepherd School, the Presbyterians, at least, were also considered part of the 

Presbyterian mission community in Addis Ababa.  Teachers and houseparents at the 

school knew each other well because the school occupied a compound where people also 

lived. 

 This familiarity allowed individuals to get to know each other well, such that 

when someone wanted to change roles, e.g. from teacher to missionary, or teacher to 

houseparent, personal knowledge and relationships preceded and facilitated the change.  

This facility and flexibility was an asset on a mission field where missionaries were 

always “making do,” in terms of people as well as material resources.  People could 

quickly shift roles as needed, which could occur, for example, if member denominations 

had not been as successful recruiting staff as they might have liked.  

 The downside to this ease of transition between roles or sponsors was that 

individuals could move from one denomination to another, or from one role to another 

without scrutiny that might have been helpful in detecting problems.  These types of 

environments appeal to those who abuse, because they are able to exploit and manipulate 

the relative freedom of movement between institutional roles and sponsors to avoid 

detection, confrontation, and accountability. 

 

 These two factors  -- familiarity that aided easy transitions between roles and 

institutions and the tensions that increased with a greater number of sponsors with more 

varied theological orientations – interact with each other.  It might seem that they would 
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cancel each other out, in some respects.  The greater familiarity with one another would 

offset the tensions and the interpersonal distance that might result.   

In fact, however, on this mission field during this time period, they seemed to 

operate both at the same time in ways that enhanced the ability of offenders to move 

between roles and sponsors.  The tensions inherent in larger numbers of cooperating 

parties trying to agree on a set of common operating principles, especially in light of 

strong theological convictions, appeared to increase administrative difficulties.  This, in 

turn, made communication harder and less information was shared.  People and events 

fell through the cracks this way.  The familiarity served as a superficial assurance of an 

openness that was not really there.  People seemed to think they knew people and events 

well, but there was a lack of depth and detail to accounts that was striking over numerous 

interviews. 

 

Summary of IARP inquiry  

What follows is the Panel’s summary of its findings based on 16 reports from 

Ethiopia.  The reader will find detailed information based on the Panel’s fact-finding 

inquiry following the summary table. 

  

Total number of reports received by Panel 16  
    
 Concern about possible sexual abuse  6 

 Supporting statements  2 
 Allegation of abuse: unspecified  1 
 Allegation of sexual abuse by adult  5 
 Allegation of sexual abuse by minor  2 
    Number of alleged victims  15  

 Younger female Presbyterian MK (age 5 – 12)  3 
 Older female Presbyterian MK (age 12 +)  4 
 Older female Non-Presbyterian MK (age 12 +)  3 
 Female Presbyterian MK age unknown  3 
 Older male Presbyterian MK (age 12 +)  2 
   Number of individuals identified as possible offenders 8  

 Male Non-Presbyterian teacher A  1 
 Male teacher, unknown deno / non-Presby, B  1 
 Male Presbyterian teacher C  1 
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 Male teacher, unknown deno / non-Presby, D  1 
 Male teacher, unknown deno, E  1 
 Male Presbyterian missionary F  1 
 Male Presbyterian MK G  1 
 Female houseparent, unknown deno, H  1 
    Panel decisions  16  

 Concern  8 
 Not within scope of Panel’s inquiry  1 
 Insufficient information  4 
 Sexual abuse by adult  3 
    

Panel actions Referral to non-Presbyterian entity  1 
    
 Named in Final Report  2 
 Named in PC(U.S.A.) Need-to-Know Report  1 
 Not named  5 
    Number of people providing information to the Panel 27  

 In-person  14 
 Phone   3 
 Written  10 
    
 Number with Witness Agreements  15 
 Number without   12 

   
Official denominational:       Presbyterian archives 32  
    
 Eastern Mennonite Mission archives 5  
 Good Shepherd School files for:  

1969-70, 1971-72, 1973-74, 1975-76, and 1977 
  

    
Personal papers Number of people / families providing documents 1  

    
Other resources    
 Yearbooks:   

Ramblers for 1969, 1972, 1973, 1974, 1976-77 
5  

 Books   
 

Panel description of investigation   

 The Panel’s investigation into Ethiopia began with a parent’s report to the 

Director of the PC(U.S.A.)’s Worldwide Ministries Division (WMD) that their child had 

been abused while an MK on the mission field.  The parent was referred to the IARP, and 
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the report was investigated by the Panel.  As the Panel interviewed individuals, more 

reports of abuse were made. 

 The reports from the Ethiopia mission field primarily concern teachers at Good 

Shepherd School, although there was one serious concern about possible grooming 

behavior on the part of a Presbyterian missionary not connected to the school.   

 There was one family in this mission field where older brother  – younger sister 

sexual abuse was reported. 

 

 

Reports received about male, non-Presbyterian teacher A.  

 

Ethiopia- 1 Sexual abuse by an adult 
Potential victim(s): Older female Presbyterian MK (age 12 +) 
Time frame:  1970s 
Setting:    Good Shepherd School  
Incident:  Over the course of a school year, for an average of 

once per week, offender engaged in kissing, 
fondling the victim’s breasts and genitals with clothing 
removed, and digital penetration. 

Panel decision: Sexual abuse by an adult 
Panel action:    See discussion below. 

 
Ethiopia – 2 Sexual abuse by an adult    

Potential victim(s): Older female Presbyterian MK (age 12 +) 
Time frame:  1970s 
Setting:    Good Shepherd School 
Incident:  Offender waited until victim was alone in a room 
   then proceeded to sit very closely and initiate an 
   unwelcome conversation about sexual stimulation. 
Panel decision: Sexual abuse by an adult 
Panel action:    See discussion below. 

 
Ethiopia – 3 Supporting statement about the potential for sexual abuse by an adult  

Potential victim(s): Older female Presbyterian MK (age 12 +) 
Time frame:  1970s 
Setting:    Good Shepherd School 
Incident:  Offender approached reporter when alone and  
   initiated sexual conversation 
Panel decision: Supporting statement 
Panel action:    Reporter shared information to assist Panel in assessing 
   other reports. 
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Ethiopia – 4 Supporting statement about sexual abuse by an adult    

Potential victim(s): Older, female, non-Presbyterian MK 
Time frame:  1970s 
Setting:    SIM hostel for Good Shepherd School 
Incident:  Over the course of a school year, for an average of 

3-4 times per week, offender engaged in kissing, 
fondling the victim’s breasts and genitals with clothing 
removed, and digital penetration.   

Panel decision: Supporting statement. 
Panel action:    Reporter shared information to assist Panel in assessing 
   other reports. 
Panel remarks:    This report was outside of the Panel’s scope because both 
   the offender and the victim were non-Presbyterian.  Some 
   years after the abuse, the victim reported the offender to his 
   employer at the time of the incidents, SIM.  The offender  
   was no longer employed by SIM.  The Panel was able to 
   contact the victim, who agreed to assist with the inquiry. 
    

Ethiopia – 5 Concern about possible sexual abuse 
 Potential victim(s): Older female non-Presbyterian MK 

Time frame:  1970s 
Setting:    Good Shepherd School 
Incident:  Concern that offender had a different female victim each 
   school year; potential victim named here was one such  
   student. 
Panel decision: Did not fit scope of Panel’s inquiry:  non-Presbyterian  
   victim and non-Presbyterian offender. 
Panel action:    None 

 
 Panel actions for Reports 1-5 on male non-Presbyterian teacher A:   

Name individual in Final Report: John Morrow 
 
  Refer to his church of membership (non-Presbyterian) for  
  possible ecclesiastical discipline. 
  
The Panel took this action for these reasons: 
 
1. Had the victim in Report Ethiopia – 4 been Presbyterian, the Panel would have 
concluded that sexual abuse by an adult had occurred.  The two victims were separated in 
time, by denominational affiliation, by living situation, and by age yet their reports of 
abuse, including the grooming behavior, approach, specific behaviors, progression, 
justifications, course of abuse, and how it ended were remarkably similar, and formed a 
clear pattern, in the Panel’s opinion. 
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2.  Both victims gave very clear and cogent reasons for believing that there had been 
others like themselves, including one report of the offender asking one victim who should 
replace her next year as his favorite. Ie. the female students on whom he would 
concentrate his attention like he had just done all year with her. 
 
3. The supporting statements and concerns were consistent with the allegations, in terms 
of grooming, approach, and selection of targets. 
 
4. The offender maintained a photography darkroom, and a video business after leaving 
mission service that provided ready access to victims and a setting for ongoing abuse. 
 
5.  The selection of victims and the justifications for abuse were particularly insidious in 
these instances.  The offender took time to identify vulnerable adolescents and learn 
enough about them to be able to craft an approach that would provide special attention.  
For example, he took time to learn special aptitudes and interests, then give gifts 
associated with those aptitudes and interests, gifts that also provided reasons for ongoing 
contact.  In doing this, he put his victims in the worst type of bind a victim can 
experience – being abused by the sole person who is providing positive attention and 
care.  The impossible nature of this type of bind for victims is often reflected in 
subsequent serious long term effects. 
 
6.  The offender provided justifications for his behavior to his victims that put them at 
risk of subsequent abuse.  By justifying his behavior as normal preparation for marriage, 
he misled them into believing that it was desirable to acquiesce to others’ demands; this 
deliberate mis-guidance then contributed to increased risk for the victim in subsequent 
relationships and encounters, even though the abuse by this offender may have ended. 
 
These reasons, taken together, lead the Panel to conclude that publicly naming Mr. 
Morrow in this Final Report may assist other potential past victims. 
 
 
 
Ethiopia – 6 Concern about sexual abuse by male teacher B, unknown, non- 

Presbyterian denomination 
 Potential victim(s): Two older male Presbyterian MKs 

Time frame:  1970s 
Setting:    Unknown 
Incident:  Unknown 
Panel decision: Concern 
Panel action:    Reported as a concern, individual not named 
Panel remarks:    This concern was expressed by a family member. 
   The Panel did not receive any direct reports of abuse. 
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These two reports concern sexual abuse by male teacher E, unknown denomination. 
 
Ethiopia – 7 Sexual abuse by an adult 
 Potential victim(s): Older female Presbyterian MK (age 12+) 
  Time frame:  1970s 

Setting:    Good Shepherd School  
Incident:  While alone in a closed room with the teacher 
   during a music lesson, the teacher placed his hand 
   on the student’s thigh and moved it up under her 
   skirt. 
Panel decision: Sexual abuse by an adult. 
Panel action:    Offender described in Final Report 

 
Ethiopia – 8 Concern about sexual abuse of another potential victim 
 Potential victim(s): Older female MK, age unknown 

Time frame:  1970s 
Setting:    Good Shepherd School 
Incident:  Concern that another student also had same  
   experience 
Panel decision: Concern 
Panel action:    Offender described in Final Report 

  
 
Male teacher E was an Indian music teacher, stringed instruments, at Good Shepherd 
School in the 1970s. 
 
The Panel took this action for these reasons: 
 
1.  The allegation and the concern considered together form a pattern of behavior that 
may easily have been duplicated with other students at Good Shepherd School. 
 
2.  Potential victims may benefit from seeing a description of this individual in the  
context of this Report. 
 
 
Ethiopia – 9 Sexual abuse by a male Presbyterian teacher C 
 Potential victim(s): Older female Presbyterian MK (age 12 +) 

Time frame:  1970s 
Setting:    Good Shepherd School, and mission locations 
Incident:  Flirting and unknown sexual behaviors 
Panel decision: Insufficient information 
Panel action:    Individual not named. 
Panel remarks:    This report concerned behavior that began when the 
   adult was a teacher and the victim was a student, and 
   continued after the student left school.  The flirting 
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   behavior was observed by other students and remarked 
   on as unusual in teacher-student relationships at the time. 
   There was, however, insufficient information, on which 
   to base a conclusion. 
 
 

Ethiopia – 10 Concern about possible sexual abuse by male teacher D, unknown, non- 
Presbyterian denomination 

Potential victim(s): Boys, otherwise unidentified 
Time frame:  1970s 
Setting:    Unknown 
Incident:  Unknown 
Panel decision: Concern 
Panel action:    Report was a concern, individual not named 
Panel remarks:    Several witnesses expressed concern that this male teacher 
   had possibly abused male students at Good Shepherd. 
 
 
 

These concerns were reported about male Presbyterian missionary F 
 
Ethiopia – 11 Concern about possible grooming behavior 

Potential victim(s): Two young female Presbyterian MKs (age 5-12) 
Time frame:  1970s 
Setting:    Addis Ababa 
Incident:  Named individual was observed paying particularly close  

attention to some young female MKs, with specific 
characteristics and not others.   

Panel decision: Concern 
Panel action:    See discussion below. 

 
Ethiopia – 12 Possible sexual abuse by an adult 

Potential victim(s): Young female Presbyterian MK (age 5-12) 
Time frame:  Unknown 
Setting:    Unknown 
Incident:  Unknown 
Panel decision: Insufficient information 
Panel action:    See discussion below. 
 
Panel action for Reports 11 and 12:   Individual has been named in the  

PC(U.S.A.) Need-to-Know Report. 
 
 
 
 
 



IARP	  Final	  Report	   October	  2010	   	  236	  

 
The Panel took this action for these reasons: 
 
1. The behavior described to the Panel fit a potential behavior pattern of grooming a child 
for sexual abuse.  The description was detailed and the reporter had observed relevant 
characteristics. 
 
2.  The second report of possible abuse by the same person was consistent with the first 
report, in the information that was available. 
 
The Panel has named this person to the PC(U.S.A.) in the event that victims come 
forward to the Church in the future. 
 

 
These reports concern minor Presbyterian MK G 
     
Ethiopia – 13 Sexual abuse by minor  

Potential victim(s):  Female MK, age unknown 
Time frame:   Unknown  
Setting:     Unknown 
Incident:   Unknown 
Panel decision:  Insufficient information 
Panel action:     Individual not named. 
 

Ethiopia – 14 Sexual abuse by a minor 
Potential victim(s):  Female MK, age unknown 
Time frame:   Unknown 
Setting:     Unknown 
Incident:   Unknown 
Panel decision:  Insufficient information 
Panel action:     Individual not named 
 
 

Ethiopia – 15 Concern about possible sexual abuse 
Potential victim(s):  Female, otherwise unidentified 
Time frame:   Unknown 
Setting:     Unknown 
Incident:   Unknown 
Panel decision:  Concern 
Panel action:     Report was a concern 

 
Ethiopia – 16 Unspecified abuse by female housemother H 

Potential victim(s):  Female Presbyterian MK, age unknown 
Time frame:   Unknown 
Setting:     Good Shepherd School 
Incident:   Described as failure to get medical care 
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Panel decision:  As reported, not within scope of Panel’s inquiry 
Panel action:     Individual not identified 
	  

Overall	  Panel	  comments	  	  	  

In the Panel’s observation, these reports together paint a significant picture of 

events at Good Shepherd School, with a focus on adult behavior.  As the Panel conducted 

its inquiry, there was a lot of resistance from a significant number of people.  This was 

described to the Panel by several witnesses as “the GSS attitude,” which seemed to 

consist of making assumptions that everything was or would be alright.  It is the Panel’s 

hope for this mission community that this Final Report might be a catalyst for people to 

be more forthcoming about events that occurred and their implications.  Beyond this, 

there are four more specific observations of the Panel about this inquiry. 

One, cultural differences between the number of different denominations and 

theologies present increased the sensitivity of engaging in direct open conversation.  

There were different perceptions of appropriate activity and attire of students whose 

parents had to work closely together in the mission field.  As a number of MKs told us, 

“The worst of it was lots of different churches.  We had to be as conservative as the most 

conservative.”  This observation was also shared with the Panel by MKs from other 

inquiries, not Ethiopia.  They had had occasion to attend GSS for a short period of time 

when their usual high school was unavailable (Schutz American School in Egypt, e.g.).  

Coming from more homogeneous environments made them especially aware of this 

multi-cultural theological variety at GSS, and its effects on students. 

Secondly, a long-term commitment to a group involves a long-term investment, 

such that there is an unwillingness to look at anything that might threaten the group 

identity.  If individual identity is equated with group identity, then a perceived attack on 

the group is an attack on the individual as well.  The unfortunate aspect of this feature is 

that abuse is an individual act, a choice of one person to take advantage of another.  It 

only becomes a group issue when the group fails to recognize the individual 

transgression, identify it as such, and handle it appropriately.  If individual transgressions 

are perceived as threatening the group identity, and thereby ignored, the group facilitates 

the continued commission of abuse.  The Panel was struck by the number of reports of 
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abuse by teachers received from Good Shepherd.  In the Panel’s opinion, the number of 

reports about teachers is not unrelated to the GSS group identity and subsequent 

unwillingness to openly discuss individual decisions and behaviors.  The lack of open 

discussion facilitated the commission of behavior that was inappropriate, unacceptable, 

and abusive. 

Thirdly, the difficulty getting teachers to come to the mission field only 

exacerbated the challenges noted above.  Without an adequate size pool of applicants, 

neither the school nor the denominations could hope to make meaningful or real choices 

about who was hired to teach at GSS. 

Lastly, the Panel’s inquiry into reports of abuse from GSS shares some 

similarities with the inquiries into reports of abuse from Cameroon and Congo.  In all 

three inquiries, the same theme emerged:  the very nature of being a successful 

missionary pulls a parent away from their children.  Parents who are very involved in and 

committed to responding to the great needs that surround them on the mission field every 

day have a singular and intense focus on mission work that moved them away from 

noticing what was going on with their children.  In this environment, children lost out on 

time, attention, protection, and more intangible resources such as wisdom. 
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INDIA 
Scope of Panel’s inquiry 

Time period of Panel’s inquiry: Unspecified 

Predecessor denomination:  UPCUSA via UPCNA 

Other denominations associated with this inquiry:   

      None 

Features of the mission field and setting 

Mission field:  India 

Presbyterian mission work:  

Presbyterian missionary parents from several different mission fields sent 

their children to board at Woodstock School in India.  The Panel is aware 

of these: 

 India / Pakistan  

 Thailand   

Schools mentioned in the report:   

  Woodstock School 

Dormitories: Boarding for students elementary through high school 
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Summary of IARP inquiry   

What follows is the Panel’s summary of its findings based on 4 reports from 

India.  The reader will find detailed information based on the Panel’s fact-finding inquiry 

following the summary table. 

 

Total number of reports received by Panel 4  
    

 Concern about possible abuse  2 
 Allegation of abuse, unspecified  1 

 Allegation of physical abuse  1 
    

Number of alleged victims  2  
 Younger female Presbyterian MK (age 5 – 12)  1 
 Younger female MK, unknown deno (age 5 – 12)  1 
    

Number of individuals identified as possible offenders 2  
 Female houseparent A, denomination unknown  1 
 Female houseparent B, denomination unknown  1 

    
Panel decisions  4  

 Concern  2 
 Referred to PC(U.S.A.)  2 
    

Panel actions Recommendation to PCUSA   
    

Number of people providing information to the Panel 2  
 In-person  1 

 Phone   1 
 Written  0 
    
 Number with Witness Agreements  1 
 Number without   1 
    

Official denominational records 1  
 Presbyterian archives  1 

    
Personal papers  0  

    
Other resources Research using reference materials   
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Panel description of investigation   

 In the course of receiving reports of abuse from other mission fields, the Panel 

also received reports of abuse from MKs about Woodstock school in India.  MKs from 

both the Thailand and Pakistan mission field inquiries had attended Woodstock, and, in 

the course of reporting their experiences, some of these MKs included reports about 

Woodstock. 

 The IARP received these reports after investigations for Cameroon, Congo, 

Ethiopia, Pakistan, and Thailand were well underway.  The Panel did not have the time 

(in terms of the termination of the Panel’s Charter) or the personnel to do an adequate 

investigation into any of the reports received about Woodstock.  For this reason, we have 

recommended that the PC(U.S.A.) undertake an inquiry into Woodstock, for the sake of 

addressing openly the reports that now seem to circulate mostly informally among MKs. 

   

India – 1 Allegation of abuse by female houseparent A 
Potential victim:   Younger female Presbyterian MK (age 5-12) 
Time frame:  1950s 
Setting:    Woodstock School  
Incident:  Inappropriate response to bedwetting,  

inadequate medical care 
Panel decision: Did not investigate 
Panel action:    Recommendation to PC(U.S.A.) for further inquiry 

 
India – 2 Concern about possible abuse by female houseparent A 

Potential victim:   Younger female MK, unknown denomination (age 5-12) 
Time frame:    1950s 
Setting:    Woodstock School  
Incident:  Concern about child who was “shamed and abused” 
Panel decision: Concern 
Panel action:   Recommendation to PC(U.S.A.) for further inquiry 

 
India – 3 Allegation of physical abuse by female houseparent B 

Potential victim:   Younger female Presbyterian MK (age 5 – 12)  
Time frame:   1950s 
Setting:  Woodstock School 
ncident:  Spanking with objects, potential for injury 
Panel decision: Did not investigate 
Panel action:    Recommendation to PC(U.S.A.) for further inquiry 
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India – 4 Concern that “a lot happened at Woodstock” 
Potential victim:   Unspecified 
Accused individual:   Unspecified 
Time frame:  Unspecified 
Setting:    Woodstock School 
Incident:  Unknown 
Panel decision: Concern 
Panel action:    Recommended to PC(U.S.A.) for further inquiry 
 
 

Panel discussion 
 
 It may be possible to read these four reports and conclude that they do not meet a 

scope of “physical or sexual abuse,” as included in the Panel’s Charter.  However, as 

discussed in the mission field section on Cameroon, there are valid reasons for 

conducting an initial investigation: 

1. The traumatic nature of abuse may lead reporters to assess the trustworthiness 

of investigators over time, so reporters may not share the most important information 

first. 

2. Behaviors, such as those reported here, deserve investigation as “actions and 

inactions of WMD staff,” and as a potential source of recommendations for improvement 

to WMD processes.236 

 3. Empirical research has demonstrated that “[p]sychological maltreatment also 

often exists as a separate phenomenon in situations in which other forms of abuse or 

neglect are present.”237 

 In addition, the individuals providing these reports had given the Panel credible, 

reliable information for other mission fields.  For these reasons, the Panel considered 

these reports credible, serious and worthy of further investigation.  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
236 Charter, Section III. Scope. 
237 Binggeli, Nelson J., Stuart N. Hart, and Marla R. Brassard. (2001). Psychological 
Maltreatment of Children, The APSAC Study Guides 4.  American Professional Society 
on the Abuse of Children.  Sage Publications:  Thousand Oaks CA.  p. xi-xii.  See also 
pp. 9-10. 
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The Panel conducted brief research, which indicated that Woodstock School had 

been used by Presbyterian missionary parents from at least two mission fields, India / 

Pakistan and Thailand, for a considerable period of time, at least from the 1950s – 1960s.  

Additionally, the UPCUSA was responsible for filling their quota of staff 

vacancies at Woodstock, at least in the early 1950s.  The UPCUSA was one of several 

denominations tasked with providing teachers, housekeepers and kitchen supervisors, and 

dormitory matrons.  The other denominations who shared this responsibility of which the 

Panel is aware are:  General Conference Mennonites, Methodists, and the Christian 

Church.238 

The variety of types of concerns and allegations (physical abuse and other forms 

of mistreatment), the degree of involvement of Presbyterians in staffing and using 

Woodstock School, the length of time that an inquiry could encompass, and the number 

of other denominations involved all pointed to a potentially large and complex 

investigation.  The Panel’s term of service, even extended to December 31, 2010, did not 

afford the necessary amount of time to undertake an adequate inquiry of Woodstock 

School. 

As a result, the Panel has recommended to the PC(U.S.A.) that they undertake an 

inquiry of Woodstock School, including outreach to Presbyterian MK alumni and former 

Presbyterian staff.  In the Panel’s opinion, a comprehensive investigation would allow 

concerns and reported mistreatment to be thoroughly and fairly evaluated to the benefit of 

the PC(U.S.A.), Woodstock School, those who have carried the burden of concern and 

hurtful experience for so long, and those under shadow of suspicion for having caused 

harm. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
238 Letter from Principal of Woodstock School to Presbyterian U.S. mission agency 
administrator, May 30, 1951, RG – 209 – 25 -05, UPCUSA, COEMAR Records, 1833-
1966, Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA. 
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KENYA 
Scope of Panel’s inquiry 

Time period of Panel’s inquiry: 1940s 

Predecessor denomination:  None 

Other denominations associated with this inquiry:   

      Presbyterian Church of Scotland 

Features of the mission field and setting 

Mission field:  Kenya 

Presbyterian mission work:  

Panel research did not identify a PCUSA or predecessor denominational 

presence in Kenya prior to 1950. 

Schools mentioned in the report: None 

Dormitories: None 
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Summary of IARP inquiry   

What follows is the Panel’s summary of its findings based on 1 report from 

Kenya.  The reader will find detailed information based on the Panel’s fact-finding 

inquiry following the summary table. 

 

Total number of reports received by the Panel 1  
    

 Allegation of abuse, unspecified  1 
    

Number of alleged victims  1  
 Male indigenous child  1 
    

Number of individuals identified as possible offenders Unk  
    
Panel decisions  1  

 Did not fit scope of Charter  1 
    

Panel actions Referred to PC(U.S.A.) General Counsel, October 
2005, for referral to Presbyterian Church of 
Scotland 

  

    
Number of people providing information to the Panel 1  
 In-person  0 

 Phone   1 
 Written  0 
    
 Number with Witness Agreements  0 
 Number without   1 
    

Official denominational  3 
 PHS staff at Montreat and Philadelphia did 

research, as did one Panel member.  Three 
different reference sources were consulted. 

  

    
Personal papers  0  

    
Other resources  0  
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Panel description of investigation   

   

Kenya – 1 Allegation of abuse by missionaries 
Potential victim:   Male indigenous child 
Accused individual: Unidentified 
Time frame:  1950s 
Setting:    Kenya mission field  
Incident:  Unspecified 
Panel decision: Did not fit scope of Panel’s Charter 
Panel action:    Referred to PC(U.S.A.) General Counsel in October 2005  

for referral to the Presbyterian Church of Scotland 
 

Panel discussion 

This report came to the Panel from the PC(U.S.A.) Sexual Misconduct 

Ombudsperson.  She had received written communication alleging past abuse by 

Presbyterian missionaries.  Given the time frame, the report was referred to the Panel for 

further investigation. 

The Panel conducted research, and consulted archivists at two Presbyterian 

facilities at the time, Philadelphia and Montreat.   The combined research involved 

several reference volumes.  The reference materials did not identify any PC(U.S.A.) or 

predecessor denomination presence in Kenya prior to 1950.  The research indicated that 

the report most likely fell under the jurisdiction of the Presbyterian Church of Scotland. 

Given this, the Panel referred this report in October 2005 to the General Counsel 

of the PC(U.S.A.) for transmittal to the Presbyterian Church of Scotland, and informed 

the individual making the allegation.  The Panel closed its file on this report pending 

further information identifying PC(U.S.A.) or predecessor denominational involvement.  
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MEXICO 
Scope of Panel’s inquiry 

Time period of Panel’s inquiry: 1950 -1962 

Predecessor denomination:  PCUSA / UPCUSA 

Other denominations associated with this inquiry:   

      None 

Features of the mission field and setting 

Mission field:  Mexico 

Presbyterian mission work:  

The PCUSA mission to Mexico began formally in 1872.  There were two 

mission stations for administrative purposes:  Central Station and 

Peninsula Station.  Mexican constitutional and legislative limits, and 

religious tensions affected mission work by Protestant denominations.  

PCUSA work focused on clinic work, nurse training, and Bible Training 

Schools.239 

Schools mentioned in the report:  

Turner – Hodge School for girls and boys in Merida, Yucatan, Peninsula 

station.  

This was a boarding school serving indigenous children from rural areas. 

 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
239 Heuser, Frederick. (n.d.) A Guide to Foreign Missionary Manuscripts in the 
Presbyterian Historical Society.  Philadelphia, PA: Presbyterian Historical Society. p. 65-
67. 
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Summary of IARP inquiry   

What follows is the Panel’s summary of its findings based on 2 reports from 

Mexico.  The reader will find detailed information based on the Panel’s fact-finding 

inquiry following the summary table. 

 

Total number of reports received by the Panel 2  
    
 Concern about possible abuse  2 

    
Number of alleged victims  0  

    
Number of individuals identified as possible offenders 1  

 Male Presbyterian school administrator  1 
    
Panel decisions  2  

 Concern  2 
    

Panel actions Recommendation to PC(U.S.A.)   
 Named in PC(U.S.A.) Need-to-Know Report  1 
    

Number of people providing information to the Panel 2  
 In-person  1 

 Phone   1 
 Written  0 
    
 Number with Witness Agreements  1 
 Number without   1 
    

Official denominational 1  
    

Personal papers  0  
    

Other resources Research using reference materials   
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Panel description of investigation   

Both of these reports came to the Panel from former mission administrators. 

One report was received by the Panel through the Sexual Misconduct 

Ombudsperson in November 2005.  The other report was received directly by the Panel.  

In both cases, the concern shared by the reporters came from their own personal direct 

knowledge. 

   

Mexico – 1 Concern about possible sexual abuse by Presbyterian male 
  school administrator  

Potential victim(s): Mexican indigenous children living at the boarding school 
Time frame:  1950 - 1962 
Setting:    Turner-Hodge School in Merida, Mexico  
Incident:  None reported 
Panel decision: Concern 
Panel action:    Referred to PC(U.S.A.) for further inquiry 

 
Mexico – 2 Concern about possible physical abuse by Presbyterian male 
  school administrator 

Potential victim(s):   Mexican indigenous children living at the boarding school 
Time frame:    1950 - 1962 
Setting:    Turner-Hodge School in Merida, Mexico  
Incident:  None reported 
Panel decision: Concern 
Panel action:   Referred to PC(U.S.A.) for further inquiry 

 
Panel discussion 

Both concerns focused on a male school administrator at a school for indigenous 

children.  This missionary’s appointment had been revoked by the Commission due to 

“basic disagreement related to education philosophy and administrative procedures.”   

At that time, the early 1960s, abuse was not discussed explicitly in mission 

organizations.  When there were concerns about how missionaries were treating children, 

there were also often concerns about the person’s other competencies in performing their 

role.  As a result, administrative actions were labeled more generally.   Thus the 

administrative action noted above could have been related to more explicit concerns 

about treatment of children.  One administrator was concerned about potential sexual 

abuse.  The other administrator noted stern physical discipline, e.g. whipping with a rod.  
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Neither administrator reported any direct complaints from children or parents at the time; 

their concerns as reported to the Panel were based on knowledge gained from routine 

supervision of mission activity. 

The Panel did not receive any reports from victims.  In this instance, outreach to 

children who attended Turner-Hodge School from 1950 – 1962 would have been 

appropriate.  Letting them know of the Panel’s existence would have given them the 

opportunity to come forward if they wished to share personal experience or knowledge of 

abuse.  However, this type of outreach would have been particularly difficult for the 

Panel, given that these were indigenous children.  A search for school records, followed 

by research to determine current contact information, was beyond the resources of the 

IARP. 

As a result, the Panel has recommended to the PC(U.S.A.) follow up activities for 

the  Mexico mission field, specifically research to identify students and staff at Turner-

Hodge for the relevant time frame, and work with the Mexican church to do outreach in 

order to provide an opportunity for those who may have been harmed to report to the 

PC(U.S.A.)   
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PAKISTAN 
Scope of Panel’s inquiry 

Time period of Panel’s inquiry: 1955 - 1968 

Predecessor denomination:  UPCNA / UPCUSA 

Other denominations associated with this inquiry:   

  Co-sponsors of Murree Christian School: 

   American Baptist Conference 

   TEAM (The Evangelical Alliance Mission) 

   World Mission Prayer League (WMPL) 

   Presbyterian Church USA (prior to merging with the 

    UPCNA in 1958) 

   Associated Reformed Presbyterian Church 

   Church of Scotland 

Features of the mission field and setting 

Mission field:  Pakistan 

Denominational events: 

• The period of interest to the Panel (1960-1968) occurred right after the merger 

of the UPCNA and the PCUSA in 1958. 

Presbyterian mission work:  

• Presbyterian missionaries came to Lahore in 1849.240 

• The 1947 partition of India deeply affected Presbyterian missionaries and their 

work.  Before the partition, the Lahore Church Council was part of the Synod 

of the United Church of North India.  By August 1947, Pakistan and India 

were two separate countries.241  The boundary line ran through Punjab242 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
240 Op. Cit. 1993 Mission Yearbook, p. 315-316 
241 Letter, August 9, 1948, RG 209-10-16, UPCUSA, COEMAR Records, 1833-1966, 
Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA. 
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where many Presbyterian missionaries were located.  In 1955, action was 

taken to merge all provinces of West Pakistan into one for greater efficiency 

and economy.243  A Presbyterian missionary wrote in a 1965 letter: “We 

realized that the situation is more serious than ever before since the Partition 

of India and Pakistan just after we reached the field in 1946 and 1947….And 

then September 6 came the tragic news that fighting had begun.  As you 

listened to the news, you no doubt recognized all the towns as being those in 

which we have Presbyterian churches and missionaries….we have learned that 

shells have damaged our Sialkot hospital and that many in border towns are 

now refugees in other places.  Homes have been destroyed.  Many no doubt 

have lost all they had.”244  The year 1971 brought another war between India 

and Pakistan with fighter planes roaring over the theological seminary in 

Gujranwala.245 

• Since then the Lahore Church Council, the United Presbyterian Church Synod 

of Pakistan, and the PC(U.S.A.) have engaged in joint ministries through the 

Council of Cooperation.  

Missionaries of the United Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. were very 

instrumental in the myriad of mission endeavors in Pakistan.  The Presbyterians, as stated 

earlier, worked with the Pakistanis in the United Presbyterian Church of Pakistan.  They 

provided medical care at the Sialkot Memorial Christian Hospital, the School of Nursing, 

the Rural Health Care Project, the United Christian Hospital in Lahore, and the Leprosy 

Hospital as well as the Missionary Clinic in Murree Hills.  They were teachers at the 

Girls’ and Boys’ schools and hostels, the United Bible Training Centre, and the literacy 

center in Gujranwala.  Presbyterian missionaries headed the Christian Technical Training 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
242 Personal Development Interview Report, November 2, 1974, RG 360, Presbyterian 
Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA. 
243Newsletter, November 15, 1955, RG 360, Presbyterian Historical Society, 
Philadelphia, PA. 
244 Letter, October 19, 1965, RG 360, Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA. 
245 Op. Cit., Personnel Development Interview Report, November 2, 1974. 
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Center in Gujranwala and the Gujranwala Theological Seminary as well as Agricultural 

Projects.246  In 1956, thirty-two boys were enrolled in the Boys’ Industrial Home and 

Technical School in carpentry, tailoring, shoemaking, machine-shop, electrical and radio 

works.247  Other Presbyterian missionaries were involved with the Christian printing 

press in Lahore. 

 Missionary wives participated as well.  Wives of seminary staff, for example, 

took turns keeping a clinic for the students and servants’ families; other wives taught at 

the Girls’ Bible Training Center; others worked with Pakistani mothers and their children 

while, still others, provided medical care.  “I find plenty to keep me busy and very 

happy—giving comfort to a new widow and finding financial assistance to enable her 

daughter to remain in boarding school,…and conducting daily school “[for her child and 

two American friends].248 

 It was, in fact, missionary wives and mothers who were very instrumental in 

finding a location for the Murree Christian School and in seeing it become a reality as a 

school for missionaries’ children. 

There were a number of mission groups in Pakistan during this time period.  The 

Conservative Baptists were in the southern desert, the Presbyterians were in Punjab, and 

T.E.A.M. Mission was in the mountains on the northwest frontier.  According to one 

witness, there was not much interaction between the missions.249  There were also several 

denominations, besides the United Presbyterians, who operated at the Gujranwala 

Theological Seminary: the Methodist Church, Anglican Church, Sialkot Church Council 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
246 Presbyterian Church (USA) Relationships in Pakistan, 1983, RG 377, Box 4 of 6, 
Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA. 
247 Letter, January 15, 1956, RG 360 (401-80-44), Presbyterian Historical Society, 
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(related to the Presbyterian Church of Scotland), the Sahiwol Synod (Associated 

Reformed Presbyterian Church), and the Lahore Church Council.250   

 “Since 1961 the United Presbyterian Church of Pakistan has been independent of 

the United Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. and it has been managing the programs and 

institutions formerly managed by the Mission through its Administrative Council in 

which both missionaries and Pakistanis are represented….permits truly cooperative 

fellowship in the fulfillment of the mission of the Church.”251   It was understood that: 

“This step in independence does not mean that missionaries are no longer wanted, but 

merely that nationals and Americans will work side by side to bring people to Christ and 

to help them grow spiritually in the church.”252   

However, this was not without struggle.  ”…the division in the United 

Presbyterian Church of Pakistan was focused in the faculty of the seminary….If the 

internal struggle in the Church is a symptom of spiritual sickness, the Seminary is called 

to help the Church understand the nature of its disease….”253  By 1974, the language 

becomes: “…the struggles which have tormented the United Presbyterian Church of 

Pakistan and also the hopes for the future of these churches.”254 

One Presbyterian missionary wrote, soon after his arrival on the Pakistan mission 

field: “I can say that I have never seen people who were more overworked, but seemed to 

still be able to do more.”  Missionaries witnessed: “Faithfully every Sabbath this small 

team of volunteers would walk two miles out to a small church in order to help the sixty 

or seventy Christians in that village to have a Bible School.”255  The influence took hold: 
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“Village by village, both Christian and non-Christian is seeking to realize a better life 

through more adequate health care, learning to read and write, improving agricultural 

practices, and responsible free expression in affairs of their own communities.”256   

 
 
Schools associated with this inquiry 
 

Murree Christian School and its dormitories were situated in the far northern part 

of West Pakistan, just east of Islamabad.  Also located in the northern part of West 

Pakistan, the city of Sialkot is to the northeast of Gujranwala with Lahore about 25 miles 

south of Islamabad.  Parents who lived in Gujranwala during this time period, for 

example, had to travel by public transportation for about one half day to reach their 

children in Murree.  It was seven hours overland from Lahore to Murree. 

 The heat and humidity were extremely high in Lahore during the summer months, 

reported to be 112 degrees maximum and 87 degrees minimum with a rainy season from 

mid-June to early September.  Murree, however, at 7,000-8,000 feet in the foothills of the 

Himalayan Mountains, offered cool air, the smell of pine trees, quiet and peace; it was a 

place where missionaries and their families would go for respite.257  Murree was 

Pakistan’s one good hill station where the Presbyterian Mission owned a big hotel-like 

house and several family suites.258 

The newsletter of a Presbyterian missionary family stated that the need for a school for 

missionaries’ children in Pakistan has been growing more and more urgent.  Soon 

thereafter, two missionary mothers “hiked around Murree to see if we can discover any 

possible sites for a school.  This is a pretty place with pine trees all over the hillsides.  

The roads are not so steep as in Landour.”259 
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 Correspondence with Donald Black, of the Board of Foreign Missions in 

Philadelphia, then followed in May and June, 1955.  This is “just a letter to tell you how 

we are thinking,” wrote one mother, “at present about the Pakistan school situation for 

missionaries’ children.  The plans as in the minutes sent by mission’s executive 

committee were to have a U.P. school in the beginning and then hope others would come 

in to co-operate with us, but when we see T.E.A.M. with a going school of about 30 

pupils this summer, we feel it would be unfortunate if we were to set up a school in 

which they could not co-operate with us.  So now we are hoping that we can join them, 

adding our teacher and furnishing the site for the school so that they will continue their 

experiment this summer at having a school in Murree rather than just for their own 

mission in Mansehra as they will do if they are unable to work out a co-operative school.  

Then they will choose the winter school giving the long vacation in summer which does 

not suit us who work farther south in the Punjab.” 

 “At present T.E.A.M. is conducting a school in Murree in easy walking distance 

from language school using its own three teachers for the six grades and kindergarten 

now going….Eight mission groups are now sending their children to T.E.A.M.’s school 

for this summer’s 4 month term….They can furnish teachers but not grants.” 

 “The Lutheran group have a couple in mind who are in the States now who are 

interested in just such a type of service in a missionary school.” 

 Several of us “have been looking at several places in Murree and vicinity and we 

think” we can do “some alterations in the now unused Gharial Church which is about 4 

miles from Murree.  With the classes in that building which has quite good play space 

around it we could manage to have the boarding arrangements in Sandes Home which the 

mission holds on a 33 1/3 year lease.  The walk from Sandes to Gharial takes about 15 

minutes over a good paved road.” 

 Two missionaries “will investigate the reconditioning problems for the school and 

some improvements for Sandes and try to get actual estimates for the work by annual 

meeting time.”260 
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 Donald Black wrote back on June 28, 1955: “You can be assured that the Board is 

entirely sympathetic with the problem of educating the missionaries children, but while 

we are sympathetic with the problem and willing to do what is necessary to meet it we do 

not have unlimited funds for the securing of property and building.  This will be the third 

school it has been necessary to start in the last five years and such investments make 

quite a drain upon the resources of the Board.” 

 By November, 1955, a missionary newsletter stated: “…the new primary-

elementary school for missionaries’ children in Murree is still in the planning stages but 

hopes to be open for business next March.”  We have “ordered text books from US.  The 

mission is lending a primary teacher but we still are hopeful that the Board will soon find 

an appointee who can come just for the school on a short term basis.  Since high school is 

not envisioned for some time to come we probably will educate all our children at 

Woodstock.”261  By January, 1956, the parents had found a teacher if she passes Board 

requirements and hoped they might persuade her to stay a full five years. 

 And thus began Murree Christian School, opening August 29, 1956.  Located five 

miles from the town of Murree, it was run by the Methodists, Presbyterians, Conservative 

Baptists, T.E.A.M Mission Independents, Lutherans, and British High Church.262  There 

was a School Board and a Hostel Board, which were one and the same, served by parents.  

Each mission contributed as needed to supply as many personnel as they had quota.  The 

majority came from T.E.A.M. Mission, Presbyterians, and Baptists with only a few 

Lutherans. 

Classes were held for six to seven weeks in the fall—September-October-

November—and the spring—March-April-May—due to weather conditions and no 

central heat; Murree was snowed in during the winter.  This gave the students a three 

month holiday at home.  The children might spend the months of June-July-August in 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

	  	  
261 Newsletter, November 15, 1955, RG 360, Presbyterian Historical Society, 
Philadelphia, PA.  
262 Information from witness interview. 



IARP	  Final	  Report	   October	  2010	   	  258	  

near-by houses263 with their mothers who came to the mountains where it was cool and to 

escape the 120 degree temperatures at their home station.  By 1957, there was a need for 

further accommodations: “Last Annual Meeting approved of building another duplex 

cottage at Sandes Home.  These actions make provision for the funds needed for this 

bungalow.  As our families increase, needing accommodations in Murree we have to try 

to meet their need as best we can….Families with children in school will be given first 

priority, of course.”264 

That first year, classes were held for kindergarten through fifth grade.  The school 

added a grade as the children progressed.265  Eventually, high school level classes were 

added.  In the late 1950’s the Scottish Church gave a large stone, cross-shaped church 

building; it became the school.  A hostel then was also built. 

 By 1972, enrollment was 135 students, including 67 in Junior High and Senior 

High.  United Presbyterian students numbered sixteen.  The school had a principal, an 

administrator, and a counselor who could guide students with concerns about vocational 

choices and college entrance exams.  The soccer team was preparing for a tournament.  

Other activities ranged from flag-football and basketball to a Fine Arts Festival.266 

 In a 1982 letter, there was concern about the future of Murree Christian School.  

“Low enrollment and high inflation both aggravated by uncertain political conditions” 

have raised questions.  “Because of this the M.C.S. School Board has appointed a 

committee to take a long, hard look at the future of M.C.S.”267 
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Dormitory at Murree Christian School 

The dormitory was placed in the Sandes Home, named after Mrs. Sandes.  

Formerly, it had been a wooden barracks used as a guest house for British soldiers who 

were recuperating.  By the time it became a dormitory, it had become a brick building.  

The first floor had a living room, dining room, a kitchen, a play room, and a staff 

apartment.  Upstairs were bunk beds and closets, each room for eight boarders, girls and 

boys.  The big boys had a separate dormitory.  Everyone brought their clothes in a trunk.  

At the time of arrival at school, they brought with them a fresh set of clothes for the next 

day, a bed roll, called Bister, and a pillow. 

In the fall of 1959, when the Sandes Home was fully occupied, Marsden Cottages 

were used for dormitory space. 

Murree was a small school in a fairly sheltered place.  One witness described it 

this way: parents didn’t drop in: Murree was the destination.  There was, nevertheless, 

Mission activity around Murree: a Language School where missionaries learned Urdu, a 

Mission Clinic, a community church, and a bazaar.  Communication was by telegram or 

letter; there was no telephone until 1962. Murree was such a small school that they had a 

harder time getting houseparents.268   

According to witnesses interviewed by the IARP, a typical day was regimented, 

beginning in the early grades through, eventually, the high school years: meal times, 

study times, bath times, bed times all followed a strict schedule.  In this Muslim country, 

the dress code required that all limbs be covered.  There were certain rules, mentioned by 

IARP witnesses that everyone had to follow: write to the parents every Sunday.  They 

were to write happy things, otherwise the dorm parent would destroy the letter.  Some 

witnesses thought that “nothing was private—letters were censored, intercepted, and 

read; diaries were read.”269  Another difficult rule for boarders: they were to use only two 

pieces of toilet paper for a whole day; if they soiled their pants, they were punished.  

Siblings were encouraged not to sit together at meal times because a distinction was made 

between younger children and the older ones. 
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Houseparents 

 Witnesses spoke of harsh, rigid, authoritarian treatment by women house parents, 

treatment which sometimes resulted in physical abuse toward some of the boarders.  To 

these witnesses, it seemed as though these dorm matrons had favorites and others whom 

they abused. 

 One witness told the Panel: “I hated boarding.  I tried to be a good girl, not ruffle 

any feathers.”  She is not sure, however, that this was “always so functional.”270 

 

Parents’ Point of View 

 The IARP did not have the opportunity to speak with very many parents of 

Murree students; many were deceased or unavailable.  The information the Panel has is 

from archival sources. 

 One parent wrote how “we are excited and so are they” to return for their three 

month winter holiday.  It was with apparent pride that she told of her older children 

taking care of the younger ones especially if this were the first year of boarding.271 

 Another parent wrote in 1962 that they are so pleased that they can visit their 

child more often, but worry that their child will miss friends during the long winter 

months at home.272  They felt it wise for the mother to accompany their child when first 

going to boarding school after furlough.  This parent said that the child went off very 

happily with the other children to boarding school. 

 “We are praying for wisdom about a new school,” wrote one mother.  “Certainly 

we hope there will be a school for [our child] at least next summer in Pakistan, for we 

hope a teacher will be found who will be willing to come out.  Maybe you know of 
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someone consecrated to the Lord who has experience probably in a country school where 

she has had several grades.”273 

 Another mother wrote, after months away from home, the children are enjoying 

their vacation with us these days.  [One child] has six American children with whom to 

play and fourteen little Pakistanis. 

 

 

MKs’ Experience: 

 One witness told the Panel that she hated boarding school.  It wasn’t home.  She 

reported that she cried herself to sleep the first three nights.  She “had to get through it,” 

but felt she had to put her life on hold and could breathe, only, after she got back home.  

A sibling, however, loved the same boarding school.  Her assessment: boarding depends 

on the child.  A boarder can have wonderful house parents but not have the personality to 

fit with those parents.  Then, on the other hand, a boarder can have terrible house parents 

but be a resilient child. 

 Another witness told the Panel that her parents had no other choice for education.  

Her missionary mother worked with Pakistani mothers and children.  Her mother never 

asked what was going on in Boarding.  She never asked if we were happy.  One witness 

told the Panel: “Mission needs could be endless: school and kids were the lowest priority.  

Many households were conducted that way.  Parents wanted to do the work 

unencumbered by their kids.  They wanted kids out of the home.  A lot of parents really 

didn’t care.  Ultimately, it’s the parents who have the greatest influence.  It was not the 

distance, but the commitment.”274 

 Another witness reported this: no one seemed to understand that girls being 

preyed upon by the men their parents were in Pakistan to serve would be such a big thing. 
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 One witness told the Panel that when she suffered an injury, no one informed her 

parents.  She felt all alone with no one to advocate for her.  She reported: there was no 

one to talk to. 

 Murree was superloaded with denial, said one person, leaving MKs with a 

profound sense of guilt and shame for even thinking that something was wrong.  “We 

were supposed to be grateful for all the things we had.  We were grateful, but we need 

validation.  Yet, nothing can really validate what we went through.” 

 

Reported Impact on Boarders at Murree Christian School from this Time Period: 

 For those boarders who were abused, “the abuse follows you all through your 

life.”  Moreover, the expectations left their mark as well.  Kids were taught to respect 

adults and defer to their authority.  “I became a robot.”  Her grades dropped noticeably.  

Her self-esteem suffered.  She did not build her own foundation, her own identity.  She 

left Murree Christian School, she reported, feeling insecure, shamed, a bad person, dumb, 

and with a sense of low self-worth. 

 After boarding school, “I was thrown out into an American school where I knew 

no one.”  At least in boarding school she said she knew those kids; they were like her 

brothers and sisters. 

 
Administration 
 
 Murree was governed and operated much like the other schools discussed in this 

report:  These was a hostel board and a school board, made up of parents of students 

elected by their mission communities.  Sponsoring denominations shared responsibility 

for staffing the school and dorm, and providing operating expenses.  The school and 

hostel board were semi-autonomous entities responsible to both the mission community 

from which they were derived, and to U.S. mission administrators in various roles, such 

as Personnel, Treasury, and regional or area administration. 

 As a school sponsored by several denominations expressing a wide variety of 

theological viewpoints, Murree had some of the difficulties the Panel found at Good 

Shepherd School in Ethiopia, in terms of communication challenges.  Whereas GSS had 

had a long-time administrator, which provided some stability and continuity, the Panel 
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found no indication of this at Murree.  Instead Panel members heard about some ad hoc 

arrangements that had been made.  One MK told us her mother had had to live in the 

dorm one time for two weeks as an interim, and “it was the worse experience of her 

life.”275 

 

Summary of IARP inquiry 

What follows is the Panel’s summary of its findings based on 9 reports from 

Pakistan.  The reader will find detailed information based on the Panel’s fact-finding 

inquiry following the summary table. 

 

Total number of reports 9  
received by Panel    
 Concern about possible abuse  1 

 Allegation of sexual abuse by adult  3 
 Allegation of sexual abuse by minor  1 
 Physical abuse by adult  4 
    Number of alleged victims  6  

 Female Presbyterian MK, age unknown  1 
 Older female Presbyterian MK  

(age 12 +) 
 1 

 Older female non-Presbyterian MK  
(age 12+) 

 3 

 Male Presbyterian MK age unknown  1 
    

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
275 Information from witness interview. 



IARP	  Final	  Report	   October	  2010	   	  264	  

 

Number of individuals identified as possible offenders 7  
 Male Indigenous adult, unknown deno  1 

 Male Teacher / missionary  1 
 Male Teacher  1 
 Female Lutheran houseparent  1 
 Non-Presbyterian missionary parents  2 
 Male Presbyterian MKs   1 
    
    Panel decisions  9  

 Concern  1 
 Insufficient Information  4 
 Did not fit scope  3 
 Sexual abuse by adult  0 
 Sexual abuse by minor  0 
 Abuse did not occur  0 
 Physical abuse by adult  1 
    

Panel actions    
 Referral to non-Presbyterian entity  0 

 Referral to Presbyterian entity  0 
    
 Named in Final Report  1 
 Not named  6 
    Number of people providing information to the Panel 7  

 In-person  3 
 Phone   3 
 Written  1 
    
 Number with Witness Agreements  4 
 Number without   3 

    
Number of archival sources of information   

 Presbyterian denominational files 11  
    
 Personal papers   
    
    
 Other resources   
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Panel description of investigation 

These reports came to the Panel by way of the MK “network.”  People learned of 

the Panel, sought more information, then passed that information along to others who 

they believed might make use of the opportunity.   

Unfortunately, the reports here echoed some of the sad themes of other mission 

fields:  

a) Of the 6 identified victims, 1 of them was named in 2 reports, and another was 

named in 3 different reports, representing different types of abuse by different accused or 

identified individuals. 

b)  One individual identified as an offender was also identified as a victim. 

c)  There was a report of brother-sister sexual abuse from this mission field. 

d)  A popular, well-liked individual was identified as a potential offender with 

accompanying reluctance to participate in the Panel’s inquiry because “what good would 

it do anyway?” 

 

Pakistan – 1  Sexual abuse by an adult, male Pakistani of unknown 
   Denominational affiliation. 
 Potential victim: Female Presbyterian MK of unknown age. 
 Setting:  Unknown 
 Time frame:  Unknown 
 Incident:  Sexual abuse reported. 
 Panel decision: Insufficient information 
 Panel action:  Individual not named. 
 
Pakistan – 2  Sexual abuse by an adult, a male teacher/missionary. 
 Potential victim: Female Presbyterian MK of unknown age 
 Setting:  Unknown 
 Time frame:  Unknown 
 Incident:  Sexual harassment and molestation reported 
 Panel decision: Insufficient information 
 Panel action:  Individual not named. 
 
Pakistan – 3  Sexual abuse by an adult, a male teacher 
 Potential victim: Male Presbyterian MK of unknown age 
 Setting:  Unknown 
 Time frame:  Unknown 
 Incident:  Unknown 
 Panel decision: Insufficient information 
 Panel action:  Individual not named. 
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Pakistan – 4:  Sexual abuse by a minor, a male Presbyterian MK 
 Potential victim: Female Presbyterian MK of unknown age 
 Setting:  Unknown 
 Time frame:  Unknown 
 Incident:  Molestation reported 
 Panel decision: Insufficient information 
 Panel action:  Individual not named. 
 
 
Pakistan – 5:  Concern about possible abuse, unspecified type by missionary 
   parents, non-Presbyterian 
 Potential victim: Female, non-Presbyterian MK of unknown age 
 Setting:  Unknown 
 Time frame:  Unknown 
 Incident:  Unspecified 
 Panel decision: Concern 
 Panel action:  Reported as a concern 
 
 
These reports all concern a female Lutheran housemother: 
 
Pakistan – 6:  Physical abuse by an adult 
 Potential victim: Older female Presbyterian MK (age 12+) 
 Setting:  Various location in the dorm 
 Time frame:  1962-1965 
 Incident(s):  The Panel identified at least 7 different incidents, 
    though many more were described, with different 
    behaviors: 
    1. Namecalling while punching and slapping MK 
    2. Hitting MK with a basketball in the stomach 
    3. Punching the MK so hard in the stomach, that the 
     resulting pain was interpreted by mission doctors 
     as appendicitis and the MK’s appendix was 
     removed. 
    4. Hitting MK with a ping pong paddle. 
    5. Stomping on MKs back while MK was lying prone 
     on the floor, saying “I’m going to slap Jesus 
     right out of you.” 
    6. Throwing MK against the wall on numerous  
     occasions 
    7. Throwing MK down the stairs. 
 Panel decision: Physical abuse by an adult 
 Panel action:  See discussion below. 
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Pakistan – 7:  Physical abuse by an adult 
 Potential victim: Older female non-Presbyterian MK (age 12+) 
 Setting:  Various places in dorm. 
 Time frame:  1962-1965 
 Incident:  Behavior similar to that described above. 
 Panel decision: Did not fit scope of Charter – both victim and potential 
    offender were non-Presbyterian. 
 Panel action:  Did not investigate. 
 
Pakistan – 8:  Physical abuse by an adult 
 Potential victim: Older female non-Presbyterian MK (age 12+) 
 Setting:  Various places in dorm. 
 Time frame:  1962-1965 
 Incident:  Behavior similar to that described above. 
 Panel decision: Did not fit scope of Charter – both victim and potential 
    offender were non-Presbyterian. 
 Panel action:  Did not investigate. 
 
Pakistan – 9:  Physical abuse by an adult 
 Potential victim: Older female non-Presbyterian MK (age 12+) 
 Setting:  Various places in dorm. 
 Time frame:  1962-1965 
 Incident:  Behavior similar to that described above. 
 Panel decision: Did not fit scope of Charter – both victim and potential 
    offender were non-Presbyterian. 
 Panel action:  Did not investigate. 
 
 Panel action and discussion for Reports 6-9:  
 

Offender named in this Final Report: Bernice Hase 
 

Reasons for taking this action: 
 

1. The reporters in this instance identified a clear succession of favorite targets spanning 
4 years.  Each year, a child was the primary target for physical abuse.  For three of the 
four years, the reporter and corroborators identified non-Presbyterian children, whose 
situations lie outside the scope of the Panel’s Charter. 
 
2. For one of the years where a non-Presbyterian child was the target, a Presbyterian child 
became upset one day at witnessing the abuse, and went to find an adult missionary to 
intervene.  She went to a male missionary serving at the School and he came with her 
back to the dorm to stop the abuse. 
 
3.  The offender was described as very skilled at hitting and slapping in ways that 
avoided bruises and marks that could be seen and questioned by others; therefore, her 
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behavior of punching in the stomach.  Under these circumstances, the dress code for this 
Muslim area assisted the housemother as she attempted to keep the abuse a secret, 
because bruises on arms and legs were less readily visible than they might have been.  
This type of forethought in how one hits a child, for the Panel, precluded the idea that the 
behavior might represent normal discipline, or even impassioned impulsive rage. 
 
4.  The abusive behavior was accompanied by emotional abuse, in the form of name-
calling, and spiritual or religious abuse, in the form of using religious ideas to justify or 
enact abuse.   
 
5.  The bystanding students were drawn into a situation they had no control over and 
could do little about except watch and listen, which spread the effects of victimization to 
them as well. 
 
For these reasons, the Panel named Ms. Hase in this Final Report, for the sake of other 
potential victims. 
 
Ms. Hase was a single female missionary who served for 6 years (1962 – 1968) under the 
World Mission Prayer League as a housematron at Murree School Dorm.  She died in 
November 1996.276 
  

Panel discussion 

 In many ways, Murree Christian School was an ideal boarding situation.  Children 

attended school and lived in the dorm for just 6-8 weeks at a time, then spent long periods 

of time with their parents, either at home or in family living at school.  Yet, boarding at 

Murree was not reported as ideal.  The change from family to dorm living was described 

as a drastic change often, that was repeated over and over again.  Those who participated 

in the Pas inquiry often pointed to length of time without seeing parents as a critical 

factor in how well children adjusted to boarding school or the mission field, in general.  

Yet, the experience of these MKs would seem to emphasize other factors.  One MK 

stated bluntly that distance did not matter, parental commitment did.  Parental 

commitment may be a harder variable for a church to work with, if the church is 

interested in improving mission field conditions for MKs.  It is easier to modify length of 

separation, for example, or distance from parents, than it is to measure for or screen 

applicants on the basis of parental commitment.  But, it is important to keep in mind that 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

276	  Ms.	  Hase’s	  employment	  by	  	  the	  World	  Mission	  Prayer	  League	  verified.	   Other	  
information	  from	  private	  research	  services.	  
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this may be what really matters, and, as such, should be attended to how easy or not it is 

to work with. 

 The remote location of Murree and the cultural conditions combined to result in 

fewer people around to see less direct evidence of problems for students.  The isolation 

also meant less relief from child-caring duties for houseparents. 

 The remote location also seemed to favor the development of regional culture 

more than a denominational facility.  Denominational affiliation seemed less important in 

setting the tone at the school than did the surrounding culture.  This is a factor that 

decreases communication with the denomination and thus decreases oversight.  Insularity 

increases, which results in an environment with fewer checks and balances. 

 Systematic physical abuse impacts not only direct victims but witnesses as well.  

This is one reason why there is so much concern expressed today about the effects of 

witnessing domestic violence on children in a family.  Witnesses face terrible choices in 

the face of abuse.  They face the responsibility of intervening or trying to change their 

own behavior to avoid exposure to the abuse.  Latter choices can lead to guilt feelings for 

not being there for a friend in need, or guilt that someone else is the recipient of the abuse 

and not the witness, even though the witness can discern no meaningful difference 

between themselves and the victim.  Some witnesses do try to find fault with the victim 

simply as a way of avoiding the terrible mental and emotional pain that comes from 

trying to understand “why them and not me?”  With the fairly small number of children 

in residence, and the frequency, duration, and varied locations of the abuse, a significant 

proportion of non-directly-victimized children were likely affected by the physical abuse 

too. 

 There was indication at Murree, during this time frame, that other teachers were 

witnesses too, or at least suspected problems.  Two of them were reported as hiding the 

victim – having her conceal herself in their apartment when the housemother came 

looking for her there, and lying to the housemother about victim’s presence.  While these 

types of interventions are useful in the short-term, they tend to make victims wonder why 

they aren’t good enough to be protected all the time?  Why can’t someone stand up to the 

abuser like that for good and end the abuse?  The fact that abuse continued after short-

term interventions like these actually increased the power of the housemother over her 
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victims.  Children observed other adults as seeming to be afraid to take the housemother 

on to end the abuse once and for all, and this led to her seeming more powerful than she 

had before. 

 Systemic physical abuse has long-term effects that are just as serious and as 

damaging as those for sexual abuse.  Victims’ self-esteem and their confidence in their 

ability to act on their own behalf is seriously eroded by ongoing severe physical attacks.   

 These effects were aggravated in this instance because the housemother also co-

opted the parents, who might have come to the child’s aid.  The housemother sent home 

reports that the child was incorrigible and unmanageable as a way of justifying and 

rationalizing her behavior.  These misleading reports were believed by the parents, which 

then led them to blame the child for the problems and pressure her to change.  In a system 

such as this the misleading information removed for the child any hope that the adults 

closest to her, her parents, would believe her if she told them.  In this way, the 

housemother helped insure that her behavior would not be confronted or challenged.   

 Intervening in a system like this one would have required presence on the scene    

and direct observation over a sustained enough period of time to gain a true picture of 

what was occurring.  Sadly, this type of parental or other adult oversight is what was least 

likely to occur on a mission field where parents were at a distance, with work that was 

challenging and all-absorbing.                                    
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THAILAND 
Scope of Panel’s inquiry 
 
Time period of Panel’s inquiry: 1956-76 
 
Predecessor denomination:  PCUSA / UPCUSA 

Other denominations associated with this inquiry:   

 American Baptist Conference 

 United Christian Missionary Society (Disciples Mission) 

 

Features of the mission field and setting 
 
Mission field:  Thailand 
 
Denominational events: 
 

The period of time of interest to the Panel (1954-76) included the merger of the 
PCUSA and UPCNA in 1958 to form the UPCUSA. 
 
The dissolution of the American Presbyterian Mission is Thailand and integration 
of personnel and mission activities into the Church of Christ in Thailand occurred 
in 1957. 

 
Important political events: 
 

Thailand (Siam) never colonized 
 

Presbyterian mission work:277  
 

Began in early 1800s 
 
The Church of Christ in Thailand (CCT) became an autonomous church in 1934, 
uniting Presbyterian, Disciples of Christ and Baptist congregations. 
 
The Church of Christ in Thailand has educational, medical, and evangelistic 
ministries, many of which have been strongly supported by Presbyterian 
missionaries over many years.  Some of these ministries include: 

• Bangkok  Institute of Theology 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
277 Op. Cit. 1993 Mission Yearbook, pp. 327-329. 
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• Bangkok Christian Hospital 
• Wattana Academy 
• Payap University in Chiang Mai, including the McGilvray Faculty of 

Theology 
• McCormick Hospital in Chiang Mai 
• McKean Rehabilitation Center 

 
Presence of the Presbyterian Church: 
 

The Presbyterian Church has a long history in Thailand: 

The first American missionary to Thailand was the Rev. Davis Abeel, M.D.  He 
was sent in 1831 by the American Board of Commissioners for Foreign Mission, 
a Board which at that time was jointly supported by the Congregational and the 
Presbyterian Churches.  The most outstanding early missionary was the Rev. Dan 
Beach Bradley, M.D., of the American Board of Commissioners.  During his 
years in Bangkok, 1835-1873, he introduced small pox vaccination, western 
surgery, and the printing press to Thailand.  Beginning in 1844 he published for a 
time Bangkok’s first newspaper, ‘The Bangkok Calendar’…the first Presbyterian 
missionaries, the Rev. and Mrs. William P. Buell, arrived in Thailand in 1840.  In 
1847 Dr. Samuel R. House and the Rev. and Mrs. Stephen Mattoon reached 
Bangkok after an ocean voyage of eight months.  Two years later they founded 
the first Presbyterian church, in Bangkok.  In 1848 Mrs. Mattoon started a school 
which was the beginning of modern education for women in Thailand.  The Rev. 
Daniel McGilvary, ‘The Apostle to the Lao’, served in Thailand from 1858 until 
his death in 1911.  He reached ChiangMai in 1867 after a journey of three months 
by river boat. Thereafter he traveled thousands of miles over northern mountains 
by elephant and pony to establish Christian churches.278 
 
“McGilvary then wrote enthusiastic letters to the Board [of Foreign Missions] 

describing not only what he had seen but also the wonderful opportunity awaiting this 

[Presbyterian] Board in Chiang Mai.279  The door is open, McGilvary wrote, and it is 

God’s time.  We must depend upon the ‘divine agency’ and trust in God.  He urged that 

Chiang Mai was a distinctly Presbyterian responsibility.  It was a special calling for the 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
278 Highlights of Protestant Missions in Thailand in Guide to Christian Work in Thailand 
(Protestant), Church of Christ in Thailand, n.d., RT 1004 04 0802 173H Box 11 of 17, 
Thailand General, Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA, p.24-26. 
279 Khrischak Muang Nua: A Study in Northern Thai Church History, 1984, RT 1004 04 
0802  173H  Box 11 of 17, Thailand General, Presbyterian Historical Society, 
Philadelphia, PA, p. 5. 
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Presbyterians alone…It is a special opening!  How can we let this opportunity pass?  A 

nation, a race is waiting for us!”…” The sanction came in September 1864.”280 

 
The Church of Christ in Thailand: 
 
 The Church of Christ in Thailand, organized in 1934,281 is a national Thai Church. 

It developed a significant ecumenical pattern in character and outlook.  This pattern of 

relationships in mission included the United Presbyterian Church, the Disciples of Christ, 

the Marburger Mission of Germany, and the American Baptists, Anglican, Lutheran, 

Mennonite, and United traditions (the Church of South India and the United Church of 

Christ in the Philippines).  There were fraternal workers from New Zealand, Japan. 

Korea, the Philippines, India, Germany, Switzerland, Great Britain, and the United 

States.282  Among the congregations were Thai, Chinese, and Karen churches283 and the 

English-speaking International Church Congregations of Bangkok and Chiang Mai.  

On August 16, 1957, the American Presbyterian Mission in Thailand dissolved its 

organization and integrated all its personnel and work with the CCT.  Integration meant 

the acceptance by both the Church and the Mission of a common responsibility in 

partnership.  Thereafter, United Presbyterian missionaries served in Thailand as fraternal 

workers as part of the CCT.284  It is noteworthy how the fraternal workers from the many 

denominations and religious traditions in fact worked together cooperatively. 

 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
280 Ibid, page 8. 
281 Annual Report, Horace Ryburn, 1968, RG 360, Presbyterian Historical Society, 
Philadelphia, PA. 
282 Annual Report, Horace Ryburn, 1959, RG 360, Presbyterian Historical Society, 
Philadelphia, PA. 
283 One of the six major tribes among the Hill Tribes of Thailand, numbering about 
75,000 in 1966, in the border areas of Thailand fronting on Burma and Laos.  The Hill 
Tribes of Thailand, RT 1004, box 11 of 17, Thailand General, Presbyterian Historical 
Society, Philadelphia, PA. 
284 Minutes of the Executive Committee of the Thailand Mission, March 2 and 4, 1957, 
RG 84-6-37, Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA. 
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School associated with the inquiry  
 

Chiang Mai Children’s Center  (Chiang Mai is located 500 miles northwest of 
Bangkok.) 

 
Context for the Center: 
 
 A visitor to Chiang Mai, according to the “Chiang Mai Searchlight” of 

September, 1960,285 would have seen a bit of an ancient land mingled with a modern 

thriving city, with residents from 25 different nations.  Institutions and programs in 

Chiang Mai consisted of the McCormick Hospital, intern and resident programs; the 

McCormick School of Nursing, training students; the McKean Leprosy Rehabilitation 

Center, McGilvary Theological Seminary and the Christian Service Training Center; 

Prince Royal’s College [a Presbyterian Mission School founded in 1887], a bookstore, a 

youth work program and camp facility, a vocational training center for children of 

leprosy patients, and a Children’s Center for Missionary Children, whose parents worked 

in villages all over Thailand.  There were twenty-two fraternal workers in the city.286   

 The Chiang Mai community was described this way in the mid-1960s: 

The English-speaking community in Chiengmai consists of approximately 500 
people of varied religious beliefs, of whom about 400 are Americans.  Of the 
Americans, 36 are church workers, with 47 dependents.  Approximately 145 
Americans, including dependents, are engaged in U.S. Government-sponsored 
programs such as the Consulate, Peace Corps, USAID, Border Patrol Police, etc.  
An equal number are related to various military units, with 62 of theses 
unaccompanied by dependents.  About 30 are here working for private 
companies.  The length of residency varies from one year (for the unaccompanied 
military) to four years (the maximum for most government sponsored personnel) 
or longer (primarily the missionary families).  Aside from residents there are 
many English-speaking tourists and “R&R” visitors (military personnel on leave) 
coming to Chiengmai – probably averaging over 100 each month and sure to 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
285 Chiang Mai Searchlight, September 1960, RG 401-89-25, Presbyterian Historical 
Society, Philadelphia, PA. 
286 Ibid. 
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increase as Chiengmai is being developed as the second center for tourists to 
Thailand.287 

 
Creation of a School at Chiang Mai for Missionary Children: 
 
 It was in this context that more and more missionary families were arriving in 

Thailand.  The need for a school for missionary children concurrently grew.   

In Thailand, in the past, many mothers had taught their children at home using the 

Calvert System of Education provided through and paid for by the Presbyterian Church.  

Often in small stations or areas where an English-speaking school was not available, 

children attended a Thai school for several years.  At times, parents grouped children 

together in age levels, teaching them in their own homes each morning.288 

 The tension between educating children and doing mission work was a challenge 

for missionaries in Thailand, as it was for those in other mission fields where the Panel 

had inquiries.   

In this modern age of Christian mission in the world, there still remain certain 
difficulties which must be faced by each new fraternal worker as he answers the 
call of God to overseas work…Our difficulties include such things as our 
children’s education…We must all consider carefully what affect our work will 
have upon the lives of our children as we live in a country far removed form our 
homeland…Fraternal workers are often overwhelmed at the amount of poverty 
and suffering around them.  The task is large and the numbers are few to help 
alleviate this suffering through Christian service.   Mothers often feel somewhat 
frustrated as they love and care for their family when there is so much to be done 
outside of the home as well.  The constant pull between home and community is 
often a trial for the family as a whole.  Education for the Fraternal Worker’s 
family is of vital importance not only to the members of the family itself but to 
the church as a whole.  The United Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. has made 
many provisions for children of families in service to God in countries such as 
Thailand.  Financially, children are not a burden to their parents.  For home 
teaching, the Calvert System of Education is provided.  If schools are available in 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
287 The Chiengmai Community and the Community Church, n.d. (probably 1968, the 
Centennial Celebration of the Chiengmai Community Church), RT 1004, 04 0802 173H 
Box 11 of 17, Thailand General, Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA. 
288 What About Our Children? By Charles Messinger, Director Chiangmai Children’s 
Center, Chiangmai Searchlight, June 1958, Vol 10, Number 1, RG 401-89-25, 
Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA, pp. 1-2. 
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the country tuition is guaranteed.  If the children must be sent to another country 
transportation and tuition are taken care of.289 
 
By 1953, a growing number of Presbyterian missionary children required 

elementary schooling in Chiang Mai, while high school students went to India.290  With 

financial support from the sponsoring organizations of the UPCUSA, the American 

Baptist Mission, and the United Christian Missionary Society (Disciples Mission), plans 

were put in place to create a school for these children.291 

The first classes for formal schooling were held in June 1954 in a mission house, 

the former McGilvary residence, by the Mae Ping River.  The name chosen was Chiang 

Mai Children’s Center because, at that time, the Thai government disallowed the name of 

school.292  Miss Amala Rose Wood was the first teacher at the Chiang Mai school.293  

Children were sent from small villages, where their parents worked for the 

mission, to board with other missionary families who lived in Chiang Mai.294  The school 

had eight children, grades 1-8, like a one-room schoolhouse.  They had recess, chapel, 

and lunch all together.  Two grades could be together.  The teachers were parents who 

pitched in.295   

Expansion of the school and boarding facilities occurred steadily.  “In September 

1957 the boarding home was opened with 14 children.  Four teachers were on hand to 

handle 8 grades in an old mission home…Now, in August 1958, a new school is being 

completed. On the same beautiful park like compound as the Boarding Home there is a 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
289Op. Cit. Chiangmai Searchlight, June 1958, p. 1. 
290 Kingshill, Konrad. (2008). “Chiang Mai International School.”  Chapter 22 in On the 
Precipice of Prejudice and Persecution. Bloomington, IN: AuthorHouse, pp. 255-258, p. 
256. 
291Op. Cit. Chiangmai Searchlight, June 1958, p. 2 
292 Op. Cit. Kingshill, p. 256. 
293 Information from witness interviews. 
294 Op. Cit. Chiangmai Searchlight, June 1958, p. 2.   Living with missionary families 
was not always s satisfactory solution, according to witnesses interviewed by the Panel. 
295 Information from witness interview.  
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lovely six room building for study.  There is also a duplex for the accommodation of two 

teachers.”296 

 The trade-offs were the same as those identified for other mission fields.  At 

home, children were isolated from peers but had individual attention and care from 

parents.  At school, children were part of a larger peer group, but were separated from 

parents:  

“The value of the work is shown to us daily as we see these youngsters begin to 
find for themselves their place with youngsters of their own age….Though their 
education at home is adequate, the social aspects of an organized school and the 
additional gains made in such a situation can make tremendous changes in the 
personality of a youngster.”   
 
“The center has to be of such integrity and quality as to over-balance this loss of 
direct parental care, love and guidance.  The investment in time, personnel, and 
money must measure these virtually immeasurable items involving future lives of 
our missionary children.”297 
 
Challenges existed for teachers, too: 
 
“I am particularly concerned with this Chiang Mai Children’s Center, for just a 
year ago I began my first year of teaching here, and on September 9 I shall begin 
my second year of teaching, with all three of my own children in this school….I 
have a small first grade of bright children.  For one who was never specifically 
trained to teach, it is quite a challenge, but I have thoroughly enjoyed the first 
year, and expect to enjoy the second every bit as much.  We have a lovely new 
school building of six classrooms, a library, and an office-storeroom 
combination—with a pavilion-like open space under the three upstairs 
classrooms, which can be used for plays, teas, group meetings, or play at 
recess.”298 
 
Chiengmai Children’s Center continued to grow. Enrollment grew from 8 

children in 1954 to 58 children in September 1962.299  In one year, between September 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
296 Op. Cit. Chiangmai Searchlight, June 1958, p. 2. 
297 Annual Reports, 1957, RG 84-4-23, box 4, Presbyterian Historical Society, 
Philadelphia, PA.  
298 Letter, September 3, 1958, RG 360, Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA. 
299 Annual Report Chiengmai Children’s Center 1962, RG 84-5-7a General Reports, 
Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA.  
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1961 and September 1962, the proportion of mission and non-mission children changed 

dramatically:  “In September, 1961, there were 43 students enrolled in the school.  In 

September, 1962, there were 58.  Last year [1961] there were 35 mission children and 8 

non-mission children.  This year [1962] there are 31 mission and 27 non-mission 

children.”300  By the first semester of 1969, there were 131 children enrolled, with 53 

children of missionaries, and 78 non-mission children, whose parents represented a mix 

of military, consulate, university, and business organizations.301 

By 1967, the name of the school changed to the Chiang Mai Coeducational 

Center.302  In 1983, the name changed to the Chiang Mai International School.303 

 A Principal’s Report described the structure of this educational program.  “The 

purpose of the school is basically to provide the best education possible for our children 

from kindergarten through grade eight.  We strive to give the children the same education 

as they would receive in the US, using up-dated texts and materials in so far as possible.  

Within this framework we try to maintain an atmosphere which contributes toward the 

child’s total development including his moral, social, intellectual and spiritual being.  It 

should be noted that our classes have a ten minute devotions period which we believe 

aids in the spiritual growth of our children.”304 

 As one would expect, the international quality of the city was reflected as well in 

the population of the student body.  For example, in 1960 among the 131 students were 

American, British, Burmese, Danish, Finnish, Korean, New Zealanders, and Rhodesian.  

These students were drawn not only from Presbyterian, Baptist, Disciples, other missions 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
300 Ibid.  
301 Annual Report, Chiang Mai Coeducational Center, January 1969, RG 84-5-12a, 
General Reports, Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA. 
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General, Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA. 
303 Op. Cit. Kingshill, p. 257. 
304 Principal’s Report, Chiang Mai Coeducational Center, January 20, 1969, RG 84-5-
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and the CCT, but also Consul and military dependents, children of business parents, 

medical personnel and university people.305 

 The Center boasted nine full-time teachers and twelve part-time teachers, eleven 

with college degrees306 permitting “parents of school-age children to remain in Thailand 

and continue their work.”307  Recruitment of teachers was a constant challenge for many 

of the mission schools. In the late 1960s, the Principal was a Presbyterian fraternal 

worker; other teachers were drawn from other groups: 1 Baptist mission, part-time, 1 

WEC mission, full-time, 1 Church of Christ in Thailand mission, part-time, 1 volunteer 

full time through COEMAR (Commission on Ecumenical Mission and Relations), 2 

direct hire from US, 8 who lived in Chiang Mai, and 5 local Thai teachers, 1 full-time and 

4 part-time.308 

 “At present children in school in Chiang Mai go home at end of terms in April, 

August, and December with expenses paid.  Some parents have expressed the desire to 

have their children home more often, transportation provided.  The Committee agreed 

that three paid trips home per year were sufficient.  Any additional trips are at the 

parents’ expense except as medical trips may arise.”309 

 The position of the Fraternal Workers’ Affairs Committee was described as 

follows: “children’s allowances are not intended to cover the full support of the children, 

but are provided in consideration of increased family expense. 

1. The Commission pays full tuition from grade 1-12, plus kindergarten, beginning 

at age five.   

2. The Commission pays room rent for boarding students.   
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307 Report, March 1, 1971, RG 360-11-28, Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, 
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309 Minutes of the Committee on Education of Fraternal Workers’ Children, and sub-
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Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA. 
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3. Travel to and from boarding school once a year 

4. Normal cost of Calvert or similar instruction if child studies at home.310 

 
 
Boarding Home at Chiang Mai Children’s Center 
 
 In September 1957, as noted above, the boarding home associated with Chiang 

Mai Children’s Center opened.  The need for accommodations for boarding students 

increased concurrently with the enrollment at the school.  By January 1967, the three 

sponsoring organizations, the American Baptist Mission, the United Christian Missionary 

Society (Disciples Mission), and the UPCUSA, had entered into a formal agreement to 

operate two facilities, the Chiengmai Student Hostel and the Bangkok Student Hostel.311 

The purpose of the two hostels was: 

(a) To provide adequate boarding facilities under Christian auspices for children 
of missionaries and fraternal workers in Thailand serving under the three 
Sponsoring Organizations…. 
(c) To enable children in lower grades to live in the boarding department or hostel 
of the Chiengmai Coeducational Center in order to attend classes there, and to 
enable children in upper grades including high school to live in the Bangkok 
Student Hostel in order to attend International School, Bangkok.312 
 

 The dorm was a large old missionary house, between two classroom buildings, on 

a compound fenced in with shrubbery.  On the first floor, were a dining room, living 

room, piano room, and a study.  A staircase led to the second floor where the girls’ rooms 

were located, rooms for little girls, middle-aged girls, and the big girls in seventh and 

eighth grades.  The boys’ rooms were in the back with the house parents’ apartment 

across the front of the house.  The house had many crooks and crannies and ways for 

children to get from one place to another without being seen, or to play hide-and-seek.313 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
310 Minutes of the Fraternal Workers’ Affairs Committee, February 21, 1963, RG 84-6-
43, Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA, page 4. 
311 Terms of Agreement, January 1967, RT 1004 04 0802 173H Box 11 of 17, 
Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA. 
312 Ibid. 

313	  Information	  from	  witness	  interview.	  	  	  
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 The daily routine was typical of other boarding schools studied in the IARP 

inquiry.  Morning began with a shower, dressing, changing their linen, breakfast bell, 

brushing teeth and off to school, hoping to be early enough to play Prison Ball.  They 

returned at lunch at which time the houseparents ate with them while their teachers ate at 

school.  After school, the day-children were picked up while the dorm-children returned 

to the boarding house for a snack, study hall, and, perhaps, piano practice.  The dinner 

bell rang.  House parents helped with the remaining homework, then playtime outside 

until time for showers, first for the little children, then the middle-aged group, and lastly 

the big kids.  At 8 pm the little girls would climb on the housemother’s bed for stories.  

At 9 pm, as reported to the IARP, the housemother would read the middle school girls 

stories such as the Narnia series, Little Women, etc. while they worked on crafts from 

home education class.  Ten o’clock was lights out. 

 The Saturday schedule was more flexible except for mealtimes and bedtimes. 

 Sundays began with pancakes, then church.  One set of house parents took the 

children to a restaurant as a boarding family.  Some interviewees reported that they 

attended the 5 pm English interdenominational service while the adult missionaries 

attended the Thai church service.314 

 With twelve boarders or more, such a schedule was necessary.  Some witnesses 

reported to the Panel that this schedule left a lasting impact upon them as impressionable 

boarders, a type of regimentation that they continue to follow, even today. 

 
Houseparents 
 
 “There will come a day,” wrote one missionary in 1953, when houseparents “will 

need help in being Mother and Father to the boarding pupils.  They did a fine job with 

twelve the first year, and will have no trouble with ten or so this year, but we are 

growing, and there will be over a dozen before this school year ends, and still more next 

year.  The children, 7-14 year olds living away from their parents, need affection, 

companionship, and guidance from the adults living with and near them.  This is by no 

means a ‘soft job,’ but is extremely challenging and satisfying.  These children are worth 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
314 Information from witness interview.  
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the best we can give them, and the best cannot be given in double or triple classes no 

matter how few the students in each.”315 

 “Our boarding house family,” wrote one houseparent in 1962, “has also been 

growing and we are finding the facilities are limited.  We have had requests from some 

other groups to board their children, both mission and the US Government, but we do not 

feel we can take on many more, especially boys.  It is quite a problem to get the younger 

children to sleep at night when older boys nearby go to bed at a later time….We’ve added 

a new bathroom in the boys’ section.  Need more furniture; will need more beds.  We 

enjoy our work here in the boarding house.  The children are all very nice.  We only wish 

we had more time to give them.  We also find our tempers becoming a little short when 

the school work becomes especially heavy, which we do not like and neither do the 

children….It is not fair to the children not to have the individual attention and counseling 

that they need.”316 

 “Part of our job in the home,” wrote a houseparent in 1957, “is to make them a bit 

more self sufficient.  The children make their own beds, help with the housework on the 

weekends, polish their own shoes and help in cooking on occasions.  Special work 

projects around the yard have been happily instigated and handled by them.  Sports is a 

phase of life with which these children seem very unfamiliar.  A well rounded education 

at home and at school is what we strive for continually.  The children conduct their own 

worship service each night before bed.”317 

 “The job of boarding house mother at CCC campus is a tremendously active and 

interesting one….There is no end of things to do in the line of helping with hobbies, 

homework, toy repair, letter writing, etc….I do substitute teaching and library 

organization.  These and other jobs, are always available to do it seems.  The job is a 

twenty-four hour a day responsibility since playground supervision is necessary in such 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
315 Letter, September 3, 1958, RG 360, Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA. 
316 Annual Report, Chiengmai Children’s Center, 1962, RG 84-5-7a, General Reports, 
Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA. 
317 Annual Report, 1957, RG 84-4-23, Box 4, Presbyterian Historical Society, 
Philadelphia PA. 
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an attractive compound for children, and also because the children live as an integral part 

of the boarding family night and day.”318 

 Boarding home parents looked after their own children, as well as the boarding 

children:  “This term I have found it necessary to settle back into a difficult job for all 

missionary wives who see so much important work around them to be done.  It is the job 

of looking after my own children.  Thai nurse girls are inexpensive and generally 

dependable, but, also, inefficient when it comes to discipline of American children.”319 

 The houseparents interpreted their work in terms of the value to the parents of the 

mission, and therefore the mission, and in terms of community relationships and service 

to the non-Christian community in Chiang Mai.   

In interpreting the work of the children’s Center in light of the on-going work of 
the Church of Christ in Thailand and in particular the work of the Fraternal 
Worker’s of the United Presbyterian Church, I wish to quote some comments 
made by parents who have sent their children here.  ‘Our boy had grown to the 
place where we could do nothing for him.  He was the only foreign boy in the 
community, and his playmates were those who did not go to school.  We are 
happy to see him in a situation where his schooling is as good as any he could get 
in the states, and the community is predominately Christian.’ ‘We didn’t want our 
children to have to go away to school, but now we are convinced this is the best 
for our children.’ ‘It is a relief for me to know II am able to take a more active 
part in the Church activities of our area.  Before, my entire time was spent in 
teaching my children.  This is but one value the school is to the mission.’  In 
community relationships and service to the non-Christian community we again 
have found our position unique.  Until CCC was in full operation, U.S. military 
and agency families were seperated [sic] if assigned to Chiengmai….There is a 
definite place for such a school in the over-all work of the Commission.  The 
expenditure of personnel is worth more than one can picture on the surface…One 
of the factors dear to the heart of every Fraternal Worker is his children.320 
 
The value of the boarding school here in Chiang Mai cannot be measured in 
quantity or work involved or the number of children at any given time.  Outstation 
parents have written unceasingly, concerning the peace of mind they have had 
since they know the children are receiving a thorough training both at home and at 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
318 Annual Report, 1960, RG 84-4-24, Box 4, Presbyterian Historical Society, 
Philadelphia, PA. 
319 Ibid. 
320 Annual Report for 1960, RG 84-4-24, Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, 
PA. 
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school.  They feel they can handle their own work with satisfaction since their 
children are happy and contented in their new life with other children.  We hope 
and pray that the lives of each child will shine for the glory of God in their future 
years.321 

 Boarding house parents, however, had other responsibilities besides that of house 

mother and father.  “I have other duties….maintenance supervisor for school-boarding 

hostel compound, teacher…, school chaplain, serving on field committees….my primary 

efforts lie within the realm of my housefather duties.  This year we have seventeen 

children from 8-14.  The emotional strain is great if one lets oneself become too involved 

(pulled in 18 different directions.)322 

 “We follow the Hostel Policies which say our duties are: Provide a Christian 

home and act in the capacity of substitute parents—1) Be attentive to the children’s 

needs; 2) Watch the health of the children; 3) Keep the parents informed.”  The list 

continues: “Supervise the staff; do the purchasing and/or supervise the same; supervise 

house and hostel compound upkeep, keep accounts.”323 

 At the same time, “we found ourselves involved in helping these boys [8 boys 

younger than 5th grade] to adjust to life away from home or a new school, as well as 

directing these boys in becoming independent in their studies.  The girls were in another 

age range—7th and 8th graders—of which there were five.  Most of these girls have been 

with us for awhile and were very helpful as older sisters.”324 

 Another houseparent combined mission work and duties as a houseparent: 

“In addition to the responsibilities of the Children’s Center, this past year has found me 

visiting the churches (5) in the Farng district some 150 kilometers north of Chiengmai, 

once a month.  This has been done to fulfill certain needs pertaining to the needs of these 

churches….A further week-end program has found me travelling south to the great 

Yarnhee Dam project some 200 kilometers south of Chiengmai.  In this area are 40 

American families working with the construction work on the large hydroelectric dam 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
321 Ibid. 
322 Personal Report, 1966, RG 84-4-28, Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA. 
323 Annual Report, 1968, RG 84-4-29, Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA. 
324 Ibid. 
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project.  Also, there are approximate 40-60 Christians within the several thousand Thai 

workers.  There has been a definite need for work here, and several of us have tried to 

provide a regular and systematic program of pastoral calling, preaching, and 

counseling…”325 

 
Parents’ Point of View 
 
 “Until Chiang Mai Children’s Center could be officially organized with a full 

teaching staff and a boarding department, our children had to be taught at home.  This 

occupied most of my time and greatly curtailed my participation in the work of the 

mission.  The children’s schooling was also very irregular, for more pressing demands 

were always taking their mother-teacher from the school room….Since September CCC 

is open to boarders….we cannot completely express what it means to us to know our 

children’s education is not suffering because of the missionary activities of their 

parents.”326 

 One missionary father reported to the Panel that, at home, homeschooling was 

difficult: an hour here and an hour there.  This was stressful for the mother, who was 

overwhelmed— she ran the household; canned; baked bread; did [mission institution] 

finances.  With the children going to CCC there was a real live school, all day, a focus, 

and a compound of kids.  Yet, upon reflection, he now stated: “I can’t understand why, in 

[early 1960s], we sent her so young to school.”327 

 The Panel’s archival research showed that most parents believed that their 

children were well cared for.  “My two older children are very happily settled in boarding 

school and we are thankful for the excellent educational opportunities for them.”328  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
325 Annual Report for 1960, RG 84-4-24, Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, 
PA. 
326 Annual Report, 1957, RG 84-4-24, Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA. 
327 Information from witness interview.  
328 Annual Report, 1960, RG 84-4-23, Box 4, Presbyterian Historical Society, 
Philadelphia, PA. 
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“…our nine year old is in boarding for the first time and seems to have made a rather 

easy adjustment.”329 

 The archival record is clear, however, that for many missionary parents, 

especially mothers, there was an inner struggle.  “For the mother with small children 

there is always the conflict between the call of activities outside the home and the care of 

the needs of the home.  Though I have tried to accept that my home must come first, there 

is always the dissatisfaction of not doing enough at the school or the church.  But for the 

present, there seems to be no answer but to stay home with three small children as long as 

I am going to stay home with one or two, and someday when they are all in school, the 

conflict will, at least in part, be resolved.”330 

 For some mothers, it was not resolved.  “Our children are studying in Chiang Mai 

(over a day’s journey from [mission station]).  We are all looking forward to returning to 

the U.S.A. for our furlough next summer”331 when they could again establish family-

time. 

 
MKs’ Experience in Boarding School 
 
 “I loved boarding school.  I made good friends and there was always someone to 

play with and something to do.  There was exploring, sports, fun group activities, bedtime 

stories and for the most part we all shared a common ‘identity’—Americans serving in 

the mission field in a foreign country.”332 

 This is what the sponsoring missions, the administrative staff, and the missionary 

parents all hoped it would be for the children in boarding school.  This is what they all 

thought it was.  But, for some boarding students it was not. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
329 Letter, October 21, 1968, 010910a  171A  WMD Mission Personnel Records, Box 5 
of 6, Presbyterian Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA. 
330 Annual Report, 1960, RG 84-4-23, Box 4, Presbyterian Historical Society, 
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 Parents did not always know what their children were living with.  Some sisters 

and brothers did not know either. 

 Even when there was no abuse: “…being away from home while growing up can 

be a difficult experience.”333  “The Hostel wasn’t a good place for elementary 

children.”334  “I felt rejected because I was sent away.  Although Chiang Mai was a 

nurturing place,” said another IARP witness,” I needed those years with my mother.”  

She reported that being with her mother was more important than being sent to boarding 

school with her siblings and friends.  It has been her heartache through the years.  Her 

experience in boarding school made her feel different from other members of the family 

to the point that she felt that she must have been adopted.335 

 When boarding school students were ill, and especially when hospitalized, some 

children felt lonely, abandoned, and vulnerable.  They have reported to the Panel that 

they felt like they had no one to advocate for them.  “When sick, and put in the hospital, 

no one visited me; I was just dumped there.  No one knew how much pain I was in.”336  It 

is not surprising, therefore, that one recommendation the Panel has heard from many 

witnesses, across all the schools, was that children on the mission field have an advocate. 

 
Reported Impact on Some Boarders from this Time Period  
 
 During the IARP inquiry into reported abuse at Chiang Mai, a number of 

witnesses reported the following long-term impacts on their life, which they believe was 

unrelated to any negative experience as Third Culture Kids, and which they attributed to 

their having been abused.   

• An anger which lies deep within 

• Isolation from family of origin 

• Chronic health problems 
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• Avoidance of group participation 

• Struggle with depression throughout their life 

• Self-loathing 

• Need to control after having felt so out-of-control 

• Avoidance of intimacy in relationships 

• Difficulty trusting, even family members 

• A sadness that will not go away 

• Sense of shame and guilt even though they know that what happened to them as 

children was not their fault 

• Confusion, not only sexually, but also spiritually 

• Mistrust of men; mistrust of God 

• Feeling conflicted by the experience of being an MK: happy memories ruined 

• Several marriages 

• Firm advocate for others, but not for themselves 

• Struggles with expressing their own needs 

• Deep sense of betrayal, multiple layers of betrayal: adults who went as 

ambassadors for Christ and yet they were the ones who hurt us  

• Years of anxiety and panic attacks 

• Times of suicidal ideation 

• Burdened by having to keep the secret of their abuse in order to protect their 

parents and not distract them because they respected their parents’ commitment to 

and work on the mission field. 

 
Reported Impact on Some Secondary Victims from this Time Period 
 

The Panel heard, as well, about the impact of the abuse on secondary victims, those 

sisters, brothers, and friends, who were in the boarding hostel at the time that the abuse 

occurred, and did not stop it because they were unaware of what was happening. 

• Deep sense of guilt: I was there and I should have stopped it 

• On-going sense of grief and loss 

• Happy memories of the school ruined after discovery of the abuse 

 



IARP	  Final	  Report	   October	  2010	   	  289	  

• Person MK loved and respected and trusted, now tarnished by resentment and 

anger   

• Sense of helplessness as they now observe the effects of the abuse 

 
 
Reported Impact on Some Parents of Victims from this Time Period  
 

The Panel also heard from parents, now retired missionaries.  Having heard, years 

later, about the abuse and, especially, seeing the effects of the abuse on their child 

through the years, they have likewise experienced an impact.  Some of the reported 

effects on parents of the victims were: 

• Betrayal, not only by the abusers whom they trusted, but also by the system of the 

church. 

• Shame: I should have seen it 

• Guilt: I should have done something 

• Sadness: I believed my children were happy, well-adjusted, safe at the hostel 

• Reassess, over and over again, their decisions: I thought my children would be 

well supervised and cared for. 

 
Administration 

Each hostel, in Chiang Mai and in Bangkok, had a Board of Management, 

responsible for day-to-day operations.  A single Christian Hostels’ Board coordinated the 

work of the two hostels, chose the members of the two Boards of Management, and 

determined overall policy.337   The Christian Hostel Board had 9 members, three from 

each denomination.  Each Board of Management had 5 members, at least one of whom 

was also a member of the Christian Hostels’ Board.338 Board members were drawn from 

parents whose children attended Chiang Mai Children’s Center (CCC).339 
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 The presence of multiple denominations as sponsoring institutions, and the 

existence of multiple roles for the parents created a multi-layered organizational and 

administrative environment.  For Thailand, in particular, the Presbyterian denominational 

archives reflect these layers:   

• There are board minutes from the hostel boards the parents served on; 

• There are Fraternal Workers’ Affairs Committee minutes (the mission 

communities meetings and committees, such as a committee on the education of 

Fraternal Workers’ children); 

• There are annual reports each individual missionary was required to write to 

COEMAR each year;340 

• This is correspondence and official records detailing the individual relationship 

each missionary had with the U.S. mission agency appointing them to mission 

service. 

Each of these layers represents a communication channel as well as delegated 

responsibility or an authorized role.   

 The above layers are intra-denominational, specifically Presbyterian, and so do 

not include the lateral and collegial relationships that existed between missionaries of 

different denominations serving together in mission work or working together on the 

same hostel board.  Responsibilities, like staffing, were shared across the three 

denominations.341  A request for personnel, therefore, could travel through three separate 

communication channels, one for each denomination – from board member to the 

mission administrator for the denomination on the mission field to the mission 

administrators in the United States, 
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Administrative issues and functioning 

 The Thailand mission field had a mission field administrator who served in that 

position for most of 29 years, from 1947 to 1976.342  If the archival record is any 

indication, this stability of personality, style, and interpretation of responsibilities in a 

central position for communication and coordination provided a certain sense of order or 

regularity to mission field business.  The minutes and annual reports files mentioned 

above reflect this.   Thailand was a large, complex mission field so there were always 

personnel issues and mission challenges.  But, the stability in this position would have 

provided some continuity of local, mission field, expectations, at least, even when there 

were denominational mergers or re-organizations. 
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Summary of IARP inquiry 

What follows is the Panel’s summary of its findings based on 12 reports from 

Thailand.  The reader will find detailed information based on the Panel’s fact-finding 

inquiry following the summary table. 

   

Total number of reports received by Panel 12  
    
 Concern about possible abuse  3 

 Supporting statements  1 
 Allegation of sexual abuse by adult  7 
 Allegation of sexual abuse by minor  1 
    Number of alleged victims  7  

 Younger female Presbyterian MK (age 5 – 12)  2 
 Older female Presbyterian MK (age 12 +)  1 
 Older female non-mission child (age 12 +)  2 
 Male Presbyterian MK, age unknown  1 
 Male non-mission child, age unknown  1 
   Number of individuals identified as possible offenders 3  

 Male Presbyterian clergy / houseparent A  1 
 Male Presbyterian clergy / houseparent B  1 
 Male non-Presbyterian minor peer C  1 
    Panel decisions  12  

 Concern or supporting statement  4 
 Insufficient Information  1 
 Sexual abuse by minor  1 
 Sexual abuse by adult  6 
    

Panel actions Referral to Presbytery  1 
    
 Not named  0 
 Named in Final Report  2 
 Named in Thailand Need-to-Know Report  1 
    Number of people providing information to the Panel 22  

 In-person  16 
 Phone   3 
 Written  3 
    
 Number with Witness Agreements  15 
 Number without   7 
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Official denominational:          
 Presbyterian  25  

    
Personal papers Number of people / families providing documents 2  

    
Other resources    
 Yearbooks:  CCC 5  
     1966, 1967, 968, 1969, 1970   

 

Panel description of investigation   

 The first report of abuse received by the IARP from the Thailand mission field 

came in April 2004 when a parent responded to an outreach letter.  Further reports were 

received when the Panel interviewed peers of reported victims, and adult missionaries in 

whom an MK, who experienced abuse, had confided as an adult.  

 The reports from this mission field were sobering, because they potentially 

pointed to a 20-year span of time over which two accused individuals could have abused 

children in their roles as houseparents at Chiang Mai Children’s Center. 

   

The following reports concern male Presbyterian clergy / houseparent A 

  

Thailand- 1:  Sexual abuse by an adult 
Potential victim: Younger female Presbyterian MK 1 
Time frame:  late 1950s 
Setting:    Chiang Mai boarding home 
Incident:  Male houseparent came into girls’ dormitory after 
   children were asleep, sat down beside child and  
   moved her hand onto his penis to feel it get erect.  He 
   told her this would help her get ready for marriage. 
   This happened on more than one occasion. 
Panel decision: Sexual abuse by an adult  
Panel action:    See discussion below. 
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Thailand – 2:  Sexual abuse by an adult 
Potential victim: Younger female Presbyterian MK 1  
Time frame:  late 1950s 
Setting:    Chiang Mai boarding home 
Incident:  Housefather came into dormitory when child was 
   alone there.  He instructed her to remove her 
   underpants, told her he was doing a research 
   study, and proceeded to measure something about 
   her vagina. 
Panel decision: Sexual abuse by an adult. 
Panel action:    See discussion below. 

 
Thailand – 3:  Concern about possible sexual abuse by an adult 
 Potential victim: Younger female Presbyterian MK 2 
  Time frame:  Late 1950s 

Setting:    Vehicle outside of mission station 
Incident:  Child was hysterical after being left alone in 
   car with this housefather.  He told her “I 
   can be your daddy.” 
Panel decision: None, reported as a concern 
Panel action:    See discussion below. 

 
Thailand – 4:  Sexual abuse by an adult 

Potential victim: Younger female Presbyterian MK 2 
Time frame:  Late 1950s 
Setting:   Child’s home on mission station 
Incident:  Housefather, who was also a teacher at 
   the school, told child when she went home 
   for lunch that she was not supposed to return 
   in the afternoon.  After lunch, housefather came 
   to the child’s house.  When a Thai servant 
   discovered the child laying naked on a mat on 
   the grass in the yard with the housefather standing 
   over her, she went to get the child’s mother who 
   returned home immediately. The housefather had 
   not been aware of the servant’s departure, so was 
   surprised by the mother’s arrival.  She demanded to 
   know why he was there, and he said he came to check 
   on the child because she had not returned for school 
   in the afternoon.  Later mother reported to another 
   adult that the child “would not have known what 
   a sunbath was.”    
Panel decision: Sexual abuse by an adult 
Panel action:  See discussion below. 
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Thailand – 5  Sexual abuse by an adult 
 Potential victim: Younger female Presbyterian MK 2 

Time frame:  Late 1950s 
Setting:    Chiang Mai school 
Incident:  Housefather, who was a teacher at the school at the 
   time, entered the girls’ bathroom when the child was 
   there alone.  He watched over the door of the stall as 
   she went to the bathroom.  There were female teachers 
   at the school at the time. 
Panel decision: Sexual abuse by an adult 
Panel action:    See discussion below. 

 
Thailand – 6  Sexual abuse by an adult 
  Potential victim: Younger female Presbyterian MK 2  
  Time frame:  Late 1950s 

Setting:    Private home in the United States while on furlough 
Incident:  Child standing alone in bedroom.  Housefather came 
   up behind her and grabbed both of her breasts with his 
   hands while kissing her neck. He whispered to her that 
   she was developing nicely.  The child’s mother walked 
   past the bedroom door, and intervened, saying to the 
   housefather, “you promised you would never do this 
   again.” 
Panel decision: Sexual abuse by an adult 
Panel action:    See discussion below. 
 
 
Panel action for reports 1-6: Named offender in the Final Report: 
    Charles D. Messinger 
 

 Mr. Messinger was an ordained minister in the Presbyterian Church.  He was 
appointed to mission service in 1956 by the PCUSA, and served one five-year term in 
Chiang Mai, Thailand. He returned to the United States, where he undertook graduate 
work at San Francisco Theological Seminary, then served as in ministry at First 
Presbyterian Church in Hayward CA and at Walla Walla Presbyterian Church as an 
Associate Pastor in Christian Education.  From 1969 – 1972, he served as college 
chaplain and assistant professor at Hastings College in Hastings NE.  Mr. Messinger died 
in December 1986.    
 
 The Panel took this action for these reasons: 
 
1.  There were multiple victims.  There may be other victims, then, who might benefit. 

2.  The reports of abuse demonstrated manipulation (e.g.sending the child home then 

blaming her for not returning to school), and intimidation (e.g. staring at child in 

bathroom).  There were other, non-sexual, instances of intimidation and harassment 
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reported to the Panel by this victim that would have magnified the impact of what is 

reported here.  For example, Mr. Messinger frequently visited the child’s home mid-day, 

to the point where the child’s mother asked the child’s father to request Mr. Messinger to 

stop coming over.  This is an unusual action to take in a mission community where the 

interdependence of missionaries provided incentives for people to avoid confrontations 

and open conflicts.   

 

The following reports concern male Presbyterian clergy / houseparent B: 
 
Thailand – 7  Sexual abuse by an adult 

Potential victim: Older female Presbyterian MK 3  
Time frame:  late 1960s 
Setting:    Chiang Mai boarding hostel 
Incident:  Housefather came into the girls’ dormitory to say 
   goodnight.  He stopped at each child’s bed, but  
   stayed longer with some than others.  When he stopped 
   at her bed, he fondled her breasts, French kissed her, 
   and laid on top of her, pressing his groin into her. 
   This happened on multiple occasions. 
Panel decision: Sexual abuse by an adult. 
Panel action:    See discussion below. 

 Panel remarks:  The child informed her mother about these incidents 
    when the mother visited the dorm.  The mother spoke 
    to the housefather and told him to leave her daughter  
    alone.  The child also spoke to the housefather and  
    told him not to bother her anymore. 
 
 
Thailand – 8  Supporting statement 

Potential victim: Older female non-mission child 4 
Time frame:  Late 1960s 
Setting:    Chiang Mai boarding home 
Incident:  MK described a number of observations and concerns 
   that were offered in support of others who might make 
   allegations.   
   a) This MK noted that this housefather had made her 
   a “special” gift, that he was very good at observing 
   what children were interested in and giving them  
   presents that reflected their interests. 
   b) The housefather invited her into the houseparents’ 
   apartment bathroom on one occasion when they were 
   alone in the dorm to play hangman.   
   c) This MK and another child climbed into the 
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   attic on one occasion and found a single ceiling 
   tile removed over the shower in the bathroom 
   that had previously been the girls’ bathroom. 
Panel decision: Supporting statement 
Panel action:    See discussion below. 

 Panel remarks:  The MK was clear that she had not been abused 
    by this housefather.  She offered her statements 
    to illustrate that there were places where abuse 
    could have occurred in the dorm, and that a 
    houseparent could flatter or entice a child into 
    an abusive encounter. 
 
Thailand – 9  Sexual abuse by an adult 
 Potential victim: Older female non-mission child 5 

Time frame:  Late 1960s 
Setting:    Unknown 
Incident:  Sexual abuse 
Panel decision: Insufficient information 
Panel action:    See discussion below. 

 
Thailand – 10  Concern about possible sexual abuse 
 Potential victim(s): Female MKs at the boarding hostel 

Time frame:  1960s 
Setting:    Chiang Mai boarding hostel 
Incident:  Female boarding students, 6th grade or older, were 
   observed sitting on housefather’s lap.  He was 
   kissing them in a way that was not appropriate for 
   his role. 
Panel decision: Report shared as a concern. 
Panel action:    See discussion below. 

 
Thailand – 11  Concern that boys at Chiang Mai were possibly abused 

Potential victim(s): Male Presbyterian MK, age unknown 
   Male non-mission child, age unknown 
Time frame:  1960s 
Setting:    Unknown  
Incident:  Unknown 
Panel decision: Information shared as a concern; no male MKs 
   or non-mission boys came forward to the Panel. 
Panel action:    See discussion below. 

 
 Panel action for reports 7 – 11:   Person named in Final Report: 
      Douglas Stubblefield 
 

Referral to presbytery for possible 
disciplinary action 
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 Mr. Stubblefield was appointed to mission service in 1961 by the UPCUSA, and 
arrived in Thailand in July 1961.  His initial short-term appointment became a career 
missionary appointment in 1964, and he served, with breaks for furloughs and language 
study at Chiang Mai until July 1974.   
 
 The Panel took this action for these reasons: 
 
1. In the course of interviewing witnesses for this inquiry, the Panel obtained additional 

information that strongly supported the concerns and supporting statements. 

• One female MK, when arriving at the dorm as a newcomer, was told by an older 

female MK “when housefather comes upstairs, you’d better be asleep or you’ll be 

sorry.” 

• The female students at the dorm slept in rooms with several bunk beds in each 

one.  At least two MKs reported to the Panel that they observed the housefather 

stopping and staying at another girl’s bed.  It was too dark for them to observe 

what he was doing. 

• The female MKs had a system of rotating who had what bed every week.  Some 

MKs explained to the Panel that this was “just the system in the dorm, so no one 

would have the best bed all the time.”  Other MKs explained that the students 

rotated beds so no one would have to be in a bottom bed, the least desirable 

position, all the time. 

• Various witnesses described behaviors in their peers that are consistent with those 

shown by children who have been sexually abused, e.g. wearing additional layers 

of clothing to bed. 

This information led the Panel to name Mr. Stubblefield for the sake of other potential 

victims. 

 

Further discussion about Mr. Messinger and Mr. Stubblefield. 

 

1. Both of these individuals served in Thailand as Presbyterian clergy.  This as 

added a layer of spiritual betrayal for some MKs.  As the long-term mission field 

administrator noted in a 1952 letter to missionaries: “Nothing succeeds, no matter how 

good it may be, unless a fellowship of Christians comes into being.  Nothing fails, no 
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matter how disastrous the situation may become, if men and women hold fast to Jesus 

Christ in living obedience.  We can no longer pursue these aims by directing policy.  Our 

only tool by which we may now fashion God’s purpose in terms of human relationships 

is the power of our personal lives.”343   

2. Both of them served in other, concurrent, roles at Chiang Mai – both were 

principal / director at times, teacher at times, and housefather all the time.  Children who 

were abused could not avoid seeing the housefather, even for a small part of their day. 

3. Both were described as the more approachable one of the houseparent couple, 

the warmer one who children would be more apt to be around.  The housemothers were 

described as more distant or more strict.    

For children who were abused, then, there was a real dilemma:  the person who 

could come closest to substituting for the parent was also the one who might be abusing 

them.  As an example, all of the MKs the Panel spoke with, including the ones who had 

been victimized, could name specific events and instances where they had enjoyed the 

company of or an activity planned by the housefather.   

One of them was described as an interesting person to talk with, someone who 

paid attention to thoughts and concerns and ideas of a young teen in a way that parents 

did not.  The other one was noted for the dragon parade and similar events, including 

elaborate crafts and projects done with the children.  For the Panel, these descriptions 

highlighted the heart-wrenching nature of this dilemma – children who had been abused 

desperately wanted to avoid their abuser.  At the same time, they desperately wanted to 

be a part of the group, and to have someone pay attention to who they were. 

 4. In both cases, the offenders used manipulative statements that created intense 

double binds for the victims.  For example, sending a child home then making the child’s 

presence at home their fault.  Telling a young child “I can be your daddy” creates 

confusion and terror in children at an age where such statements are apt to be taken 

literally – does this mean the person is going to somehow get rid of their real father?  One 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
343 Letter to the missionaries, October 13, 1952, RG 360, Presbyterian                                                                                                                                                                  
Historical Society, Philadelphia, PA. 
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offender told a victim that the Bible told people to love one another and that was all he 

was doing, loving her.   

 5. Both sets of houseparents were highly regarded and well loved by some parents 

and the mission community.  Children who were victimized were aware of this, and felt 

like an outsider after their abuse because they did not share the same opinion.  With 

attentive houseparents in place, people who paid attention to vulnerable children, learned 

their needs, and, at least for Mr. Stubblefield, were willing to be long-term houseparents, 

parents and mission field administrators could turn their attention elsewhere.  They were 

not searching for houseparents every year. 

 Yet there is some indication that both housefathers sought out activities besides 

teaching and child care. One engaged in evangelism and outreach ministries, with some 

thought to returning to Thailand after his first furlough and moving to a mission station to 

do evangelistic work full-time.344  The other expressed doubts about his effectiveness on 

more than one occasion:   

Even now I still have disturbing doubts as to my qualifications for this 
assignment.  This is not to say that I am unhappy or discontented with the work 
here.  It is satisfying, happy work, but work that one can do an acceptable job in 
yet not put forth his best efforts.. I know I am not alone in feeling this way.  
Almost everyone at some time or other in his work here has these same doubts 
and anxieties.  To me they are in one sense spiritual growing pains…Perhaps I 
fear that I will become complacent, accept the easiest way and become a poor 
steward of my time and abilities.  Perhaps this is what disquiets me more than 
anything else.345

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
344 “Part of the program has been geared to the possible realization of the call which the 
churches and the District have extended to my wife and I to return to the Farng area 
following furlough.  Though the official approval has as yet been given, I have felt it 
desireable [sic]  to get a foundation of the problems and possibilities for work in this 
area.”  Annual Report for 1960, RG 84-4 24, Box 4, Presbyterian Historical Society, 
Philadelphia, PA. 
345 Personal Report – 1966, RG 84-4-28, Box 4, Presbyterian Historical Society, 
Philadelphia, PA. 
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Thailand – 12  Sexual abuse by a minor 

Potential victim(s): Younger female Presbyterian MK 1 
Time frame:  1950s 
Setting:    Chiang Mai boarding home 
Incident:  Older male student enticed MK to meet him 
   late at night in deserted corner of the dorm,  
   where he fondled her breasts and pubic area. 
Panel decision: Sexual abuse by a minor 
Panel action:    Indivdiual named in Thailand Need-to-Know report. 

 
 
Overall Panel comments 

 One of the more disturbing aspects of these reports, taken as a group, is that other 

missionaries seemed to have some awareness of inappropriate behavior of both 

houseparents with female children, yet there is no indication in the archives that any 

formal action was ever taken.  

 The Panel heard about informal confrontations, such as those noted above, where 

the mother confronted the housefather to demand an explanation or tell him to stay away 

from the child.  The Panel also heard indirectly that someone had taken a concern or 

complaint to the Board, and that Mr. Stubblefield had been told to stay out of the girls’ 

rooms at night.  Attempts to gather specific details about some of these accounts, 

however, were thwarted by the lack of cooperation on the part of some adult 

missionaries, who declined to participate in the Panel’s inquiry. 

 For the Panel, these incidents in Thailand resembled the inquiry on Congo – in 

both cases, parents were aware of abuse.  Yet, at a time when communication across 

denominational lines was most critical, denominations withdrew into their own mission 

communities.  Information wasn’t shared across denominational lines then, and it wasn’t 

shared across denominational lines now, for the Panel.  In both instances, the lack of 

sharing hindered an effective response.  Relationships between denominations are 

complex, just as relationships between individuals are.  Some of the same factors are 

important – status, resources, ongoing issues in the relationship.  Children lose when 

these factors loom larger than protection. 

 As noted in an earlier mission field discussion, children remain vulnerable, 

perhaps become more so, when adult responses to abuse are half-hearted and halfway.  
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The child may see a parent protest on their behalf, but if nothing changes afterward, the 

child may conclude that the parent is powerless compared to the offender.  This can have 

the effect of enhancing the offender’s power over the child.  The offender, for all intents 

and purposes, has proven to the child that they are more powerful than the parent.  For a 

child, then, this may mean that there is no hope of escaping from the abuse.   
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ZAMBIA 
Scope of Panel’s inquiry 

Time period of Panel’s inquiry: 1975 - 1980 

Predecessor denomination:  Unknown 

Other denominations associated with this inquiry:   

One alleged victim on mission field because parents were appointed by 

Africa Evangelical Fellowship 

Features of the mission field and setting 

Mission field:  Zambia 

Presbyterian mission work:  

  None that we could determine for this area during this time frame 

Schools mentioned in the report:   

  Sakeji Christian School 

Dormitories: Boarding for students ages 6 - 13 
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Summary of IARP inquiry   

 

Total number of reports received by Panel 2  
    

 Concern about possible sexual abuse  1 
 Allegation of abuse, unspecified  1 

    
Number of alleged victims  2  

 Younger female non- Presbyterian MKs  1 
 Unknown  1 
    

Number of individuals identified as possible offenders 0  
    

Panel decisions  2  
 Concern  1 
 Did not fit scope of Panel’s Charter  1 
    

Panel actions  0  
    

Number of people providing information to the Panel 2  
 In-person  0 

 Phone   0 
 Written  2 
    
 Number with Witness Agreements  0 
 Number without   2 
    

Official denominational 0  
    

Personal papers  0  
    

Other resources Research using reference materials   
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Panel description of investigation   

   

Zambia – 1  Concern about possible sexual abuse 
Potential victim:   Unnamed female MK 
Accused individual: Unnamed dorm father 
Time frame:  Unspecified 
Setting:    Sakeji Christian School  
Incident:  Inappropriate “tucking in” 
Panel decision: Concern 
Panel action:    None, reported as a concern 

 

Zambia – 2  Allegation of abuse by parents and others 
Potential victim:   Female MK, 6 – 8 years old 
Accused individual: Parents (for putting young child in boarding school) 

    Unnamed other individual(s) at Sakeji School 
Time frame:    1975 – 1980 
Setting:    Sakeji Christian School  
Incident:  Unspecified 
Panel decision: Does not fit scope of Panel’s Charter 
Panel action:   None 

 

Panel discussion  

Both of these reports came to the Panel through MK networking channels.  The 

first report, Zambia – 1, was noted by a Presbyterian MK writing to the Panel about her 

own positive experiences in other settings.  She noted in an addendum that she had 

spoken to another woman who reported the “inappropriate tucking in” while at Sakeji 

School.   The second report, Zambia – 2, came to the Panel as a referral from MK Safety 

Net, a web site serving MKs who have experienced abuse.   

In the Panel’s experience, these reports were credible and serious.  The Panel had 

heard other sexual abuse euphemistically described as “inappropriate tucking in,” which 

led the Panel to take the first report seriously.  The experiences and long-term effects 

described by the second reporter were similar to those described by others where the 

Panel identified abuse.   Both reports would have merited further investigation had a 

Presbyterian been identified as an accused individual or an alleged victim.   
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The Panel’s research did not identify a Presbyterian mission presence in Zambia, 

and could not identify any Presbyterians who might have served on the staff of Sakeji 

Christian School.  The denominational affiliation of the first alleged victim was 

unknown, so there was no way of locating her.  The second alleged victim was non-

Presbyterian.   

As a result, the first report was identified simply as a concern about possible 

sexual abuse, and the second report was judged not to fit the scope of the Panel’s Charter. 

 



IARP	  Final	  Report	   October	  2010	   	  307	  

C.  Overall themes that emerged in the Panel’s investigations 

 This section is organized around Panel observations of common themes that 

emerged from interviews with participants from different mission fields, different 

schools, and different period of time. 

 While this information comes from the past, the analysis and conclusions pertain 

to the present and future.  The PC(U.S.A.) no longer maintains boarding schools, but 

parents on the mission field still make choices about educational settings for their 

children, and the Church still makes choices about which missionary placements it will 

facilitate.   

 

MKs: TCKs, boarding school and abuse  

 

The MK experience potentially has many layers: 

a) The effect of being a Third Culture Kid.346 

b) For a subset of MKs, the potential effect of separations from parents experienced when 
attending boarding schools.347 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
346 See, for example, Pollock, David C., & Van Reken, Ruth E. (2001). Third Culture 
Kids: The Experience of Growing Up Among Worlds. Yarmouth, ME: Intercultural 
Press, Inc., 333 pp. 
347 See for example,  

1) Eidse, Faith. (2004). “Embers.” In Eidse, Faith, & Sichel, Nina. (Eds.). Unrooted 
Childhoods: Memoirs of Growing Up Global. Yarmouth, ME: Intercultural Press, pp. 
133-142.; or,  

2) Kunkel, Lois Irene. (2000). Spiders spin silk: Reflections of missionary kids at midlife. 
[Doctor of Education] Toronto, Ontario, Canada: Ontario Institute for Studies in 
Education of the University of Ontario, Department of Adult Education, Community 
Development and Counselling Psychology. 195 pp; or,  

3) Thorpe, Douglas M. (1994). Boarding the self: Individual and family consequences of 
mission boarding school experience. [Doctor of Philosophy] Princeton, NJ: Princeton 
Theological Seminary. 156 pp; or, 

4) Van Reken, Ruth E. (1987, October 24; 1995, January; 1997, February). The paradox 
of pain and faith. [Formerly entitled: Possible long-term implications of repetitive cycles	  
of separation and loss during childhood on Adult Missionary Kids (AMKs).] [The	  
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c) For an even smaller subset of MKs, the effects of abuse suffered on the mission 
field.348 

The MK experience has many layers as reported by a variety of witnesses 

interviewed by the Panel.  They have spoken of their unique childhood experiences which 

continue to influence their adult life today.  It has been said that children of missionaries 

“have sacrificed as much or more than their missionary parents.”349  Some of the 

witnesses the Panel spoke with could resonate with this statement. 

 Many children are raised in foreign countries with cultures, customs, and 

languages different from those of their parents, whether they are children of parents in 

business, mission work, government, military, or diplomatic corps.  Growing up in a 

country different from their “passport country,” they have been given the name of “third 

culture kids” or TCKs.  MKs, moreover, often have lived in boarding school sometimes 

beginning at a young age sent by parents who were serving in remote backwoods areas of 

the country.  Sometimes, MKs report, these turned into a rich tapestry of experience: 

 
 
 
 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

majority of this paper was published in a New Zealand magazine as: van Reken, Ruth. 
(1997). Coping with loss: The downside of being a missionary kid. Reality, 20. Retrieved 
on July 5, 2008, from: http://www.reality.org.nz/articles/20/20-vanreken.html]; or, 

5) _________. (2004). “Letters Never Sent.” In Eidse, Faith, & Sichel, Nina. (Eds.). 
Unrooted Childhoods: Memoirs of Growing Up Global. Yarmouth, ME: Intercultural 
Press, pp. 143-159. 
348 See for example, Kellogg, Miriam E., & Hunter, William F. (1993). Sexual 
immorality in the missions community: Overtones of incest? Journal of Psychology and 
Theology, 21(1, Spring), 45-53. [Special issue: Psychology and Missions.]; or, Rosik, 
Christopher H., & Kilbourne-Young, Karen L. (1999). Dissociative disorders in adult 
missionary kids: Report on five cases. Journal of Psychology and Theology, 27(2, 
Summer), 163-170. [Special issue: Psychology and Missions.] 
349 Doris Walters, An Assessment of Re-entry Issues of the Children of Missionaries. 
(1991, p. vi).  Quoted in Lois Kunkel, Spiders Spin Silk. (2000) 
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“I look back on it very fondly.  I’m comfortable in a multi-cultural  setting.  I felt 
really connected in boarding school.  It was a very special   way to grow up.  I felt 
a sense of community with other missionary families.” 

 
Other MKs expressed a very different experience, one which has left a life-long 

trail of sadness and sense of abandonment: 

   
“Boarding school pulled us away from our parents.  There is a common sense of 
brokenness.” 

 
Each of these experiences – being a TCK, being separated from parents to attend 

boarding school, and being abused – may have long-term effects on MKs.  When these 

experiences are combined, these effects may be cumulative or reinforcing.   

 
These layers of experience were important to the IARP because: 
 

 IARP inquiries focused on reports from MKs, who are, by definition, TCKs. 
 

 Of the 5 major IARP inquiries -- Congo, Cameroon, Ethiopia, Pakistan, and 
Thailand – 4 of these mission fields had Presbyterian-affiliated MK boarding 
schools. 

 
 These 4 MK boarding schools – Hope School in Cameroon; Good Shepherd 

School in Ethiopia; Murree Christian School in Pakistan; and, Chiang Mai 
Children’s Center in Thailand -- were settings for reports of abuse that the Panel 
received.   

 
 When the Panel investigated reports, there was a standard set of questions of those 

reporting abuse, including the short- and long-term effects of the abuse on their 
lives.  The Panel included effects in several different life domains:  physical, 
psychological, spiritual, religious, economic, vocational, emotional, and 
relational. 

 
As a result: 
 

 The Panel had a wealth of information from witness interviews and 
denominational archives obtained in the course of investigating the reports of 
abuse set at these schools. 

 
 Since these reported effects of abuse could overlap considerably with the effects 

of experiences of being an TCK and being in boarding school, the Panel sought, 
insofar as possible, to understand the separate effects of each type of experience 
as reported to us. 
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The Charter directed the Panel to: 
  

a) include in the Final Report “[a]ny necessary background information about 
mission life;”350 and,  
 
b) make “[r]ecommendations for improvements to the processes of WMD.”351  
 
To identify pertinent background information, particularly about the effects of 

being a TCK or being in boarding school, and to identify areas that might merit 

recommendation, the Panel compared the 4 mission boarding schools on several 

dimensions.  In addition, the Panel summarized information we received  about the long-

term effects of abuse on victims and others, boys and abuse, and sibling abuse. 

 
TCK experiences 
 

Pollock and Van Reken define Third Culture Kid (TCK) as: “a person who has 

spent a significant part of his or her developmental years outside the parents’ culture.  

The TCK frequently builds relationships to all the cultures, while not having full 

ownership in any.  Although elements from each culture are assimilated into the TCK life 

experience, the sense of belonging is in relationship to others of similar background.352   

 These are not “Third World” children.  Instead, these are children of missionaries, 

foreign service, military, business whose parents came from a first culture and worked in 

a host culture, the second culture.  The children then experience living in a culture 

between these two, named third culture.  Children of missionaries actually live in 

different cultural worlds as they travel back and forth between their passport country, 

during furloughs, and the host country, during terms of their parents’ missionary service.  

This is a highly mobile world as they, or those around them, are constantly coming and 

going.353 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
350 Charter, Section XI. Process, 1.  
351 Charter, Section III. Scope, and Section XI. Process, 5.  
352 Pollock, David and Ruth Van Reken, The Third Culture Kid Experience: Growing up 
among worlds. (2009), p. 13. 
353 Ibid, p. 17 
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“The population changed each year due to furloughs so boyfriend and girlfriend in the 
dorm didn’t mean much.”354 

 
The term, third culture kids, was actually coined some fifty years ago by Dr. Ruth 

Hill Useem when she observed, while working with US business and government 

families in overseas assignments, that their children were different from children who had 

remained in the US.  The TCKs seemed to take their identity from the combination of at 

least two distinct cultural parts, their home/passport country and their host country.355 

 
“I have always felt my experiences on the mission field were very much to be envied 
by my peers who were raised in the states and that my present heart for reaching the 
lost in the less reached areas of the world is much related to my time spent there.”356 

 
 During the IARP inquiry, the Panel interviewed missionary kids who had spent a 

significant part of their developmental years outside their parents’ culture.  And, whether 

they lived in boarding school or on the mission station with their parents, they reported to 

the Panel that they built relationships to all of the cultures, while not having full 

ownership in any.  They assimilated elements from each culture, yet their sense of 

belonging was their relationship to other MKs. 

 Children learn who they are and where they belong from the community in which 

they live, internalizing what is acceptable and what is expected.  Pollock and Van Reken 

call this cultural balance: knowing how things are and how they work in a particular 

community.357  TCKs, however, may feel out of balance as they move from place to 

place, having to learn anew how things work.  One MK witness told about how she 

struggled when her parents were transferred from a middle eastern country, where she felt 

at home, to a southeastern country where she felt like a fish out of water.   

 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
354 Witness interview. 
355 Pollock and Van Reken, p. 16. 
356 Letter from a missionary kid. 
357 Pollock and Van Reken, p. 44. 
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“I liked (middle eastern country) best.  I had great memories; I loved the people; I 
loved the food; it was totally positive.  The people were loud, welcomed strangers 
to meals; it felt like home.  Then we moved to (southeastern country) where 
people were quiet, no meals in their home and, if refused a meal, the offers 
stopped.  At first I hated it there.  I felt disloyal to the other country.  I was fluent 
in (middle eastern) their language, but when we moved I couldn’t get around in 
this new language.  My siblings and I were the new kids.  Between the move from 
one country to the other, we were in the US where we were new kids, too.  We 
were all fairly traumatized by the huge cultural leap we were making from one 
country to another.”358 

   
 Like all children, TCKs are influenced by their parents’ cultural values, by the 

host country’s practices, by their schooling, and peers.  TCKs often have additional 

influences in their life: caregivers from the host country, where child care practices might 

be quite different from that of their parents, and the sponsoring agency of the parents with 

its expectations about beliefs and behavior. 

 
I had “a live-in babysitter so my parents could work as missionaries, preaching, 
building, and treating the sick….As a child and young adult, I did not know my 
Father and Mother.”359 

 
 IARP witnesses confirmed the TCK profile which Pollock, Van Reken,360 and 

others have identified (see bibliography). 

 
• TCKs understand how people’s worldview is different, socially, philosophically, 

and politically. 
• Yet, they report experiencing divided loyalty which, to Americans, may seem 

unpatriotic. 
 

“I was born abroad.  We lived in a tiny village in a grass house with mud floors 
and walls.  I thought being a mish kid was normal….Coming to the States was 
horrible….I was surrounded by English-speaking people, but I felt lonely….[I 
felt] anti-materialism, anti-commercialism.”361 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
358 Witness interview. 
359 Witness interview. 
360 Pollock and Van Reken, pages 88-165. 
361 Witness interview. 
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• TCKs understand the values of living in another country in a very tangible way.  
Even as children, they have a clear awareness of what was going on. 

• Yet, they have heard gun fire, have seen war and experienced evacuation of their 
school and families. 

 
• TCKs have a genuine interest in and sense of ownership of other cultures. 
• Yet, they report problems with re-entry to the passport country, feeling out-of-

touch with people and events, no knowledge of relatives, the latest fads, social 
and political events. 

 
• TCKs are adaptable and blend in, sometimes to the point that their behavior 

becomes indistinguishable from indigenous peoples. 
• Yet, while appearing to be-one-of-the-crowd, they may not have a sense of their 

own identity. 
 

• TCKs learn to be open-minded, understanding that there may a reason behind the 
behavior. 

• Yet, their situation may have given them special status, making it difficult, at 
times, to remain open-minded. 

 
 Missionary children may return to their passport country every two to four years, 

staying away for a longer period of time than other TCKs.  Each leave means saying 

good-bye to friends in the host country, hello to relatives and friends at home, good-bye 

to those people a short time later, and hello again to the host country friends, although 

friends may have changed if they are new to mission field or away on furlough.  This is 

high mobility.  Each transition changes something in a child’s life. 

o Chronic cycles of mobility create a sense of loss even when there is 
anticipation about the next move. 

o Repeated cycles of mobility can lead to repetitive losses. 
o TCKs have much they love about their experience of growing up in host 

countries, and these losses may lead to unresolved grief. 
o Unresolved grief can leave its mark on the child and later the adult due to 

hidden losses, or no permission to grieve, or no time to process, or are 
discounted, or feel there is a higher good. 

 
• Mobility and frequent transitions may create an urgent sense of the Now, seize 

this moment for it may pass forever. 
• Yet, some TCKs have difficulty making choices and commitments because they 

are waiting for the next change. 
 

• Despite the high mobility, there is structure from the sponsoring agency.  For 
MKs there is the society of aunts and uncles which envelops them in a cocoon. 

• Yet, the experience of some may lead to a mistrust of this very structure. 
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• MKs interviewed often reported that they could live anywhere because they 

developed cross-cultural skills.  They have learned to read the culture for the 
unwritten rules of what is acceptable behavior and what is not. 

 
• They report as well having learned inner confidence and a strong sense of self-

reliance. 
“I grew up fast, became self-sufficient, self-reliant, and independent.  I 
don’t tend to ask for help, although that has improved with time.”362   

 
• A sense of rootlessness: Where are you from? and restlessness: Where is home? 

These are difficult questions for TCKs to answer because they have an at-
homeness in their host country.  One witness said with pride: “My Thai-ness is 
also part of me.” 

 
• TCKs often have a large number of relationships, some valued and some more 

superficial. 
“I established long, lasting relationships that are still maintained  
today.  When we meet, we pick up conversation right from where  
we left off.  We experience a shared, unique, and special history  
filled with primarily positive memories.”363 
 

• Yet, some MKs reported a series, even a pattern of unhealthy relationships, some 
resulting in multiple marriages and divorce. 

 
• MKs told the Panel that they struggle with a sense of their own identity.  

Sometimes they appear have matured early, having learned to feel comfortable, at 
an early age, being with adults.  Or they have never gone through “adolescent 
rebellion” to find out who they are.  Or they have aligned with the system of their 
parents’ sponsoring agency becoming a wallflower.   
 

One witness stated it this way: “For me deep relationships  
are difficult; I’ve had several marriages.  I’ve been either  
immersed in my parents’ culture and become uber-American  
or global citizen and critical of the US.  I also have a better  
understanding of how America is different than other places.   
I have a greater independence than my peers.  I have an ease  
with people who are different from me.  I’m a third culture kid.” 

 
MKs who are second and third generation reported to the Panel that they are 

poignantly aware of the impact they have observed in their family members from living 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
362 Witness prepared statement. 
363 Ibid. 
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overseas and, sometimes, concerned that this previous generation grew up without benefit 

of being able to sort out the full effect of their third culture up-bringing. 

 
The Experience of Third Culture Kids as Missionary Kids: TCKs as MK. 
 

By definition all MKs are TCKs.  They form a special category within the TCKs 

because MKs must integrate and assimilate yet another culture into their experience of 

passport culture and host culture.  Children of missionaries must also incorporate the life 

and experience of their parents’ call to the mission of faith and ministry in the name of 

Jesus Christ.  Some MKs observe, often with great respect, the commitment of their 

missionary parents to live out the Great Commission: to proclaim the Gospel to all 

people, near and far, who have not heard the good news of Jesus Christ. 

 
“What we saw in our father’s missionary life, we have lived out in our life: 
achieving, involved, independent.  MKs make their own decisions.  They become 
adult at a very early age.  We all fiercely respect our father for his missionary 
commitment.”364 

 
 One never stops being a TCK or an MK; it is a long life experience.  Witnesses 

reported, they realized very early that their parents had made an honorable choice, worthy 

of respect, to become missionaries.  They felt loyal to their parents who felt loyal to 

God.365  Some MKs told the Panel of their special status. 

 
“As an MK in Africa, I had my own kingdom: eight or ten African kids would 
follow me around.  I lived in a nice house where we had staff.  As a preacher’s 
kid, I always admired what they did—from their heart.  Once back in the US, I 
was dumped in hell.”366 

*** 
“I had a very privileged upbringing.  In (host country), a child is  
defined by the parent’s status.  I was a doctor’s daughter.  I was also  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
364 Witness interview. 
365 Kunkel, Lois Irene. (2000). Spiders spin silk: Reflections of missionary kids at 
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Education of the University of Ontario, Department of Adult Education, Community 
Development and Counseling Psychology, p. 20 
366 Witness interview. 
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blond and fair, thought to be beautiful by the (people in the host country)  
and treated like a princess.  When I came to the US, it was a shock; I was  
one of the masses.”367 

 
 Statements such as the above, heard by the Panel, reflect some of the joys of 

living on the mission field and, at the same time, the struggles which MKs experienced: 

culture shock at re-entry to the passport country, whether on furlough or permanent 

relocation, as if they were now in some new, strange country, this USA.  This was also 

accompanied by a sense of alienation, of not belonging, and a mixture of other feelings 

such as doubt, insecurity, loneliness, fear, anger, and detachment.  These adjustments 

were varied and challenging.  So you thought you were an American and then found out 

you weren’t American at all.368  These experiences seemed to provoke questions, over 

and over, in MKs as they struggled with a sense of their own identity. 

 Some MKs report that their experience was completely positive: “I have many, 

many positive memories of Africa.  Too many to describe.  Suffice it to say that I had a 

very happy childhood and am glad I was given such a unique experience.”369 

 However, “missionaries never belong; they are always outside the culture they are 

trying to convert.”370 

 
One parent told the Panel: “It is a sad paradox: immersion in a culture to be a 
good missionary, then it is difficult to return.  I put myself under  the local 
Christians and joined them, allowing myself to become de-culturized.  I learned 
from them.  I was a good student.  The dark side was: the children were deeply 
and significantly influenced by the people with whom they lived.” 

*** 
This parent’s child:  “We didn’t integrate with the (people of host country).  It 
created the feeling that we didn’t belong in the US and we didn’t belong in (host 
country) because we weren’t natives there.”371 
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370 Ibid, p. 76. 
371 Witness interviews. 
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 TCKs as MKs had the overlay of God, the culture of the missionary world.  The 

message for many: be in the world but not of the world.  One witness reported that this 

was the order of her parents’ priorities:  “First God, then marriage, then children, then 

work; that was the order of priorities.”  MKs reported to the Panel that they did not want 

to disturb their parents from their “call” with any complaints or distress.  Believing that 

their parents were on a “holy mission,” children chose to be silent. 

Another witness shared this: “In most respects it was wonderful….I had a very 

privileged up-bringing.  There was confusion in roles: substitute father-figures, teachers, 

uncles and aunts, but did not have relationships with my biological aunts and uncles.”  

Children, in their given circumstances, said they tried to do everything that was expected, 

but inside, they still felt lonely.  MKs often report that they are aware now, as adults, of 

the many losses they experienced and the ways in which this has left its mark on their 

lives. 

 
The Experience of MKs in boarding school. 
 

“Going to boarding school was the thing to do for all of us.  Unless our parents 
wanted to home-school, there really wasn’t much choice.  Our parents were 
wanting for us to socialize with other Americans and to have an American 
education.”372 

 
 And, so it was: the MKs now moved into yet another dynamic related to culture: 

the culture of home and the culture of the hostel.  Many MKs lived away from their 

families for significant parts of their lives not seeing their parents for months at a time.  

One mother told her missionary husband: “The hardest thing was sending the children to 

school so far out in the country.  We saw them only Christmas and summer; later they 

added Easter.”  Some MKs began their boarding experience as young as six years old.  

Given the high mobility, mentioned above, “missionaries and their children are 

particularly vulnerable to separation and its accompanying anxiety and fear….One of the 
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most significant experiences of separation occurs when the children of missionaries go to 

boarding school.”373 

It was difficult for some MKs who boarded: “Boarding school was home.  At 

boarding school you learned to suppress emotions.  Now I don’t feel feelings like others.  

It pulled us away from our parents so that we raised ourselves.  We search for our 

identity.  Kids need to be with their parents.”374  Although some reported to the Panel: “I 

remember fondly my time at boarding school and consider it one of the best times of my 

life.  My experience there was only positive.  My dorm parents….were fantastic.”375  

Other MKs who boarded spoke of suffering the loss of their parents, missing out on the 

wisdom they might have learned from mother and father, their loneliness, sense of 

abandonment, sense of disconnection and confusion of belonging and yet not belonging.   

 Of the five major IARP inquiries—Congo, Cameroon, Ethiopia, Pakistan, and 

Thailand—four of these mission fields had Presbyterian-affiliated MK boarding schools.   

Interestingly, there were stark commonalities in the experiences, daily structure, and rules 

found in each of the boarding schools.  Here are some of the common themes the Panel 

heard: 

 
Boarding: 
 

• There were MK accounts of bedwetting and fear of what might be between you 
and the bathroom at night. 

• Problems about morning oatmeal. 
• Had to eat everything on the plate. 
• Concerns about letters home—not private, told to present only the positive side so 

as not to worry their parents. 
• Crying oneself to sleep at night. 
• Watching parents drive away and longing for them to turn around and come back 

for them. 
• Feeling if I was good enough my Mommy and Daddy would come and get me. 
• Being separated from siblings because we were all to be part of God’s family. 
• Parents not asking how are things going? 
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• Some felt it was tough to spend years among those who cannot help you to 
flourish. 

• One boarding school MK told the Panel: “School and kids were lowest priority.  
Many households were conducted that way.  Parents wanted to do the work 
unencumbered by their kids.  They wanted kids out of the home.  A lot of parents 
really didn’t care.  It was the kids who supported the parents’ work.  Children are 
a gift; ministry will always be there.” 

 
Houseparents: 

 
• Houseparents had full-time responsibility for everything pertaining to the children 

as well as the property, the staff, and the finances. 
• Due to recruitment difficulties, houseparents were often neither well-qualified nor 

trained in child development and care. 
• MKs reported in all the schools that some houseparents had favorites. 

 
Parents: 
 

• Across the mission hostels in the inquiry, parents wrote that they had peace of 
mind that their children were “happy;” now they could carry on their work with 
satisfaction. 

• Mothers homeschooled for the first few grades, using the Calvert System.  
Mothers felt pulled in many directions between family and the call of mission 
work. 

• Boarding allowed mothers to participate fully in mission work and, when needed, 
to accompany her husband in the mission field. 

• If there were problems, aunt and uncles near-by would handle them. 
• Parents did not know what happened in boarding and relied on letters to inform 

them.  
• Parents did not ask their children.  They assumed houseparents were up to the 

task. 
• Parents assumed anyone chosen by the Church would do an adequate job. 

 
MKs: 
 

• Many MKs made a conscious effort to adapt and be “good.” 
• Some MKs reported feeling abandoned and a lower priority as their parents 

brought the gospel to other people.  They had a clear sense that missionary work 
was prioritized over time with them. 

• MKs were to accept, without complaint; they were not to worry their parents. 
• Some thought rules were oppressive to which they needed to conform. 
• Although MKs felt a sense of community with other mission families, some also 

experienced a climate of unconcern among adults and parents.  The adults did not 
seem to acknowledge the problems that were there. 

• Some MKs felt they had no advocate.  Their parents had committed their life to 
missionary work rather than their families. 
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• MKs felt estranged even when at home sometimes. 
 

Some MKs now report that every day in their daily life, they bump up against their 

boarding school experience and their MK history.  The effects are long-lasting. 

 
The Experiences of MKs who went to boarding school and were abused. 
 

“I was always scared, told (at boarding school) I’d never amount to anything.  I 
was living two different lives: scared on the inside, looked happy on the 
outside.”376 

*** 
“The damage of boarding school is overwhelming….how alone, afraid, 
abandoned my ten year old heart felt….desperate, frightening, lonely, vulnerable, 
heart-closing feeling, especially for a little child.”377 

*** 
“Boarding school pulled us away from our parents.  Kids need to be with their 
parents.  If I hadn’t gone to boarding school, I wouldn’t have been abused.”378 

 
 Of the five major IARP inquiries, four MK boarding schools—Hope School in 

Cameroon, Good Shepherd School in Ethiopia, Murree Christian School in Pakistan, and 

Chiang Mai Children’s Center in Thailand—were settings for reports of abuse that the 

Panel received.  In the fifth inquiry, a boarding hostel, the Methodist-Presbyterian Hostel 

in Congo, was the setting for reports of abuse the Panel received.  The Panel had a wealth 

of information from witness interviews and denominational archives obtained in the 

course of investigating the reports of abuse set at these schools. 

 When the Panel investigated reports, there was a standard set of questions for 

those reporting abuse, including the short- and long-term effects of the abuse on their 

lives.  The Panel included effects in several different life domains. 

 
Effects of abuse. 
 
 When a child is abused by another person, it is a unique event, particular to that 

time and place, and those individuals.  At the same time, there are common reactions that 
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an abused child has, stages, if you will, that ultimately involve the larger community in 

the incident and its aftermath.  Understanding these stages allows us to understand the 

symptoms that victims have, the role of the Panel, and appropriate preventive actions. 

 
A. Initial reaction. 

 
Children often initially react to abuse, particularly sexual abuse, with absolute 

incredulity or shock.  They literally may not know what is happening.  It is outside any 

experience or expectation they had that another adult or child would touch their body in 

this way or do this to them. 

With this initial shock and complete bewilderment comes silence and frozen fear 

or terror, as the child desperately searches their mind to figure out what is going on.  This 

shock is intensely isolating—in that moment of experiencing something so new and no 

negative, children can lose their footing, their connection to the world around them, their 

usual ways of understanding and learning. 

 
“In my bedroom in the middle of the night, I woke up….and was frozen.”379 

 
This experience is summarized as follows by Judith Herman, a psychiatrist: 
 
 Psychological trauma is an affliction of the powerless…Traumatic events 
 overwhelm the ordinary systems of care that give people a sense of control, 
 connection and meaning…Traumatic events are extraordinary human adaptations 
 to life.  Unlike commonplace misfortunes, traumatic events generally involve 
 threats to life or bodily integrity, or a close personal encounter with violence and 
 death.  They confront human beings with the extremities of helplessness and 
 terror, and evoke responses of catastrophe….the common denominator of 
 psychological trauma is a feeling of ‘intense fear, helplessness, loss of control, 
 and threat of annihilation.’…certain identifiable experiences increase the 
 likelihood of harm.  These include being taken by surprise, trapped, or being 
 exposed to the point of exhaustion.  The likelihood of harm is also increased when 
 the traumatic events include physical violation or injury, exposure to extreme 
 violence, or witnessing grotesque death.  In each instance, the salient 
 characteristics of the traumatic event is its power to inspire helplessness and  

terror.380 
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Participants in the Panel’s inquiry described it this way: 
 

“…nightmares, sick every day, wet my bed, shame, difficulties sleeping.  My 
experiences…were sad, difficult and ugly and they have cast a shadow on my 
adult life for a long time.  Life seemed to me to be very, very hard and a daily 
struggle throughout crucial childhood years.  There was no comfort through great 
loss and enduring cruelty….I believe those have contributed to a pervasive 
sadness and depression in my adult life.  It had made relationships difficult, due to 
lack of trust.  I have had life-long issues with eating.  I was clearly anorexic in 
college.”381 

* * * 
“…the devastation it produced in my life has been sizeable.  Depression, sexual 
confusion, spiritual confusion, avoiding intimacy, self-loathing, etc.  I felt so 
sad…I felt tremendously guilty.  I knew it was wrong, but somehow I still felt 
guilty.  I felt conflicted over it—the ruiner of the happy memories.”382 

*** 
“At the time I remember I froze.  What do I do?.I have had panic and anxiety for 
thirty years.  Years of night terrors.”383 

 
Offenders use this frozenness, this silence, to their advantage and often continue 

or push their abuse further at these times.  The lack of resistance allows them to 

consolidate their advantage in physical size, experience, or chosen circumstances to exert 

even more control over the incident. 

Children are aware of this escalation, this continuation, and now fear that with 

their silence, they have somehow given assent to the abuse.  Thoughts at this time 

include, “I should have said something.”  “I should have screamed.”  Or, “I didn’t do 

anything.” 

“I didn’t want to tell anyone.  I felt dirtier afterward, ashamed….[He] was a big 
boy who scared me.  I knew it was something [he] wanted to do and I was not 
comfortable saying no.  I felt intimidated.”384 

*** 
“To this day I do not fully understand why I did not cry out as he attempted to 
rape me; why I wanted this crisis solved without others knowing.”385 
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Offender’s statement: “They were at a younger age; they didn’t know what they 
were doing.  I thought they cooperated; I didn’t see a hesitancy.  She didn’t say 
no.”386 

 
Offenders can reinforce this reaction by what they say to the child, before, during 

or after the abuse:  “You’ll like this.”  “You asked for this.”  “I know you are enjoying 

this, too.”  “See, this isn’t so bad.” 

 
An adult offender in a position of authority, had a girl take off her clothes, saying 
that he was performing a scientific study and wanted to gauge the distance 
between two things between her legs.387 

*** 
Another adult offender justified his actions by saying the Bible taught that we are 
to love one another, and that was what he was doing.388 

 
At this point, then, guilt may become a major factor for the child.  MKs may be 

especially vulnerable to this, compared to children with less religious exposure, because 

immersion in a religious environment can highlight guilt. 

People in the community reinforce these feelings of guilt with their expectation 

that the victim should have reacted or protested or resisted. 

 
 B. Telling: Involving the larger community 
 

Up until now, the abuse incident has been one individual abusing another 

individual.  As horrendous and difficult as this is for the victim, it is still a situation 

where one person’s actions can be contrasted to or weighed against another person’s 

actions, such as occurs when one person steals from another and the evidence becomes 

clear and public so that now others become involved in order to reach a settlement and 

resolution. 

If the offender’s behavior is appropriately labeled as wrong at this stage, and the 

child sees, from the actions of others, that this should not have happened to them, then it 
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is very possible that the child can recover well from these experiences with appropriate 

support and assistance. 

If, however, the offender’s behavior is tolerated, excused, minimized, dismissed, 

or accepted, then there often follows a whole set of reactions for the child.  Now they feel 

the community’s negative judgments about them and their worth, as well as the 

offender’s negative judgment about them and their worth.  Many victims reported to the 

Panel that the hurt and harm done by the community judgment of worthlessness was 

worse than the hurt and harm they felt from the act of abuse itself. 

“The greater community remained silent as well.  It is hard to imagine that among 
all the missionaries—men and women who have devoted their life to ‘God’s 
work’—not one stepped forward to be our advocate.”389 

 
Herman describes it this way: 
 
 The damage to the survivor’s faith and sense of community is particularly severe 
 when the traumatic events themselves involve the betrayal of important  
 relationships.390 
 
 Because traumatic life events invariably cause damage to relationships, people in 
 the survivor’s social world have the power to influence the eventual outcome of 

the trauma.  A supportive response from other people may mitigate the impact of 
the event, while a hostile or negative response may compound the damage and 
aggravate the traumatic syndrome.  In its aftermath of traumatic life events, 
survivors are highly vulnerable.  Their sense of self has been shattered.  That 
sense can be rebuilt only as it was built initially, in connection with others.391 

 Sharing the traumatic experience with others is a precondition for the restitution  
of a sense of a meaningful world.  In this process, the survivor seeks assistance 
not only from those closest to her but also from the wider community.  The 

 response of the community has a powerful influence on the ultimate resolution of 
 the trauma.  Restoration of the breach between the traumatized person and the 
 community depends, first, upon public acknowledgement of the traumatic event 
 and, second, upon some form of community action.  Once it is publically 
 recognized that a person has been harmed, the community must take action to 
 assign responsibility for the harm and to repair the injury.  These two responses— 
 recognition and restitution—are necessary to rebuild the survivor’s sense of order  

and justice.392 
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The offender has committed abuse and there is a victim who has spoken up, but 

the offender now tries to legitimize himself (herself) as a person by focusing on how he 

(she) can justify the behavior to himself and others.  The offender knew the abusive 

behavior was wrong, yet committed the abuse anyway. 

 
 “It was ‘naughty’ but I was enjoying it too much to stop.”393 

 
To legitimize the behavior, the offender uses some cognitive distortions, ways of thinking 

that minimize, rationalize, and justify the behavior. 

 The offender may minimize the behavior by saying: it just happened; I really 

didn’t plan it.  Or, the offender may minimize the victim: she knew what was happening 

and didn’t resist; she wanted it.  Or, the offender may minimize the impact of the 

behavior: it was no big deal; we were wrestling and my hand slipped.  Offenders often 

find a way to discredit the motive: 

 
Offender statement: “I thought this [the sexual abuse] wasn’t mean and cruel—
like cutting hair while [they were] sleeping or putting [their] hand in water so they 
wet the bed.”394 

 
Offender statement: “…She enjoyed it [touching her breasts] and so did I, so we 
continued to do it.”395 

 
In the above quote, the offender’s use of “we” creates the illusion that the abusive 

behavior was mutual, even part of a relationship, which it was not. 

 There is an impact on the victim.  They often describe their deep sense of 

worthlessness, a feeling resulting from having felt used for someone else’s pleasure, an 

object to be toyed with.  Victims reported to the Panel how they have painfully struggled 

with self-destructive acts. 
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“…behavioral reactions to sexual abuse include such problems as aggression 
toward people and animals, running away, self-harm (cutting or burning), 
criminal activity, substance abuse, suicidal behavior, hyperactivity, sleep 
problems, eating problems, and toileting problems.”396 

 
“I began to understand that my episode of self-cutting was not untypical—I 
needed to feel something—control of my body.  Likewise with anorexia and 
excessive exercise.”397 

 
 Victims are acutely aware of the control exercised over them, how they had no 

choice in what was happening to them.  This often creates anxiety and fear. 

 
“The victim develops phobic reactions to the event, the offender, and to other 
aspects of the abuse.  Experiences that evoke recollections of the abuse come to 
elicit anxiety.  In some children this anxiety and phobias become pervasive and 
crippling because of the level of avoidance they engage in to reduce their 
stress.”398 

 
“Several times throughout the years, typically when I’m sick with the flu or so, 
something will trigger my memories, and I’ll have to relive the whole abuse 
again….Each time I reopen wounds to clean out deeper and deeper festering, it 
leaves me raw and reeling from the pain.”399 

 
One victim told a family member that even worse than being at school, where she 
was abused by several boys, was coming home.  She didn’t feel safe anywhere 
except in the bush, which is where she often escaped to.400 

 
 Children in boarding school felt vulnerable.  Was it the separation from their 

parents with whom they might have communicated their fears?  Was it the code of 

silence through censorship of letters home or implicit messages to not worry busy 
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399 Witness statement. 
400 Telephone conversation with family member. 
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parents?  Was it the loneliness and abandonment they felt?  Or was it feeling they must 

be bad? 

 
“…I probably felt I was a bad girl and that’s why my parents never came.”401 

 
“I learned that in boarding school, you had to keep things inside of you if you 
didn’t want to get hurt….I wasn’t sure exactly what had happened.  I only knew it 
shouldn’t have happened, and I didn’t want it to happen again.”402 

 
Abused MKs in boarding school did not believe they could report their abuse to 

the mission community of aunts and uncles.  As one witness reported: “There were a 

limited number of people to talk to.  If you had a problem, it’s your fault.”  Another 

witness, from another mission school, relayed: “It was the first time I had fully wrapped 

my mind around how the community’s response had been a form of abuse, inseparable 

from my molestation.” 

While the offender continues life as usual, able to maintain normal relationships, 

the victim has become vigilant in an effort to avoid the offender at school, on the 

grounds, at meals, in the dorm, at bedtime, and wherever their paths might cross.  This 

self-protective behavior further isolates the victim.  Victims discuss the depression and 

physical symptoms related to what has now become chronic stress. 

 
“Toxic stress results from intense adverse experiences that may be sustained over 
a long period of time—weeks, months, or even years.  An example of toxic stress 
is child maltreatment, which includes abuse and neglect.  Children are unable to 
effectively manage this type of stress by themselves.  As a result, the stress 
response system gets activated for a prolonged amount of time.  This can lead to 
permanent changes in the development of the brain.  The negative effects of toxic 
stress can be lessened with the support of caring adults.  Appropriate support and 
intervention can help in returning the stress response system back to its normal 
baseline.”403 
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Victims reported to the Panel that, from what they knew, there was only minimal 

investigation and no perceived support from their community. 

 
 
Long term trajectory and effects 
 

Having legitimized the abusive behavior and having continued life as usual, the 

offender is confident that he can remain in the community to continue the abusive 

behavior.  One witness described how her adult abuser found numerous ways and times 

to abuse her even after her mother had advised him to leave her child alone.404  Another 

victim, after having reported the sexual abuse to the people in charge, found that the 

abuser not only remained in the community but was also permitted to return to the 

dorm.405 

 Confusion, arising from the offender’s defiant behavior, leads to a cognitive 

dissonance and mistrust within the victim about what they have experienced, felt, and 

observed.  Abuse in boarding school may be seen as betrayal with a family, as incest -- 

peers have become brothers and sisters; unrelated adults, who may have been seen as 

aunts and uncles, may be house or hostel parents.  In order to protect themselves, victims 

may isolate from peers and friends.  As they lose confidence in themselves, they may 

become more passive.  What was “home culture” for these MKs, the boarding school and 

peer relationships, may now have become “no culture.”  And, in the experience of the 

victim, the mission community, be it the dorm parents, the dorm board members, or the 

near-by aunts and uncles, has ignored the situation and the matter is dropped. 

 
Effects of Child Physical Abuse 
 
 Sexual abuse was not the only kind of abuse investigated by the Panel.  Child 

physical abuse can also have long-term effects in adulthood.  Low maternal involvement 

and early separation from a mother have been identified in research as risk factors for 
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physical abuse.406  The effects of child physical abuse can be experienced into adulthood 

in such areas as health, cognitive, behavioral, psychological, and social. 

 
 Health:  Toxic stress from physical threat and abuse can affect the connection and 
possible development of brain circuits causing “an individual to develop a low threshold 
for stress, thereby becoming overly reactive to adverse experiences throughout life.”407  
Moreover, “high levels of stress hormones, including cortisol, can suppress the body’s 
immune response.  This can leave an individual vulnerable to a variety of infections and 
chronic health problems.”408 
 
 Cognitive:  Individuals who have experienced physical abuse tend to blame 
themselves, perceive the world as a dangerous place, generate fewer alternative solutions 
when faced with problem-solving, and focus on negative solutions.  They view 
themselves more negatively.  They may also see negative intent in the actions of 
others.409 
 
 Behavioral:  For some adults, physical abuse has left its marks on their ability to 
manage their anger in socially appropriate ways.410 
 

Psychological:  There is a higher degree of depression, sense of hopelessness, 
suicidal thoughts, and anxiety resulting from childhood physical abuse.411 

 
 Social:  Attachments tend to be of an insecure nature, leading to more conflict and 
negative feelings, creating problems in intimacy.  An individual may have problems 
making friends or become socially withdrawn.412 
 
   
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
406 The APSAC Handbook on Child Maltreatment. (2002). Sage Publications, Thousand 
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“I remember always being ‘on edge’ because I never knew when [offender] was 
going to…physically abuse me….My grades went down and with them my self-
esteem….My experiences at Boarding influenced my life until present, and will 
no doubt, always have some impact upon my thoughts and actions.  My self-
esteem, my self-worth were non existant for many years….The tranquil, lovely 
setting of boarding schools I attended belied the abuse beneath that outward 
beauty.”413 

 
Effects of Child Sexual Abuse. 
 
 Sexual abuse can be a painful, frightening, shame inducing, and confusing 

experience.  Victims of sexual abuse often report their struggles with depressive 

symptoms (sleep disturbance, loss of interest, feelings of guilt, lower energy level, 

difficulty concentrating, appetite disturbance, reduced sense of pleasure, and suicidal 

thoughts).  Increased anxiety and lower self-esteem often accompany depression.  It is 

not unusual for sexual abuse victims to perceive themselves as different from others 

because of what happened to their body.  Adults may experience the effects of chronic 

betrayal, finding it very difficult to trust others.  Although victims know they are not 

responsible for the abuse, nonetheless, it is common for them to blame themselves and to 

feel guilt for what happened.  Helplessness and feelings of disempowerment may lead 

victims to exhibit controlling behavior, becoming an over-achiever, over-competent, a 

perfectionist in order to take control of situations, having experienced, during the abuse, 

they had no control over the situation.414 

 
One witness reported this effect of the abuse on her life: “I am on the over-
functioning side of the continuum.  It’s a protective shell of competency.  I am 
hyper-competent.  I am also fragile and damaged although I find resources to seek 
help.  I have a sense of free-floating shame that attaches to the wrong things such 
as, if I am late or not doing my best, it triggers shame.”415 

 
Another witness has shared that, in adulthood, this person has struggled over the 

years with the wounding effect of the sexual abuse, while in boarding school, which has 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
413 Witness statement. 

414	  Ibid,	  p59-‐64.	  

415	  Witness	  interview.	  
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had a negative impact on life in areas such as sexual identity issues, post-traumatic stress, 

depression, anxiety, suicide ideation, loss of self-esteem, lack of confidence, low self-

image, anger, problems in sexual functioning, and lack of purpose.  This witness has also 

struggled with a sense of powerlessness, trying to regain the ability to stand up and 

protect self.416 

 

Panel witness reported the following effects of sexual and physical abuse on them: 

 
• Physical:  domestic violence in marriage, sexual confusion, disabling headaches, 

anorexia. 
 

• Emotional:  passive, vulnerable, considered suicide, intrusive images of abuse, 
sense of powerlessness, felt unsafe, fearful. 

 
• Psychological:  agoraphobia, panic attacks, night terrors, obsessive thoughts, 

flashbacks, anxiety, afraid to be with children for fear of hurting them, memory 
gaps, perfectionist, works hard to earn approval, depression, Post Traumatic 
Stress Disorder, suicidal thoughts, loss of self-esteem, low self-worth, sense of 
betrayal, vigilance is exhausting. 

 
• Relational:  dependency on husband, third marriage, difficulty in deep 

relationships, series of unhealthy relationships, hard to trust others, victimized 
again later, feels insecure, sexual identity problems, avoids male friends, guilt that 
others were later abused, affects sex with wife, efforts to protect others because 
church did not, distant from peers, questions homosexuality after abuse. 

 
• Economic:  problems with authority leads to problems in workplace, counseling 

costs strain resources, problems keeping a job because of depression, working in 
jobs that under-utilize skills, talents, and education and thus have problem 
contributing to household income as desired. 

 
• Religious:  never blamed God, religious crisis about God, trouble praying, 

struggles with faith in God, distaste for church, no relation to church now. 
 

• Spiritual:  spiritual confusion: Why? Feeling there is a dark disturbing side of 
God. 

 
• Vocational:  job problems due to lack of self-confidence, anxiety interfered with 

jobs, dependency jeopardized graduation and a career, difficulty trusting. 
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Long-term impact of abuse on those close to victims 

The Panel spoke with over forty witnesses who were close to victims, some at the 

time of the abuse, such as siblings, friends, and parents, and others who have experienced 

the impact of the their victimization as adults, such as a spouse.  From the time of 

disclosure of the abuse, each participant described a very painful journey.  And, for each, 

that journey continues as the impact of the abuse manifests itself even fifty years later. 

 The Panel interviewed those close to the victim in the following roles: siblings, 

friends from the time of boarding, parents, and spouses.  The following are quotes from 

individual participants during witness interviews with the Panel. 

 

Siblings: 
“I’ve seen my sister suffer for years with deep depression.  [Offender] took 
something from her she can never get back.  I feel so betrayed [by the offender].  
All those great memories are all tarnished now.” 

 
“As a secondary victim [of sexual abuse] I’ve experienced a specific impact: 
grief, loss; it’s taken its toll on our relationship.  She was my big sister! My sister 
didn’t tell me about the abuse until [several years ago].  What she told me though 
was the tremendous impact the abuse had on her life.  [She didn’t tell] because 
she’d learned at a very young age that she was on her own.  That she had no one 
to turn to for help….My memories of [sister’s name] during those years (and for 
many years of her life) are of a very angry person who isolated herself….She’s 
had chronic health problems. Mostly, I think about all those many [times] when 
he came to the room.  I didn’t know.  I feel guilt: I was present and I didn’t call 
him to account.”   

 
The sister describes the setting and what she thought, as a child, was happening at the 

moment.  Having learned about the abuse, there are now things that make her wonder 

about [offender’s] behavior.  She continues to feel guilt because she did not act to protect 

her sister even though she had no awareness, at the time, of the abuse.  With this fuller 

knowledge, she now also worries about her brother. 

 
“I have phenomenal respect for my younger brother; he is easily smarter than I 
am….I’ve cared for him more than anyone else in my life.  If I could have been 
there I would have stood up for him and protected him.  His suffering has been so 
great….I feel helpless to help him….Nobody believed or helped him at the time.” 
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“I feel so relieved that [sibling] talked with the Panel because it could be 
happening to someone else….I’m disillusioned with the system…brushed it under 
the rug.” 

 
“It’s huge.  A very little girl needed to be with her mother, but she was on her 
own.  The sadness.  It was cruel….The older sibs couldn’t run interference [for 
the younger ones].  In my sister’s mind ‘my parents picked their religious calling 
over her.’  We both married someone not to be alone.  Not walking on firm 
ground; not sure of self; general anxiety.  Friends stop at a certain protective 
cocoon.  The Presbyterian Church –we need them to acknowledge: truth be told 
whatever it is.” 
 

 For this sibling it was horrible to observe what was happening to the younger 

sibling.  It was a form of victimization because the older sibling was helpless to assist.  

Although cast in the role of “parent” for a younger sibling, this participant needed to care 

for self as well as for sib. 

 The Panel talked to some sibling groups who are still haunted by the certain abuse 

of their sibling, now deceased.  They observed the depression and the behavior changes, 

with feelings of concern, confusion at times and especially of helplessness.  Not knowing 

the details is just as painful as knowing all the facts. 

 

Friends: 
 
 A number of witnesses participated in the inquiry as persons who could 

corroborate the victim’s accounts of the sexual and physical abuse while in the dorms.  

Sometimes these witnesses came to talk about their own abuse and, in the course of the 

interview, gave corroborating information.  Other times, they came purposefully to share 

what victims had told them. 

 In each case, friends of victims also have a lingering sadness because they have 

seen a change in their friends, over the years, but were unaware of the reasons until the 

time of disclosure.  Friends report feeling powerless because, not knowing at the time, 

they did not do anything to stop the abuse. 

 
“I saw no warning signs of what happened to [victim].  The way [victim] related 
to me didn’t change….I was surprised to learn, much later, about what happened.” 
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This friend, in retrospect, could see changed behavior: “What struck me was that 
[victim] never lived up to the potential.” 

 
Parents: 

I had no idea it would impact her life so much.  She confided in me and I believed 
her.  I feel very conflicted: I feel bad that I didn’t go to the authorities.  I feel so 
bad.” 

 
 Some parents were told about the abuse at the time or shortly thereafter.  They 

recount the panic, the shaking, the tears they observed in their child.  They also told of 

their efforts to rectify the situation whether it was confrontation with the accused person 

or a report to the board.  At the time of the interviews, these parents reported their deep 

sense of betrayal that nothing came of their efforts, followed by powerlessness. 

 Parents have been aware of the impact of their children working with the Panel: “ 

reliving the trauma ….Hopefully there will be a satisfactory resolution which will allow 

[child] to put these traumatic memories to rest….” 

 Some parents came to the interviews with hope: their child can come to terms 

with the hurt and pain.  At the same time, they did not participate out of “vindictiveness” 

for the accused, but were “interested in healing for everyone concerned.” 

 Other parents did not recall all the details about the abuse which their child had 

shared with them, but did remember the changes in their child’s behavior, demeanor, 

even personality between the time the child went to boarding school and return home 

some time later.  This led them to ask another child about possible abuse.  This older 

child admitted that abuse had also occurred.  The parents reported that they “are very glad 

this is being looked into.” 

  

“I am writing to you about a very painful issue that I have put off for a long 
time—perhaps too long….[child’s sexual abuse] it did reveal her on-going 
pain…..Each time I have wondered about what my responsibility was about 
[name of mission school]….some of the trauma she has faced internally.” 

 
 This parent took a proactive stance when learned about child’s abuse. 
 



IARP	  Final	  Report	   October	  2010	   	  335	  

Spouses: 
“Even as late as this [investigation] is, it is justice finally brought to the front; I 
praise you for your brave and honorable effort….There is another set of victim 
categories that I suggest you should investigate here….they are the ‘victims’ of 
the victims, for lacking of a better phrase….[my spouse] has had a severe problem 
of temperament, emotional abuse and on occasion, physical abuse to me and to all 
the children.” 

 
“There is a sadness which lingers.  I can tell when she is remembering.  There are 
anger issues.  At times she has been suicidal, feeling she’s a burden to everyone, 
and then everyone in the family walks on egg shells.  She is on medication for 
depression and sometimes this is difficult for her when she says: ‘I don’t want to 
go to bed because then I have to get up’.  Intimacy is something we’ve struggled 
through; she becomes easily distracted during sexual relations.  She struggles with 
expressing her needs.  This and disappointment trigger her anger.  Her 
expectations are sometimes unrealistically high.  She values her connections to 
(host country).  She loves to talk about it.  Yet, this MK stuff is really tough.  She 
has such a burden.  She’s made a turn around in the last year.” 

 
“There is evidence of scars in [wife’s name].  Will they completely heal or this is 
just the way it is?  There’s no evidence though of brokenness or disability.  The 
frustration for me is the struggle with intimacy.” 

 
 Sometimes spouses came as witnesses to advocate for spouse in a manner which 

they believe should have been the case at the time of the abuse, but sadly was not. 

 
Subsequent abuse by victims. 
 
 During the course of witness interviews, the Panel heard of numerous instances 

where, after victims returned to the United States for college or because their parents left 

mission service stopped being MKs, they experienced additional abuse and/or more 

abuse.   

• One girl was gang raped 
• One girl experienced sexual advances from her US teacher while her parents were 

still abroad 
• One girl was molested by a family member 
• Several MK girls entered into marriages where there was domestic violence 
• Several MK girls entered into unhealthy relationships, marriage, and divorce. 

 
 The MKs reporting these experiences linked them to their experiences on the 

mission field. In some instances, MKs saw the later abuse as simply a continuation of 

what had occurred on the mission field.  Others related the experience as yet another 
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occasion when they had had to solve their own problems, without the assistance of 

parents.  Some attributed their later experience to haste to be in a close relationship and 

not be alone. 

 

Some	  observations	  about	  the	  sexual	  abuse	  of	  minors	  who	  were	  male	  

	   Throughout	  the	  inquiry,	  the	  Panel	  heard	  a	  continuing	  theme	  expressed	  by	  

witnesses	  who	  as	  girls	  were	  raised	  on	  the	  mission	  field.	  	  Based	  on	  their	  general	  

awareness	  and	  intuition,	  a	  number	  were	  concerned	  that	  their	  brothers	  and	  other	  

male	  MKs	  had	  had	  negative	  experiences.	  	  However,	  they	  could	  not	  be	  certain	  

because	  either	  those	  males	  minimized	  any	  adverse	  childhood	  events,	  avoided	  

talking	  about	  events,	  or	  denied	  altogether	  that	  anything	  wrongful	  occurred.	  	  It	  was	  

common	  for	  a	  female	  sibling	  to	  wish	  that	  her	  brother	  would	  talk	  to	  the	  Panel.	  

	   It	  is	  noteworthy	  that	  male	  MKs	  did	  contribute	  to	  the	  fact	  finding	  efforts	  by	  

participating	  as	  witnesses	  to	  provide	  contextual	  or	  background	  information,	  

corroboration,	  and/or	  first	  hand	  reports,	  including	  reports	  of	  incidents	  determined	  

to	  constitute	  sexual	  abuse.	  	  Despite	  this	  reality,	  the	  female	  MKs’	  insights	  about	  

resistance	  did	  prove	  to	  be	  accurate:	  	  not	  all	  their	  brothers	  came	  forward.	  

	   The	  phenomenon	  of	  the	  underreporting	  of	  sexual	  abuse,	  in	  general,	  and	  more	  

so	  by	  males	  than	  females,	  in	  particular,	  has	  been	  documented	  for	  years	  by	  law	  

enforcement,	  clinical,	  and	  academic	  authorities.	  	  A	  review	  of	  five	  community-‐based	  

studies	  revealed	  rates	  of	  non-‐disclosure	  from	  42%	  up	  to	  85%	  by	  men	  who	  had	  been	  

sexually	  abused.417	  	  A	  number	  of	  factors	  have	  been	  identified	  that	  can	  contribute	  to	  

this	  reticence.418	  	  These	  can	  include,	  but	  are	  not	  limited	  to:	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
417 Lyon, Thomas D. (2002). “Scientific Support for Expert Testimony on Child Sexual 
Abuse Accommodation.” In Jon R. Conte (Ed.). Critical Issues in Child Sexual Abuse: 
Historical, Legal, and Psychological Perspective (pp. 107-138). Newbury Park, CA: 
Sage Publications Inc. 
418 For a contemporary, non-academic reference that is widely available, see:  Lew, Mike. 
(1990; 2004). Victims No Longer: The Classic Guide for Men Recovering from Sexual 
Child Abuse (2nd ed.). New York: Quill (HarperCollins Publishers).  For a formal, 
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 Guilt:	  	  a	  boy	  may	  internalize	  self-‐blame	  out	  of	  a	  misplaced	  sense	  of	  

responsibility	  for	  having	  caused	  or	  allowed	  the	  abuse	  to	  occur;	  

 Shame:	  	  e.g.,	  if	  a	  boy	  experienced	  physical	  arousal	  due	  to	  being	  stimulated	  by	  

the	  offender	  during	  the	  abuse,	  he	  may	  be	  ashamed	  of	  his	  involuntary	  

response	  at	  the	  time;	  

 Helplessness	  or	  powerlessness:	  	  if	  a	  boy	  anticipates	  that	  he	  will	  not	  be	  

believed	  or	  taken	  seriously	  if	  he	  reports	  the	  incident,	  that	  he	  will	  be	  blamed,	  

or	  that	  no	  effective	  intervention	  will	  result,	  he	  may	  decide	  to	  keep	  silent;	  

 Fear	  of	  retribution:	  	  if	  the	  offender	  threatened	  or	  coerced	  the	  victim,	  e.g.,	  

through	  a	  power	  imbalance	  or	  other	  forms	  of	  intimidation,	  the	  safer	  choice	  

may	  be	  perceived	  as	  keeping	  silence;	  

 Fear	  of	  stigmatization	  as	  a	  victim:	  	  a	  boy	  may	  not	  want	  to	  admit	  to	  others	  that	  

he	  could	  not	  protect	  himself	  from	  an	  offender,	  reflecting	  a	  fear	  of	  being	  

labeled	  negatively	  as	  having	  been	  victimized;	  

 Lack	  of	  understanding:	  	  if	  a	  boy	  was	  of	  a	  young	  age,	  developmentally	  

immature,	  or	  naïve,	  he	  may	  not	  have	  comprehended	  the	  true	  nature	  of	  the	  

abusive	  behaviors	  he	  experienced,	  or	  may	  have	  lacked	  proper	  descriptive	  

words	  to	  describe	  what	  had	  happened	  to	  him.	  	  (Many	  witnesses	  told	  the	  IARP	  

that	  sexuality	  was	  not	  discussed	  or	  taught	  in	  their	  homes	  or	  in	  the	  boarding	  

school	  setting.);	  

 Fears	  related	  to	  homosexuality:	  	  if	  the	  offender	  was	  a	  male,	  as	  were	  all	  those	  

found	  to	  have	  committed	  sexual	  abuse	  in	  this	  inquiry,	  there	  may	  have	  been	  a	  

social	  and/or	  religious	  stigma	  related	  to	  homosexuality	  that	  inhibited	  

reporting,	  e.g.,	  not	  wanting	  to	  see	  one’s	  self	  as	  being	  homosexual	  in	  

orientation,	  or	  not	  wanting	  to	  be	  perceived	  by	  others	  as	  being	  homosexual.	  	  

(For	  an	  MK,	  there	  may	  also	  have	  been	  a	  strong	  cultural	  overlay	  from	  an	  

indigenous	  community	  on	  that	  mission	  field	  that	  had	  prohibitions	  against	  

homosexuality.	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

clinical reference, see:  Porter, Eugene. (1986). Treating the Young Male Victim of Sexual 
Assault: Issues & Intervention Strategies. Syracuse, NY: Safer Society Press. 
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	   Given	  these	  types	  of	  inhibiting	  factors,	  it	  is	  notable	  that	  some	  male	  MKs	  were	  

the	  ones	  who	  initiated	  contact	  with	  the	  Panel,	  forthrightly	  reported	  their	  having	  

been	  sexually	  abused	  as	  minors	  on	  the	  mission	  field,	  and	  provided	  extremely	  

credible	  and	  reliable	  testimony.	  	  Their	  actions	  helped	  open	  significant	  conversations	  

with	  family	  and	  peers	  from	  their	  missionary	  and	  school	  communities,	  which	  led	  

quite	  a	  few	  to	  participate	  as	  witnesses.	  	  From	  the	  Panel’s	  point	  of	  view,	  theirs	  was	  a	  

very	  important	  contribution	  because	  they	  helped	  normalize	  talking	  directly	  about	  

the	  sensitive	  realities	  of	  abuse	  on	  the	  mission	  field	  and	  the	  sexual	  nature	  of	  some	  of	  

the	  abuse.	  	  It	  permitted	  others	  to	  grasp	  that	  there	  were	  victims	  who	  were	  MKs,	  and	  

that	  there	  were	  offenders	  who	  had	  come	  from	  within	  the	  mission	  community.	  

 

Abuse between siblings 

 

During the IARP inquiry the Panel learned of a number of brothers who sexually 

molested their sisters.  Although initially this abuse may have begun as opportunistic, the 

sexual behavior appears to have become planned and frequent.  On occasion, the sexual 

act co-opted involvement of a third child.   

 Abuse by an older sibling of a younger child raises difficult issues for the victim.  

While the victim must deal with the sexual violation, she struggles with the psychological 

trauma that someone close in her own family would betray her in such an egregious 

manner.  There is the notion that big brothers are supposed to protect little sisters. 

 
“This extended separation of children from their family exacerbated feelings of 
loss, abandonment, self-reliance and that mission work was prioritized over time 
with their children.  This leads to substituting house parents as the key parental 
figures, increasing house parent’s power/authority over children, resulting in 
further distance between children and their parents.  This can lead children to be 
more vulnerable and in a ‘closed society’.”419 

 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
419 Witness interview. 
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 This distance between children and parents extended, in some reports the Panel 

received, to relationships between siblings.  Some MKs noted that they were not close to 

siblings because the sibling had been away at boarding school when they were still at 

home, or vice versa, and, as result, they did not know their sibling very well.  Others 

reported this effect in terms of feeling closer to their peers at boarding school than their 

siblings, even when their siblings were at the same boarding school.  It is possible that 

emotional and physical distance between siblings may lessen inhibitions potential 

offenders might otherwise feel toward abusing a sibling. 

 In other instances, MKs reported to the Panel that an older sibling had provided a 

sense of stability, protected them or been a source of nurture and comfort for them when 

separated from their parents.  One younger sibling, for example, reported to the Panel that 

they attributed the fact that they had not been abused to an older sibling who had advised 

them how to protect themselves from abuse in the dorm.  Another MK wrote that the loss 

of an older sibling (when the child graduated and returned to the United States) left them 

feeling much more vulnerable in the dorm. 

 The Panel became aware of abuse by siblings most slowly; this was the last type 

of abuse disclosed by individuals reporting other abusive experiences.  Some individuals 

who experienced abuse by a sibling did not participate in the Panel’s inquiry for various 

reasons.  For these reasons, the Panel concluded that sibling abuse was most likely more 

prevalent than the Church or those in the mission community might suspect.   

 

Offender patterns. 
  

The past will not leave us alone, 
as unpalatable as it is.420 

 
This is what sexual abuse does.  It brings shame, guilt, isolation, self-blame. 

It makes you feel dirty, contaminated and worthless. 
It distorts how you view the world. 

You fear to trust, to make relationships, to hug, to touch, 
to have sex, to have children.  You fear the dentist, the doctor, 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
420 Altobelli, Tom. (2003). Paper presented at the Child Sexual Abuse: Justice Response 
or Alternative Resolution Conference, May 1-2, 2003, p. 4. 
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the gynecologist, the physio and the gym.421 
 
 

We not only hold individuals responsible for such past acts; 
by exposing them, we learn important, lasting lessons about 

our institutions, ideologies, politics, and economics, and sometimes 
about human nature itself.422 

 
 These three quotes from Altobelli lead to a brief discussion about offenders and 

their pattern of sexually abusing children.  Although sex offenders form a highly 

heterogeneous mixture of individuals, there are certain common identifiable 

characteristics worthy of attention. 

 The first question people ask is Why?  Why do people try to solve nonsexual 

problems in a sexual way?  Why do they choose children?  Sex offenders tell their 

therapists and treatment specialists, when honest, that they know the behavior is wrong.  

So why do they do it?  Because they want to.  Because it makes them feel good.  Because 

it takes away, for the moment, their stress and anxiety.  Because they have justified in 

their own mind that they are not hurting anyone, the child will enjoy it as much as they, 

and it really is okay.  And what may begin as opportunistic [see glossary of terms in this 

section] behavior can become repetitious when they have thoughts, later, about how good 

they felt while engaged in the behavior. 

 
Adult Sex Offenders. 
 

“Clearly, men who tell themselves they are educating the child, comforting the 
child, being close to the child, loving the child, or satisfying the child’s curiosity 
do not allow themselves to appreciate the destructiveness of their behavior to the 
child, as this would conflict with the type of denial they employ.”423 

 
 Unfortunately, child sexual abuse is very common, but people do not expect to 

find it on the mission field of the PC(U.S.A.).  Yet, all children are vulnerable, but some 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
421 Ibid, p. 13. 
422 Steinfels.  Commonweal-A Review of Religion, Politics and Culture April 19, 2002.  
Quoted in Altobelli, p. 4. 
423 Salter, Anna C. (1998). Treating Child Sex Offenders and Victims. Sage Publications: 
Newbury Park CA, 91320, p. 100. 
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children may be more likely to be victimized because sex offenders often target children 

who seem more vulnerable and less likely to tell.424  Children are most often abused by 

someone they know and trust. Three quarters of reported cases are by someone in the 

child’s “circle of trust.”425  Offenders look for children who are available and accessible 

to them.426  Offenders count on secrecy.  The boarding school setting offered all of these 

conditions. 

 As Panel members interviewed witnesses, hearing statements from both victims 

and accused, a pattern of commonalities began to emerge across mission fields and 

decades.  Reportedly, the adult offenders took the role as a caring advocate, good and 

patient listener, friend, father-figure, safe, encouraging.  They were all said to have 

characteristics which victims reported as engaging, interesting, creative, respected by the 

community, fun to be around.  The victims perceived these men to be willing to challenge 

certain norms, encouraging them to try their own wings, willing to take time with them 

and to take them and their concerns seriously.  In a couple of instances, they also let their 

victims know they were unhappy in their marriages.  These adult missionaries used these 

gifts and talents to create trust and loyalty and, then, used them to create an abuse 

situation in which their victims, each one, felt betrayed. 

  
“When children are abused by adults who are supposed to protect them from 
harm, their ability to trust and rely on adults may be shattered.  Knowing that the 
abuser is liked—or even loved—by other[s]…makes it all the more difficult for 
children to tell others about the abuse.”427 

 
 Sexual abuse is less about sexual arousal than it is about control and power over 

another person.  And children are easy to control if the adult is in a position of authority, 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
424 Deblinger, Esther, an interview in The National Child Traumatic Stress Network: 
Questions & Answers about Child Sexual Abuse, April 2009. 
425 The National Child Traumatic Stress Network: Child Sexual Abuse Myths and Facts. 
426 Quinsy, Vernon L. and Martin Lalumiere. (2001).  Assessment of Sexual Offenders 
Against Children. 2nd ed.: Sage Publications, Thousand Oaks, CA 91320, p. 17. 
427 The National Child Traumatic Stress Network: Coping with the Shock of Intrafamilial 
Sexual Abuse. 
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such as a teacher, principal, dorm parent, pastor, or well-known person in the community.  

Sex offenders also think differently than most other people, and with thoughts of 

entitlement to the child, they are able to minimize the behavior, or project the blame onto 

something or someone else.  Many find sufficient justification for their behavior. 

 Feelings of stress, anxiety, or depression often are an initial trigger for turning 

thoughts into behavior.  Offenders report that because their sexual behavior with children 

seems to relieve the intensity of these perceived negative feelings, that when feeling 

stressed the next time, they immediately think of how to discharge the negative emotion 

by sexual behavior with a child. 

 When confronted with the behavior, adults will use several degrees of denial.  

They may admit the acts, but differ on whether or not they take responsibility for them.  

Some may say they were educating the child or offering them affection and friendship. 

 
“[Offender] capitalized on the fact that I had a poor relationship with my father.  
He told me that healthy, father-daughter relationships included fondling of private 
parts [of the daughter] by the father to introduce her to being a woman.  And since 
my father had not done this, he would do it for me.  He also listened to me and 
talked about all my teenage struggles, so I considered him a friend/father-
figure.”428 

 
Another witness told about her abuse while on mission field: “I thought of him as 
a friend, advocate, ally; I was loyal to him as a friend, which is why I never told 
anyone.  He knew how to inculcate a special bond.” 

 
During another witness interview, a former boarder reported: “I had a really good 
relationship with him as a friend.”  She told then of how this adult came to her, in 
an isolated place and began to talk to her about female genitalia and how she 
could pleasure herself.  She felt relieved when, at that moment, someone passed 
near-by and he stopped. 

 
A witness in another mission school reported: “[Offender] praised me and paid 
attention to me, which my father never did….He told me something about this 
would help make me ready for getting married.” 

 
These refer to adult missionaries.  They were well-loved and thought to be safe 

friends who cared about the children’s interests and their well-being.  The victims trusted 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
428 Witness interview. 
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the adult, never realizing their friend would become their offender.  A witness said, sadly: 

“[In boarding school] I needed attention and a relationship, a father-figure, male 

attention, an adult who understood.” 

 Other offenders may deny the seriousness of the behavior, or the planning, or 

even the abuse itself—the when and the what of the abusive acts.  Some focus solely on 

the impact disclosure has had on them, even when they have admitted to some of the 

abuse: “All the good we did is now erased.”429 

 
One witness sadly said: “I have wanted him to come and say that it was really 
wrong of him and that it impacted me.” 

 
Minors as offenders. 
 
 If the thought that one person could sexually offend a vulnerable child is 

shocking, then the report that a minor could be sexually abusive to another child is totally 

incredulous.  Yet, twenty-three percent of reported cases of child sexual abuse are 

perpetrated by individuals under the age of 18.430  “As a group, sibling offenders 

perpetrated the greatest number of abusive acts (an average of 18 incidents).”431  And so, 

what is the difference between sexual curiosity and exploration between children and 

sexual abuse? 

 
“Activity in which there is a clear power difference between them and one child is 
coercing the other—usually to engage in adult-like sexual behavior—generally 
would be viewed as abuse.”432 

 
 A natural follow-up question would be: Is it because the minor was a victim of 

sexual abuse?  “Contrary to common assumption, most adolescent sex offenders have not 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
429 Interview with accused. 
430 The National Child Traumatic Stress Network: Child Sexual Abuse Myths and Facts. 
431 Juveniles Who Have Sexually Offended, p. 15. 
432 Ibid: Defining abuse. 
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been victims of childhood sexual abuse.”433  “Being sexually abused as a child was not 

related to repeat sexual offending.”434 

Coercion is not only force but, in the victim’s experience, includes the 

intimidation when alone, or in an isolated place, asleep and unable to protect oneself, 

bullied, or cornered unaware of what is about to happen to them. 

Minors who sexually offend engage in behavior which is said to be compensatory, 

a maladaptive coping response, to deal with their feelings of inadequacy, helplessness, 

and anxiety.  435Sexual offending, then, becomes a sexualized expression of power, 

control, and dominance over a child whom they perceive to be more vulnerable than they.  

The sexual behavior provides a reduction of the anxiety, offering a sense of well-being, 

positive self-regard, a sense of mastery.  It “proves” he’s okay.436 

 Minor offenders are significantly different from adult sex offenders in several 

ways.  They may have fewer victims and engage in less aggressive behaviors.  They may 

not have deviant sexual arousal.  They may not have the same long-term tendencies to 

commit sexual offenses.  Minors who offend against young children tend to have slightly 

lower sexual recidivism rates than adolescents who sexually offend against other teens.437 

 
One minor offender said: “If she’d been older, she might have told.  It was 
different when they were younger.”  This offender knew the behavior was wrong; 
nonetheless, looked for a victim who would keep the secret. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
433 Hanson, R.K., & Slater, S. (1988). Sexual victimization in the history of sexual 
abusers. A review.  Annals of Sex Research, 1,485-499.  Widom, C.S. (1995). Victims of 
Childhood Sexual Abuse—Later Criminal Consequences. National Institute of Justice,	  
Office of Justice Programs.  Quoted in Fact Sheet prepared through the National Center	  
on Sexual Behavior of Youth, University of Oklahoma Health Services Center, authored 
by Mark Chaffin, Bsrbsarsa L. Bonner, and Keri Pierce. 
434 Center for Sex Offender Management: Recidivism of Sex Offenders, May 1991. 
435 Ryan, G.D. & Lane, S.L. (Eds.). (1991). Juvenile sexual offending: Causes, 
consequences and correction.  Lexington, MA: Lexington, p. 80. 
436 Ibid, p. 83. 
437 Alexander, M.A. (1999). Sexual offender treatment efficacy revisited.  Sexual Abuse: 
A Journal of Research and Treatment, 11, 101-116.  Quoted in National Center on Sexual 
Behavior of Youth. 
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“If I had feelings for someone, there’d be no sexual activity; I’d treat them 
decently.  If I didn’t have feelings for them, I’d use them although I didn’t think it 
was mean.”  It appears that this offender was able to justify his sexual behavior 
with a child. 

 
 It is usually appropriate to assume that a minor offender is at a relatively low risk 

unless there is significant evidence to suggest otherwise.  There are factors, however, to 

consider when evaluating risk:  Is there a history of multiple sexual offenses?  Over time, 

does there seem to be a clear and persistent sexual interest in children?  Has there been 

family resistance regarding supervision and compliance?  438  “The sexual crimes of 

juvenile child molesters tend to reflect a greater reliance on opportunity and guile than 

injurious force.  This appears to be particularly true when their victim is related to 

them.”439  “Older juveniles also were less empathic, were more likely to minimize the 

seriousness of their abusive behavior, and evidenced more escalating sexual violence.”440 

 An important factor to note at the end of this inquiry is a finding repeated again 

and again in the literature on minor offending: family functioning played a role.  More 

specifically, when parents were physically and/or emotionally inaccessible and distant, 

when the juveniles appeared to be more disengaged from their families, cut off from 

possible sources of emotional support and less able to form positive attachments, they 

were at a higher risk to reoffend.441  “Family functioning appears to play an important 

role in the emergence of sexually aggressive behavior.”442  “Characteristics of recidivists 

include: [among other factors] long-term separation from parents….”443 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
438 National Center on Sexual Behavior of Youth. 
439 Hunter, John A. (2000). Understanding Juvenile Sex Offenders: Research Findings 
and Guidelines for Effective Management and Treatment. Juvenile Forensic Evaluation 
Resource Center. 
440 Juveniles Who Have Sexually Offended, A Review of the Professional Literature, 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, March 2001, p. 21. 
441 Ibid, p. 6. 
442 Bourgon, G., Morton-Bourgon, K.E., & Madrigano, G. (2005). Multisite investigation 
of treatment for sexually abusive juveniles.  In B.K. Schwartz (Ed.), The Sex Offender: 
Issues in Assessment, Treatment, and Supervision of Adult and Juvenile Populations: 



IARP	  Final	  Report	   October	  2010	   	  346	  

 
 Did the Panel find commonalities, as they did with the adult offenders, among the 

minor offenders?  There were both common threads and individualistic approaches 

despite the fact that the sexual abuse took place in different mission boarding schools and 

in different eras.  A common theme the Panel heard from victims was that they perceived 

their offender as big, bigger than they, saying they felt intimidated and scared.  The 

victims also described feeling, in retrospect, set up despite the offender’s report that the 

behavior was opportunistic.  They all seemed to communicate to their victims that the 

behavior was a normal activity: things mommies and daddies do; things boys do; things 

boys do out of curiosity.  They often used the element of surprise, suddenly showing up, 

unexpectedly, throwing the victim off-guard. 

 There were also some differences in the manner in which they approached their 

victims.  One offender chose younger victims expecting that they would not tell.  Possible 

thoughts might have been: they’re young; they won’t know; they won’t tell.  I’ll like it 

and so will they.  Others chose near-peers who, at the time, were small in stature.  Games 

and sexualized language reportedly were part of this offender’s way of engaging potential 

victims.  Possible thoughts might have been: it’s just a game.  Who’ll know?  Who’ll 

care?  Or, it’s just experimentation; who’ll get hurt? 

 
Definition of terms.444 

• Accountability—being responsible for one’s conduct, actions, and outcomes. 
• Minor offender—youth between the ages of 10 to 17. 
• Coercion—exploitation of authority, threats of force, or intimidation to gain 

cooperation or compliance. 
• Deviant—thoughts or behaviors that is significantly different from the norms of a 

particular society. 
• Empathy—the ability to understand the feelings and ideas of the victims and the 

victim’s family members. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

Volume V. (pp.15-1-15-17).  Kingston, NJ: Civic Research Institute.  Quoted as a 
research summary, Sexually abusive juveniles, Vol. 11 No. 1, January, 2006. 
443 Center for Sex Offender Management, Recidivism of Sex Offenders, May 2001, p. 12. 
444 National Center on Sexual Behavior of Youth: Glossary of Terms, pp 1-11. 



IARP	  Final	  Report	   October	  2010	   	  347	  

• Exploitation—sexual behavior by an individual that involves others in activities 
that are not in their best interest in order to achieve self-satisfaction and/or self-
gratification. 

• Minimization—an attempt by the offender to downplay the extent and effect of 
the illegal sexual behavior. 

• Opportunistic—taking advantage of the immediate circumstances or the 
availability of an opportunity to commit illegal sexual behavior. 

• Normal sexual exploration—is an “information gathering process” that involves 
children looking at and touching each others’ bodies and trying out gender roles.  
The sex play is voluntary and typically involves same-age children.  It is usually 
spontaneous and light-hearted.445 

 
A Summary 
 
 In the process of the victims’ healing, Panel members observed with pride the 

inner courage, strength, and resiliency of the victim-participants who stepped forward to 

disclose their abuse.  These are truly remarkable people.  However, as MKs in the 

boarding system they were vulnerable.  They were separated from their parents—sad, 

lonely, homesick.  They were young and naïve.  As young children, they were eager to 

please and fit in.  In their words, they: wanted to please; wanted someone to listen; 

thought the [offender] was my friend, my advocate; wanted someone to care, pay 

attention, think I was special. 

 
Suggestions. 
 

1. Some child molesters deliberately seek out volunteer or professional positions to 
facilitate access to children.  The risk of sexual abuse is sufficiently high that it is 
prudent for organizations to adopt policies and procedures to limit the risk.  These 
policies can include restricting the opportunities for abuse as well as screening of 
applicants.446 

2. Organizations wishing thorough screening procedures should not only check 
criminal histories, but examine the match between applicant’s psychological 
characteristics and the risks inherent in that position. 

3. When interviewing an accused, while respecting the person as a human being and 
empathizing with their pain and believing in their capacity to do better in the 
future, it is important not to collude with the sexual abuse a single inch. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
445 Juveniles Who Have Sexually Offended, p. 22. 
446 Screening for positions of trust with children, research summary, Vol. 11 No. 4, July 
2006. 
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4. While helping the offender learn ways of minimizing the risk of re-offense, it 
does not imply cure. 

5. While hope is important, the goal is to help an offender to come to terms with his 
behavior, to look at and own responsibility for the worst in him. 

6. Full admission with responsibility and guilt looks like this: His story of the extent 
of the abuse matches that of the victim.  In addition, he is able to describe 
antecedents to the sexually abusive behavior, consisting of previous thoughts and 
fantasies, and sometimes involving offenses against other victims and/or forms of 
sexual deviancy. 

7. An assessment of a minor offender needs to include his motivation for change and 
his receptivity to professional help. 

8. Empathy training teaches the offender to understand the impact of his behavior on 
the victim and the victim’s family. 

9. Child sexual abuse is a problem that breeds in secrecy, so simply talking about it 
openly and publically will enhance efforts at prevention. 

10. It is critically important to educate our children.  They need to know that their 
bodies belong to them and that they do not have to go along with everything an 
adult tells them to do if it feels wrong. 

11. Adults need to learn to remain calm when talking to children about sexual abuse.  
Adult reactions will have a big effect on how a child deals with the trauma of 
disclosure. 

12. PCUSA needs to offer training for parents and any professionals who work with 
MKs.  There are helpful charts on “What to Teach When” to children based on 
their developmental stage.  An example can be found through The National Child 
Traumatic Stress Network, www.NCTSN.org 

13. Caution: 447 
• Likeability is such a potent weapon that it protects predators for long 

periods of time. 
• If children can be silenced and the average person is easy to fool, many 

offenders report that religious people are even easier to fool than most 
people because they want to believe that good exists in all people 

• What makes fooling us so easy is not the worst in us, it is often the best. 
• Many offenders will deliberately establish themselves as the kind of 

person who wouldn’t do that kind of thing! 
• Even adolescent offenders are smart enough to set up a double life. 
• It seems impossible to convince people that private behavior cannot be 

predicted from public behavior. 
 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

447	  Salter,	  Anna	  C.	  (2003).	  Predators,	  Pedophiles,	  Rapists,	  &	  Other	  Sex	  Offenders,	  
who	  they	  are,	  how	  they	  operate,	  and	  how	  we	  can	  protect	  ourselves	  and	  our	  children.	  
Perseus	  Books:	  Cambridge	  Center,	  Cambridge,	  MA.	  
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D.  Concluding comments   

 In the IARP’s inquiries, across different mission fields under the sponsorship of 

different predecessor denominations in different periods of time, some common 

dynamics emerged.  There was a subtle, consistent devaluing of children relative to the 

mission opportunities the parents and the Church pursued.  This devaluing left children in 

positions that were more vulnerable than they needed to be.  Sadly, for many of the MKs 

who came to the IARP, this vulnerability translated into abuse, with life-long struggles 

and burdens. 

 To conclude that children were devalued is not to blame the Church or missionary 

parents, or to impugn the value of mission work.  It is simply to say that the balance of 

commitments, attention, and resources was not what it needed to be:  this is a problem 

that the Church can address; this is an opportunity to learn and to improve. 

 What the Panel observed in the process of conducting these inquiries is that the 

expectations of the Church and missionaries exceeded the resources available for meeting 

those expectations.  This is the dynamic behind understaffed schools and dorms that 

contributed to the circumstances under which the abuse detailed here could occur.  The 

alternative, if the Church is not to repeat this dynamic, is to be willing to do less mission 

work, but do it better, in terms of missionary families.  If the Church and missionary 

parents bring children to the mission field, then do right by those children.  If the Church 

contributes to boarding schools and dorms, bringing houseparents and teachers to the 

mission field, then do it right.  This report provides numerous stark examples of the 

negative consequences of trying to do too much with too little.  It is one thing if an adult 

missionary with a willing Church wants to sacrifice themselves for their mission work.  

But it is another thing altogether to put children into this situation, where the willing self-

sacrifice of missionary parents and a supportive mission-focused Church puts children at 

an unacceptable risk of abuse. 

 The Panel’s inquiries had two levels – individual and collective, in the form of 

mission administration.  The results of the Panel’s fact-finding illuminate the same two 

levels:  Individuals had choices and responsibilities, and the Church collective, in the 
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form of administrators and others in formal roles, also had choices and responsibilities.  

Accountability attends choices at both levels.   

 An ongoing difficulty for missionaries and the Church, which became abundantly 

clear over the course of the Panel’s inquiries, is determining exactly where the line 

between individual choice and collective choice is.  For example: 

 Missionary parents went along with the collective answer of putting children in a 

boarding school, to the point of not visiting the school before sending their 

children there, or when their children were not adjusting well or when they had 

personal misgivings.  Individual choice was restricted in favor of the prevailing 

collective solution. 

 Missionary parents with knowledge of abuse chose to pursue prevention through 

informal means – recruiting older children to look after younger children --- rather 

than going to U.S. mission officials.  Parents again gave up individual choices in 

favor of collective peace. 

 Board members and houseparents who were aware of abusive behavior chose not 

to bring the issue to the attention of the board for formal discussion. 

Both the Church and missionary parents can be clearer about where the Church’s choices 

meet individual choices. 

 Doing too much with too little, in the form of understaffed schools and dorms, ran 

head-on into realities that no one expected or was prepared for.  Older children abusing 

younger children, older siblings abusing younger siblings, and the presence of adult-child 

incest on the mission field were inconceivable to missionaries, who described themselves 

to the Panel, as naïve, sheltered, and idealistic.  These types of abuse were not anticipated 

when the Panel’s Charter was first written either, so the state of awareness and 

knowledge in the Church has had to catch up to what really occurs. 

 The expectations – resources gap, combined with unexpected realities, and a lack 

of clarity about where Church choices met individual choices resulted in sad, unfortunate 

consequences for some MKs.  One message, which the Panel hopes has come through 

clearly in this report, is that a significant number of MKs have experienced these sad, 

unfortunate consequences.   
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 The patterns for the major mission fields show that abuse was not isolated, 

random incidents for a few children.   Over a 20-year period in Thailand, dozens of 

children were at risk of abuse from two male houseparents.  In Pakistan, one dorm 

matron, in the course of physically abusing a string of children, also significantly affected 

MKs who saw and heard and could do nothing to help.  A failure to recognize serious 

abuse and maintain appropriate intervention in the Congo resulted in known abuse of a 

second child and risk to many others.  The difficulties of administering and 

communicating over numerous and significantly different denominations in Ethiopia 

helped contribute to a pattern of reports of abuse by teachers.  Finally, in Cameroon a 

lack of resources with its attendant stress helped create an environment where children 

experienced shame and humiliation from houseparents, aggressive sexual abuse from 

peers, and betrayal and sexual abuse from teachers.  The MKs affected by these patterns 

may not be the majority of MKs on any given mission field, but they represent a 

significant and seriously affected minority. 

 When these consequences came to the attention of the PC(U.S.A.), the Church 

accepted responsibility for the past.  Since 1999, the PC(U.S.A.) has responded to MKs 

who came forward with reports of abuse by conducting a neutral, fact-finding inquiry, 

and following through on the recommendations that resulted.  The Church has provided 

counseling assistance to MKs who experienced abuse and their family members.  The 

PC(U.S.A.) honored the independence of its chartered panels, which is harder to do in 

practice than say or put into a written document.  The PC(U.S.A.) honored its multi-year 

commitment to the IARP by providing stable funding and cooperative staff, which 

allowed the Panel to focus on the task at hand.  Archival staff implemented the Church’s 

intention to make all of its archives accessible to the Panel with active support and 

assistance.  The Panel notes all of these things here, because these tangible signs of 

accepting responsibility were not visible to inquiry participants..  In listening to MKs, 

talking to witnesses, and journeying into the world of cooperative mission work, the 

Panel became well-aware of fears, restrictions, reluctance, and the impulse to interfere.  It 

has not been an easy path for the PC(U.S.A.), but the Church has honored its Charter and 

its commitments in the face of denominational challenges and uncertainties. 
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 The challenge now is where does the Church go from here?  It is no longer 

possible for the Church to say that they don’t know how some mission field conditions 

affected MKs.   

 There is unfinished business from the past.  Two former IARP members will work 

with PC(U.S.A.) staff to transition investigations to the Church in 2011.  This hybrid 

team will present new challenges for the Church and questions about whether the Church 

will keep its commitments. 

 There are lessons for the present in the IARP’s work too.  The PC(U.S.A.) is 

undergoing organizational changes and challenges from declining resources at the same 

time that there are new mission initiatives, expanding numbers of missionaries, and a 

focus on partnerships with mission-sending agencies, other organizations, and partners.  

These are some of the same conditions that existed in the past, and which contributed to 

the patterns of abuse described in this Report. 

 In the midst of these present-day challenges and commitments, it is possible to 

create a new context and model for mission.  What will the Church be willing to do to 

decrease the risk of abuse for children on the mission field? Besides orienting, 

supervising and intervening, it is possible to re-value children, and make room for them.  

The Church can incorporate into their mission culture attentiveness to the proportion of 

time, energy, and resources that go to children and families, not as means to serve the end 

of more mission, but as people and relationships of value in and of themselves.  Of the 

total amount of time spent with new missionaries, how much is devoted to discussion of 

the effects on children, or ways for parents to find family time on the mission field?  Of 

all the paperwork the Church creates to represent communication with missionaries, how 

much is devoted to documenting children’s strengths, needs, and strategies for supporting 

them?    

 Current factors can be a vehicle for creating the past.  The alternative is for the 

Church to turn to its faith, as it has in the past, and trust the Giver of the promise.  The 

Church took a risk when it chartered the Panel, and it took the risk of what information it 

would get back from the Panel.  In this faith, the Church can learn from its mistakes, 

acknowledge sins of the past, and claim the power of God to lead us into the future. 
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E.  Recommendations 
 These recommendations are offered to the PC(U.S.A.) in the spirit of our 

Reformed heritage.  In the past, when denominations discovered problems in how 

children of missionaries were cared for, they changed and adapted.  Maybe not as quickly 

as some would have liked or in ways that proved to be much improvement, but there 

were attempts to address problems.  Children went from being on the mission field, 

where they died in large numbers, to staying in the U.S. for their parents’ entire term of 

service overseas, to attending mission boarding schools at young ages, to more local 

schools for young children and boarding only for older students.  The Church has 

changed in the past, and it can continue to do so. 

 More recently, the PC(U.S.A.) took the ICI Final Report’s recommendations 

seriously and implemented many of those changes.  Our Reformed tradition is a legacy of 

reforming when it comes to MKs, and the Panel offers these recommendations as part of 

that larger stream of improvement. 

 
From witnesses 
 
Hopes witnesses had for the Panel’s Final Report: 
 
 Words of advice for Panel members offered by a former mission administrator:  

“Do your work, write your report, and let the chips fall where they may.  There is nothing 

in the missionary endeavor that would excuse abusing children.” 

 

1. Tell the truth. 
 Be open and truthful about what happened, how problems could be avoided; 

empower people. 
 Show what happened with evidence. 
 Be honest – note the positive things that worked and the wrong things that didn’t. 
 Be specific with names and actions. 
 Pay attention to all the ways in which people were abused. 
 Acknowledge the reality of boarding school. 
 Present the reality. 

 
2. Confront offenders. 

 Keep an offender permanently away from children now. 
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 Name the offender, but give him a chance to acknowledge what he did and show 
an awareness of he did to his victim(s). 

 Denounce and discuss those who colluded in allowing abuse to happen.. 
 Let the mission community, and specific individuals within the community, know 

just how much their behavior hurt. 
 
3. Exonerate those who did not abuse. 

 Don’t be a witch hunt. 
 Be aware of the power of what you say.  
 Be aware of the effects of your report on current mission partners and activities. 

 
4. Justice and healing for survivors 

 For all those who have experienced distress for them to have the experience with 
the Panel that they’ve been heard and it mattered. 

 Justice for victims. 
 
5. To make a real difference. 

 To take what is appropriate and push it hard. 
 For the Final Report to have teeth. 

 
6. Please discuss 

 How boarding is structured. 
 Physical care of children. 
 Emotional welfare of children 

 
And, in the words of another witness, “The worst thing that happens is that it is true, but 

nothing happens; no one follows through.” 

 
Recommendations on mission field conditions 
 
1. Provide a person children can talk to: 

 Advocate checking on them 
 Safe person 
 Pediatric therapist 
 Person who understands kids well enough to know what they hear. 

 
2. Establish outside source for reporting abuse anonymously. 
 
3. Provide teachers at each mission station so children can remain with parents, their 
source of love and nurturance. 
 
 
4. Improve accountability 

 Yearly review 
 On site monitoring, carefully, continually 
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 Somebody to oversee 
 Checks and balances to monitor and support houseparents. 
 Could “buddy up” with another set of houseparents in other location or with 

mission organization 
 Unannounced inspections, visits. 

 
5. Boarding schools 

 Be honest: going to boarding school, leaving parents, it was all really difficult. 
 Build in ways for missionary families to have regular / frequent contact / time 

with their children. 
 Keep kids with their parents 
 If go to boarding, children must have an advocate.  BUT don’t let them go to 

boarding school. 
 
6. Adults on the mission field (aunts and uncles), houseparents 

 Integrity supersedes structure 
 Really know the kids 
 Don’t blame the structure 
 Invest yourself 
 Look in the eyes of the child 
 Make a stink if kid is abused 
 Personal accountability 
 No shaming of kids 
 More frequent family vacations to nurture themselves as a family 
 Check their background, nurturing 
 Realize: we were all kids and we put our trust in authority to protect and they 

didn’t 
 
Recommendations for education and communication 
 
1. Sexuality education 

 Parents:  Talk to children about sex and self-protection 
 Pamphlet to describe inappropriate sexual behavior from an adult 
 Parents need to learn about healthy and unhealthy sex. 
 Children need to learn about abuse and how it can happen. 
 Both need to learn about seriousness of the problem 
 Adult recognize behaviors when abuse occurs 
 Broaden awareness of risks of future sexual abuse in mission settings. 

 
2. Communication between parents and children 

 Parents talk to children.  Dig into it deeper.  Believe what child tells you. 
 Open communication with parents when first signs of problem show. 
 More frequent visits could enable telling / communicating if something is wrong 

or notice of change in child or their behavior / demeanor. 
 Raise level of discourse about sexual abuse in mission field.   It’s not so 

unthinkable. 
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 Healing:  talk about it openly; let go of secrets and guilt. 
 
3. Increase people’s awareness of availability of resources to target problem. 
 
Recommendations for missionary orientation and preparation 
 
1. Awareness of problems and training in how to address them 

 Missionary community:  potential for abuse; dismantle denial of the potential for 
child sexual abuse in mission settings. 

 For houseparents and their family regarding impact of sharing themselves and 
children with many other children. 

 Help MKs stand up for themselves. 
 Houseparents would have training in signs of abuse issues, kids who have 

problems and how to deal with them. 
 Parents better prepared to home-school. 
 People need to understand that kids are everything – more important than getting 

Bibles printed. 
 Rules of safety for children. 

 
2. Preparation, training, and program ideas 

 Give missionaries adequate preparation 
 Each missionary would have psychological evaluation, look into their 

background. 
 Process of vetting screening, background checks, reference checks. 
 Pat attention to families 
 Guidance to parents about their options – based on child’s personality and needs 

to discern right path for child. 
 Create system where there is a real concern for the kids. 
 Trainings to reduce likelihood that abuse will happen again. 
 Use the Panel’s DVD:, Witnesses to truth, as a component of training for 

missionary families, including houseparents and where appropriate, for children 
going to mission schools. 

 Look to minimize the consequences for people, even when bad things happen; 
support and care for victims 

 Take missionary care seriously 
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Recommendations for the Church’s response 
 

 Apology on behalf of church that these things happened; top PC(U.S.A.) 
leadership needs to make strong statement of apology. 

 Church needs to tell the truth.  It’s the truth they didn’t take care of children, 
didn’t do the right thing.  They did the wrong thing and lots of kids suffered. 

 Church needs to publicly acknowledge past actions. 
 Offenders need to ask for forgiveness and apology. 
 Disciplinary actions toward offenders, colluders, and collaborators.  People in the 

mission community should sign a statement: I colluded. I apologize. 
 Hold the PC(U.S.A.) accountable for the fact that there are probably a number of 

adults who suffered as children in mission boarding schools that those boarding 
school experiences continue to haunt them and that the church did not pay 
adequate attention to the needs of missionary children. 

 Church also be aware that not all child abuse is physical or sexual.  It seems to me 
the very idea of sending children to live away from loving homes at the age of 5 
or 6 is already abusive. 

 Justice: in terms of no more victims 
 Church leaders:  mandated reporters 

 

From the Panel 

General recommendations 

A.  Re-valuing children in mission work. 

 The Panel urges the PC(U.S.A.) to look at every aspect of its mission endeavors 

from the perspective of the effect on the families and children involved.  This perspective 

could be applied to any level of mission endeavor:  funding, personnel, program 

activities.  How much is spent on mission work compared to what is spent to support 

family life and child development for the families doing this mission work?  How many 

people employed in a mission unit focus on mission activities compared to those whose 

primary focus is families or children?   

The question isn’t whether the Church does one or the other.  As long as there are 

families with children serving on the mission field, the Church is doing both mission and 

affecting families.  The questions are always:  How much are we devoting to mission 

compared to what we are devoting to the people carrying out this mission?  Once the 

Church knows how much, the question then becomes:  Is this the right balance?  Does 

this balance between work and family reflect our values about children and family?  
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In the past, the Church’s answers to what it has devoted to the people carrying out 

the mission has included extensive career preparation (e.g. a year or more of language 

study for most missionaries), and continuing education (financing graduate study and 

educational degrees for missionaries on furlough) for adult missionaries.  This type of 

mind-set and investment needs to extend now to family life and mission field conditions 

for MKs.  For example, the Church could establish policies and allocate funds for mission 

families to have family time together, apart from mission work, on the mission field.  

Some MKs who spoke with the Panel referenced time they had at home with their parents 

as not really being time with their parents at all.  As one MK noted,  “the only difference 

for my parents when I was home from school was that now they took me with them to all 

of their mission activities.  Their schedule and focus didn’t change any; they just took me 

along.  I had no more opportunity to talk to them then than I did when I was at school.”  

Suppose a mission unit expected and enabled families to take real time out from mission 

work to spend time together on the mission field, and devoted as much time, money, and 

care to this policy as mission administration personnel used to spend arranging 

continuing education for adult missionaries on furlough?  Re-valuing children requires 

expanding the mission focus to include the entire family.  

The Church has tried to incorporate child or family advocacy into mission 

administration.  For example, the PCUS used to have a staff person focused, at least part-

time, on providing pastoral care to MKs.  Currently, the PC(U.S.A.), through the Sexual 

Misconduct Ombudsperson, the United Methodist Church, through the Child Protection 

and Community Assistance Officer, and the American Baptist Churches, through the 

Director of MK Care and Concern, have staff positions that include important mission 

family issues.  These positions are often the first to be eliminated, however, when there 

are budget reductions or administrative reorganizations.  When the positions exist and are 

funded and staffed adequately, it is still a challenge to incorporate the perspective that the 

position represents into ongoing everyday mission administration. 

Re-valuing, as noted previously, may ask the Church to do less mission, but to do 

what it is doing better, in terms of the affect of mission work on families and children.  

This will require difficult choices.  As one MK said to the Panel, when commenting on 

how far away parents lived from their children and the affect that had on the MKs: “It 
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wasn’t the distance, it was the commitment.”  The Panel discovered this as well:  What 

mattered most was how committed parents were to their children.  If parents were 

committed, they found ways to demonstrate that to their children.  The Church needs to 

be committed too, and to facilitate the commitment of missionary parents.  As another 

MK told the Panel, “mission work will always be there; children are only children for a 

short time.” 

 

B. Use of outside people, who are knowledgeable in child development, institutional 

issues, and abuse. 

When the Church is pondering how to respond to these recommendations, or 

reviewing any of its policies or procedures related to missionary families, the Panel 

recommends incorporating outside people, who are expert in child development, 

institutional issues, and abuse, into the process. This would ensure that the Church has 

access to recent research and its applications as it considers changes and improvements 

affecting missionary families and MKs.  The more usual instinct for the Church is to rely 

on in-house people who come with the same mind-sets.   

Following this recommendation could help prevent one of the most common 

comments the Panel heard from former missionaries:  We didn’t know.  Some of what 

they didn’t know couldn’t have been known, but much of what they didn’t know was 

information that was available at the time outside of Church sources.   

Incorporating a broader view could take several different forms, such as: 

• An external review of child welfare policies for mission personnel, to seek 

recommendations on issues like the minimum age at which the Church would 

support children attending boarding schools, preparation of adolescents for 

mission field, parent training or curriculum.   

• A convocation or consultation with experts and MKs.   

• Outside review or advice on an ongoing basis, from an advisory panel, for 

example. 

 As a sub-set of this recommendation, the Panel suggests that the PC(U.S.A.) 

utilize former missionaries and MKs as a resource for missionary orientation and 

preparation, and in reviews of policies and processes.  Former missionaries do work for 
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the Church in mission administration, but their input is, of necessity, filtered through an 

institutional lens.  A number of former missionaries wondered aloud to the Panel why the 

Church did not use them to help missionaries going into mission fields have a better 

understanding of the day-to-day challenges they would face in balancing work and 

family.  This type of input from former missionaries and MKs might help current 

missionaries avoid some of the regret and heartache Panel participants feel now about 

their choices then. 

 

C.  Ongoing investigation of reports of past abuse 

 As mentioned above, the PC(U.S.A.) has already made some commitments to 

ongoing investigation.  Two of the former IARP members will work with the Church in 

2011 to train PC(U.S.A.) staff and transition some of the already-identified investigations 

to the Church.  It will important for the Church to maintain the capacity to respond 

effectively to reports of past abuse from mission fields because: 

 a) There are major Presbyterian mission fields from which there were no reports 

to the IARP.  This may mean that there was no abuse on those mission fields.  More 

likely it means that these reports have not been brought to the Church yet. 

 b) The IARP’s Final Report may provide some individuals with enough 

information about the Church’s approach to reports of abuse so they now feel free to 

come forward. 

 c) The Panel had strong concerns about possible abuse in Egypt, at Schutz School, 

and in Ethiopia, such that information was shared with the in the PC(U.S.A.) Need-to-

Know Report. 

 d) There are major groups of MKs and non-mission children that the IARP did not 

reach who could potentially have been affected by some of the abuse described in this 

Report.  For example,  

• American Baptist and Disciples of Christ MKs at Chiang Mia Children’s Center 

(CCC) in Thailand; 

• Non-mission children at CCC in Thailand; 

• American Baptist and Mennonite children in Congo whose hostels shared joint 

activities with MPH; 
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• United Methodist children who may have lived upcountry in Congo when a PCUS 

missionary was on the field; 

• Baptist children who attended Hope School and lived at Ononobeta in Cameroon. 

There is important outreach that can be done in cooperation with these other 

denominations.   

 Additionally, the Panel recommends: 

1.  An inquiry into Woodstock School in India.  As noted in the India section of this 

report, the Panel believes that it would benefit MKs, missionary parents, the mission 

community, and the PC(U.S.A.) to provide an opportunity for reports about Woodstock 

to surface in a productive way.   

2.  Outreach to Mexicans who may have attended Turner – Hodge School between 

1950 and 1962, to provide an opportunity for possible reports of abuse to be heard and 

investigated. 

 

D. Other recommendations 

 

1. PC(U.S.A.) adopt a policy that prohibits the ordination of sex offenders. 
 

Currently, there is no national position prohibiting the ordination or continuing 

ministry of a registered sex offender.  There is one the PC(U.S.A.) national staff person is 

on record as having a “strongly worded caution.”448 

 
2. PC(U.S.A.) research office conduct a panel study of knowledge, attitudes, and 

experiences about child sexual abuse and physical abuse. 

 Child sexual abuse alone affects approximately 1 in 4 female children and 1 in 6 

male children.  Abuse is an issue that is important to a significant portion of the 

population in the United States, including Presbyterian lay people and clergy.  The 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

448	  Smith,	  Peter.	  (2009),	  Many	  religious	  groups	  have	  policies	  against	  ordaining	  sex	  
offenders.	  	  Louisville	  Courier-Journal,	  September	  28,	  2009.	  	  Other	  denominations	  
cited	  as	  having	  “strongly	  worded	  cautions”	  are:	  	  Southern	  Baptists,	  Methodists,	  and	  
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Church needs reliable information such as this study would provide to plan effective 

approaches and responses, denomination-wide, to abuse and those who have been 

affected by it. 

 

3. PC(U.S.A.) research office conduct a dedicated study of mandated reporting of 

officers, Commissioned Lay Pastors and of Certified Christian Educators. 

 By the Book of Order, and many state laws, Presbyterian leaders are mandated 

reporters of child abuse.  But, what reporting means, and what mandatory means are not 

well understood.  Is anyone making reports of abuse?  The Church needs reliable 

information from which to plan training and education.  The Presbyterian Panel is a 

research vehicle that can gather reliable information. 

 
4. PC(U.S.A.) establish a denominational registry of those found to have committed 
sexual abuse:  
 

a) through denominational ecclesiastical processes, conducted by sessions or 

presbyteries; or 

b) through fact-finding inquiries, such as the ICI or IARP or, in the future, 

PC(U.S.A.) staff.    

The Panel recommends to the PC(U.S.A) that they establish a mechanism 

whereby any church, PC(U.S.A) entity, or other religious institution hiring people or 

retaining volunteers could inquire whether an individual has been the subject of an IARP 

NTK report.  The PC(U.S.A) could then share the NTK report if there was one, or 

indicate that a NTK report did not exist.  This would serve as a counterbalance to 

offenders who might wish to avoid the consequences of their actions by moving to 

another church or organization.  The responsibility would fall on the church or 

organization to contact the PC(U.S.A). 

This recommendation has been written to be more inclusive than the work of the 

IARP, however, because determinations made at the presbytery or session level of the 

PC(U.S.A.) are not easily accessible to people outside of that local area.  It is not easy, 

for example, for a member of a congregation to easily check whether an elder transferring 



IARP	  Final	  Report	   October	  2010	   	  363	  

membership or a clergy accepting a call has been found to have committed sexual abuse 

by another Presbyterian entity.  

 

The time has come for the PC(U.S.A.) to find the courage and the means to 

establish a Church-wide registry.   The Church needs to demonstrate that protecting 

children is at least as important as protecting its own leadership. 

 
5. Create an online training course on mandated reporting for officers, CLPs, and CCEs.   

There are business and church models for self-paced, certificate-level (ie 

substantive) training through online courses.  For example, one possible model is the one 

California has for clergy.   

 

 
6. Support changes in state laws for suspending statute of limitations.  

 This is an area of advocacy where the PC(U.S.A.) can speak authoritatively from 

their own experience, over the last 10 years, of investigating and responding to reports of 

past abuse.  The secular world needs to hear and understand this experience.  

 

7. The General Assembly Mission Council Executive Committee ensure that hard copies 

of the ICI’s Final Report and the IARP’s Final Report are distributed to libraries in every 

Presbyterian seminary. 

  

F. Afterword 

In the gospel of Matthew, there is an unexpected turning point for Jesus and his 

self-understanding.  It comes vividly and suddenly through the person of an outsider, one 

regarded as low in status.  The encounter between the two follows the unyielding 

responses to Jesus by the Pharisees and scribes.  Their religious legalisms are denounced 

as hypocrisy (chapter 15, verses 1-9).  After these conflicts with a group of religious 

officials of his own people, Jesus leaves the city of Jerusalem, the center of Judaism.  

Accompanied by his disciples, he travels from upper Galilee to Phoenicia, literally 

Canaan, into the outlying districts of Tyre and Sidon, a home to Gentiles. 
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It is here that the outsider approaches Jesus (verses 21-22).  Matthew identifies 

this unnamed individual by external factors of birth that establish the person’s intrinsic 

low standing in the eyes of the disciples:  as a Canaanite, this person is a Gentile, and 

therefore not Jewish; as a woman, this person is not male.  That her daughter is ill from a 

demon signifies sinfulness, yet another component of the woman’s lesser standing.  

(Physical affliction would have been understood as an outward expression of religious 

unrighteousness, a punishment possibly attributable to the mother’s sins, (e.g., see John 

9).  The disciples’ exhortations to Jesus to send the outsider away are well founded. 

Despite her straightforward avowal recognizing Jesus as “Lord, Son of David,” 

(verse 23), he rebuffs her for being an outsider, as not a Jew (verse 24).  Undeterred, she 

persists and affirms her belief in him as Lord a second time (verse 25).  And a second 

time Jesus rebuffs her, again solely for being the outsider (verse 26).  It is not personal 

against her; he is absolutely consistent with his earlier declarations that his call is to serve 

the Jewish people of his birth (see Matthew 10:5-7 and 10:23).  His metaphor of dogs in 

verse 26 is not harsh or dismissive.  His contemporaries would have realized the specific 

term was a friendly one, akin to saying little dogs.  His point is about for whom the love 

of God rightly belongs and to whom it will be extended.  And she is beyond the circle. 

A third time, now at verse 27, she embraces Jesus as Lord.  Adopting his outsider 

designation for her, she applies the metaphor to herself and all like her.  She accepts his 

mission as belonging to the Jewish people, and then observes,  “…yet even the dogs eat 

the crumbs that fall from their masters’ tables.” (NRSV).  Her faith in him is still whole.  

As one who is not deemed to be among those to receive the good news of God’s love, 

nevertheless she knows and attests publicly to the good news when she sees it in Jesus 

Christ, and is grateful for even the smallest measure of his divine care. 

Her faith in him is unqualified and whole, given freely and unashamedly, 

transcending the social boundaries that would exclude her.  Her insight is penetrating, 

startlingly so, precisely because it comes from a source so unexpected.  Suddenly, Jesus 

comprehends that hers is an expression of great faith, and it is flowing from an outsider, a 

Gentile (verse 28).  This is a stunning turning point for him. 

The rest of chapter 15 records Jesus’ burst of activity, all directed to the benefit of 

Gentiles.  Rather than return to the city of Jerusalem, he travels to the mountains where 
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great Gentile crowds gathered.  They brought him those who were physically disabled, 

and he cured them.  When they saw the mute speaking, the maimed made whole, the 

lame walking, and the blind seeing, it was Gentiles who praised the God of Israel (verses 

29-31). 

Jesus’ understanding of his mission is expanded by the Canaanite woman.  The 

direct consequence is to extend his love to all the peoples.  This unnamed person, the one 

marginalized and outside the community of faith, is the one whom God used to transform 

Jesus’ sense of identity and mission.   

Thank God for those courageous outsiders who came forward in the 21st century 

to this community of faith.  Persistent and insightful, they offered this church the startling 

opportunity to transform its understanding of its identity and mission.  Without the gift of 

these outsiders, the church will be less whole.  Thank God for the gift of their truth. 
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inappropriate behavior, breaches in policy, and allegations and suspicions of child 
sexual abuse; 6.) training about child sexual abuse prevention.  Each component 
includes the prevention goal, general principles, critical strategies, and additional 
strategies to consider depending on context and resources.  Contextual issues are 
identified as:  the organization’s mission and activities, culture of youth served, 
insurance requirements, available resources, and state and national laws.  The next 
section briefly addresses overcoming two broad categories of challenges to 
implementing prevention policies and strategies:  beliefs that hind child sexual 
abuse prevention and structural issues.  Belief topics include denial, fear, and 
attitudes about sexuality.  Structural issues include limited or inadequate 
resources, poor employee/volunteer retention, narrow strategy, internal 
communication and complicated control mechanism, and lack of knowledge of 
available resources.  Suggests ways to overcome each challenge.  The final 
section briefly suggests ways to develop and implement a policy, and provides a 
planning tool/checklist/matrix correlated to the document.  Appendix B lists 
resources – books, publications, videos, workshops – by discussion topics, journal 
articles, and Worldwide Web sources of sample policies. 

 
Tessier, L. J. “Tess.” (1992). Women sexually abused as children: The spiritual 
consequences. Second Opinion [A journal published by the Park Ridge Center, Park 
Ridge, Illinois], 17(3, January), 11-23. 

Tessier is assistant professor, Department of Philosophy and Religious Studies, 
Youngstown State University, Youngstown, Ohio.  While concerned with all 
forms of childhood sexual abuse, she addresses incest in particular, noting that 
“[f]amily relationship is not as critical as the nature of the personal relationship 
between child and abuser in determining the trauma…”,  a factor which has 
relevance for cases of sexual abuse of missionary children by non-familiar adults 
who were in the missionary community.  Uses the term spiritual to “refer to our 
most fundamental identity and connections to ourselves, to others, and to the 
world, whether or not that identity involves a relationship with some transcendent 
power.  Childhood sexual abuse affects us at the core–at the very deepest center 
of our reality.”  Topics include:  denial and guilt; sense of self and soul; anger, 
forgiveness, God, and self-forgiveness; depression and grieving; recovery and 
rebirth.  
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Adopted: 06/27/03 
Revised: 09/21/05 

                            09/26/06 
                      02/13/08 

                     09/28/08 
CHARTER FOR THE 

INDEPENDENT ABUSE REVIEW PANEL 
FOR ALLEGATIONS OF PAST MISCONDUCT  

RELATED TO THE STAFF AND DEPENDENTS OF THE  
PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH (U.S.A.) WORLDWIDE MINISTRIES DIVISION  

AND ITS PREDECESSOR BODIES 
 

I.  BACKGROUND: 
 
In September of 2002, the Independent Committee of Inquiry (ICI) of the Presbyterian 
Church (U.S.A.) issued its Final Report.  This report concerned the sexual and physical 
abuse of children in the Presbyterian Congo mission field.  As a result of this report, the 
General Assembly Council Executive Committee (GAC Executive Committee) learned 
the details of the grave abuse that had occurred.  In its report, the ICI made 30 
recommendations for change.  Recommendation # 13 was the creation of an Independent 
Abuse Review Panel.  Recommendation # 1 related to allegations the ICI had received of 
physical and sexual abuse against children in the Presbyterian mission fields in Cameroon 
and Egypt.  Because these allegations were beyond the scope of the ICI, it recommended 
the GAC Executive Committee find a means to respond to these allegations.  It is likely 
allegations beyond those of Cameroon and Egypt will also arise. 
 
II.  ACTION: 
 
In response to allegations that arose out of the Cameroon and Egypt mission fields, the 
GAC Executive Committee hereby creates this Independent Abuse Review Panel (IARP) 
to respond to the Cameroon and Egypt allegations as well as other allegations that come 
within the terms of the scope of this charter.  This action is effective the date adopted by 
the GAC Executive Committee:  June 27, 2003.   
 
III.  SCOPE: 
 
For purposes of this charter, the term Worldwide Ministries Division (WMD) includes 
the present body and the predecessor Presbyterian Church world mission bodies. The 
IARP will receive allegations of physical or sexual abuse.  It will inquire into allegations 
where either 1) the accused was formerly under appointment by WMD and is not 
currently under appointment; or, 2) the abused individual (adult or child) was formerly in 
the mission field because of a WMD appointment.  In relation to the above, the IARP will 
also address the actions and inactions of WMD and its staff members, as well as 
recommendations for improvement to WMD processes.  The IARP will not inquire into 
allegations where both the alleged perpetrator and the alleged victim are deceased. 
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The IARP will not inquire into allegations beyond this scope. Allegations beyond this 
scope are handled via other means.  For example, allegations against current WMD 
mission personnel are handled via the WMD personnel policies applicable to mission 
personnel.  Those policies include specific provisions for receiving, responding to, and 
acting upon allegations of physical or sexual abuse in the mission field.   
 
The GAC is undergoing structural changes in 2006-07.  Whenever WMD or WMD 
Director is referred to it is understood the successor body or position will operate. 
 
IV.  NATURE: 
 
The nature and work of the IARP includes the following— 
 

1. The IARP is established to pursue the truth, encourage healing, and promote 
justice on behalf of those making allegations and those accused.  To achieve these 
ends, the means by which the IARP accomplishes it work shall be pastoral. 

2. The IARP will work to further the integrity of the mission and witness of the 
Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) on behalf of the General Assembly Council (GAC), 
the GAC Executive Committee and WMD. 

3. The IARP will be consultative and advisory to the GAC Executive Committee 
and the WMD Director. 

4. The IARP does not have disciplinary authority under or perform its work pursuant 
to the Rules of Discipline of the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) Constitution.  It is 
neither a judicial commission nor a governing body.  It will not evaluate or reach 
conclusions about civil legal liability.  It is neither adjudicative nor adversarial.  
The IARP does not have supervisory or employer authority in regards to WMD 
and GAC staff.  Where the IARP’s work includes conclusions about the actions or 
inactions of current WMD or GAC staff (see Scope), those conclusions will serve 
as recommendations to the WMD Director or other GAC supervisor. 

5. Where the IARP receives an allegation that falls within a mandatory reporting 
statute within the United States, the IARP chair (or designee) shall make the 
mandated report to the appropriate civil authority.  The IARP chair (or designee) 
may consult with the GAC’s Office of Legal Services for assistance with this 
duty. 

 
V.  MEMBERSHIP:  
 
The IARP will have three to five members appointed by the GAC Chair.  A majority 
shall be members of the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) A majority shall be individuals 
who are neither elected to nor employed by any General Assembly-level entity.   
 
The members of the IARP will, among them, reflect knowledge of or experience in:  
Presbyterian Church polity, church processes, investigations of sexual abuse, the effect of 
sexual abuse on survivors, and the overseas mission field.  The GAC Chair will receive 
suggested nominations from any person, including individuals from the survivors group 
of the Congo inquiry and other survivors whose allegations have been handled by the 
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IARP, the Director of WMD, and former ICI members.  The GAC Executive Director’s 
Office will maintain a nomination form to be used when there are vacancies on the IARP. 
 
Where special expertise is needed for a short period, it may be appropriate to secure an 
expert consultant (See Staff and Budget).  Where special expertise is needed for a long 
period, it may be appropriate to appoint that person as an IARP member. 
 
The IARP members will be paid for their work.  They will also be reimbursed for travel 
and meeting expenses.  The GAC Executive Director’s Office will enter into an 
appropriate Agreement of Service with each member of the IARP.  The GAC Executive 
Director’s Office is authorized to make changes in the Agreement of Service.  In order to 
ensure continuity and efficiency in work, all IARP members serving as of November 1, 
2006 and thereafter will be appointed to serve until the conclusion of the IARP on 
December 31, 2010. 
 
VI.  CONFIDENTIALITY: 

 
The IARP will conduct its work and meetings in strict confidence and seal the contents of 
all files it creates.  After the IARP’s work is concluded and it is dismissed, the IARP’s 
files will become the property of the GAC Executive Committee with decisions regarding 
retention and access to be made by its Executive Director in consultation with the WMD 
Director. All of the sealed files will be deposited with the Presbyterian Historical Society.  
The September 2002 document titled “Guidelines for the GAC Executive Committee to 
Use in Considering Future Extraordinary Requests for Access to the ICI’s Sealed Files” 
will serve as a guide for the retention of the IARP files.  The IARP will recommend 
guidelines for the files it produces.   

 
Where the IARP reaches a determination that abuse has occurred and reports that 
determination to a religious governing body with jurisdiction (see Process below), the 
IARP will fully cooperate with that governing body.  As noted below, that cooperation 
includes but is not limited to providing any and all pertinent evidence to the governing 
body.  In such instances, this Confidentiality provision shall be read so as to allow all 
pertinent evidence to be provided to the governing body.   

 
VII.  INDEPENDENCE:  
 
The IARP will function independently of the GAC, WMD, and those who have brought 
allegations.  It will report to the GAC Executive Committee.  The GAC and WMD will 
provide historical information, records, and staff support to the IARP.  The GAC will 
also provide appropriate communication with the denomination, the mission community, 
and other interested parties.  The IARP will also communicate with the mission 
community and others where necessary to accomplish its work. 
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VIII.  STAFF and BUDGET: 
 
All GAC and WMD staff will cooperate with the IARP in the performance of its work.  
The IARP will be assisted by a GAC/WMD staff member.  Among other things, this staff 
member will assist with meeting planning, research, IARP communications, and the like.  
As circumstances require and finances allow, the IARP may request its own staff outside 
of the GAC/WMD.  This request may arise because of the magnitude of the work 
involved, or the like.  The IARP will make any such request to the GAC Executive 
Director’s Office.  The IARP may also request the assistance of an expert consultant 
where it finds such expertise necessary to complete its work.  See the discussion of 
special expertise set out in Membership. 
 
The GAC Executive Director’s Office will establish an annual budget for the work of the 
IARP.  The GAC/WMD staff member assigned to the IARP will monitor this budget.  
Where the IARP believes a budget increase is necessary due to the magnitude of the work 
involved, the need for special services, or the like, it will make its request to the GAC 
Executive Director’s Office. 
 
IX.  ANNUAL REPORT: 
 
The IARP will make an annual report to the GAC Executive Committee.  This annual 
report will discuss generally the work of the IARP, the number of allegations it has 
received, how it has processed those allegations, recommended changes in the IARP 
charter (e.g., extended terms), recommended changes in the IARP budget, and the like. 
 
X.  DURATION: 
 
Established in June of 2003, the IARP will, for pastoral and practical reasons, exist until 
December 31, 2010.  It is anticipated all allegations within the scope of the IARP will 
have been made and determined within this seven-year period.  In its 2008 annual report, 
the IARP shall make a specific recommendation regarding whether or not its term should 
conclude as set out in this paragraph or should be continued for a suggested number of 
years.  If the IARP concludes its work prior to 2010, it will provide that information in its 
annual report for appropriate action by the GAC Executive Committee. 
 
XI.  PROCESS: 
 
Where the IARP has received an allegation within its scope the IARP shall consider the 
allegation and serve as a fact-finding body.  In its fact-finding role, the IARP will hear, 
review, and request testimony, files, reports, and affidavits from all appropriate sources.  
It will have access to all WMD files not restricted by law.  It will conduct interviews and 
other appropriate activities.  It will issue a final report to the GAC Executive Committee.  
This final report will be available to the public.   
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The final report will include— 

1. Any necessary background information about mission life. 
2. A thorough report of the IARP’s findings, specifically including whether or not 

there was sufficient evidence to reach a determination that the alleged abuse 
occurred. 

3. The names of those who are found to have committed abuse at the discretion of 
the IARP.  As it deems fit, the IARP also has discretion to publish a Need-to-
Know Report(s) to a more limited group of individuals.  Where the allegation of 
abuse is not sustained, the IARP should use its careful discretion in determining 
whether or not to name those individuals.  For example, it may be appropriate to 
make no statement (including the accused’s name) where the allegation is found 
to be entirely groundless. 

4. Findings about the actions and inactions of WMD and its staff members. 
5. Recommendations for improvements to the processes of WMD.  

 
If the IARP reaches a determination that abuse has occurred and the abuser is under the 
jurisdiction of any religious governing body (Presbyterian or other faith), the IARP will 
inform that religious governing body in writing so that body can pursue any disciplinary 
or other options it deems appropriate.  As noted in this charter, the IARP does not have 
disciplinary authority. 
 
When the IARP so informs a religious governing body that it has reached the 
determination abuse has occurred, the IARP will fully cooperate with that governing 
body in any disciplinary or other options the governing body decides to pursue.  This 
cooperation by the IARP will include but is not limited to providing any and all pertinent 
evidence to the governing body.   

 
If the IARP reaches a determination that abuse has occurred, the IARP may inform other 
organizations.  The IARP will use its careful discretion in making these determinations. 
 
XII.  FORMS 
    
The IARP will use witness forms and other related documents as prepared by the GAC’s 
Office of Legal Services. 
 
XIII.  COUNSELING 
 
Any counseling fees or related services to survivors will be provided at the sole discretion 
of the WMD Director or designee.  The IARP may make recommendations in regards to 
this matter. 
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APPENDIX B: 

 
PC(USA)’s response to the recommendations in the Independent Committee of 

Inquiry’s (ICI)’s Final Report 
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PC(USA)’s Response to the Recommendations in the 
Independent Committee of Inquiry (ICI)’s Final Report 

 
The Panel would like to acknowledge the work of Pat Hendrix, the PC(USA) Sexual 
Misconduct Ombudsperson from January 2004 to May 2010, in compiling the 
information for this report. 
 
Introduction 
 
 In early August 1998, Worldwide Ministries Division (WMD) Director, Rev. Dr. 
Marian McClure, received a call from a former retired missionary who had served in the 
Democratic Republic of Congo (Zaire, Belgian Congo). This call began a journey with a 
group of women who told of sexual abuse by the late Rev. William Pruitt during their 
time as missionary children. Mr. Pruitt served as a missionary in the same country. The 
pertinent period is 1945-1978. 
 
 Later that year, allegations naming Rev. Pruitt were filed in Grace Presbytery by 
eight women. In 1999, while the allegations were being investigated by the presbytery, 
Pruitt died, ending the investigation, as required by the PC(USA) constitution. 
 
 In 2000, upon the recommendation of the Worldwide Ministries Division Steering 
Committee, the Executive Committee of the General Assembly Council authorized the 
creation of an Independent Committee of Inquiry to investigate the allegations of abuse 
of children in the Democratic Republic of the Congo (formerly Zaire) for the period 
1945-1978. The Independent Committee of Inquiry was to function independently and 
make its report (including any recommendations for additional action) to the Executive 
Committee of the General Assembly Council. 
 
 The purpose of the Independent Committee of Inquiry (ICI) was to be "essentially 
pastoral in nature, to help the survivors, the well being of the larger Christian community, 
the General Assembly-level offices, and the integrity of the Presbyterian Church 
(U.S.A.). The purpose of the ICI is not a disciplinary action under the PC(USA) 
Constitution, nor is it to evaluate or reach conclusions about civil legal liability."1  
  
 The Independent Committee of Inquiry (ICI) submitted its final report to the 
General Assembly Council Executive Committee in September of 2002.  Following 
acceptance of the Final Report and dissolution of the ICI, a Work Group was appointed 
by Barbara Renton, chairperson of the GAC, to study and implement the 30 
recommendations from the Final Report.  The members were: 
 
  Vernon Carroll, chair (GAC vice-president) 
  Paul Masquelier, (GAC member) 
  Winnie Drape, (Worldwide Ministries Division chairperson, later replaced  
                                                
1 ICI Charter, Purpose, from Final Report of the Independent Committee of Inquiry 
Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.), September 2002, available at http://gamc.pcusa.org 
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        by Charles Kim, when he became chair of WMDC) 
  Pat Chapman, (GAC staff – Child Advocacy) 
  Tony Aja, (GAC staff, Mission Personnel) 
  Laurie Griffith, (Office of the General Assembly- Judicial Process) 
  Eric Graninger, (General Counsel) 
  Pat Hendrix, (GAC staff liaison) 
 
The Work Group met a total of twelve times between October 2002 and May 2004.   
 
 The PC(USA) has acted favorably on all but one of the recommendations (#29, 
which was not feasible in the Presbyterian system of governance), and one subpart of 
another recommendation (part (b) of #14, which has legal issues).  One other 
recommendation (#30) was acted on favorably by the GAC, the executive branch of the 
PC(USA), but rejected by the General Assembly, the legislative branch.  This action 
requested a presbytery, local governing body, function and not a denominational, national 
governing body, one.    
 
 The PC(USA), however, has taken additional actions that were not mentioned by 
the ICI.  Below is a summary of the actions taken on the recommendations, and the 
additional actions.  The Final Report of the Independent Committee of Inquiry can be 
obtained from http://gamc.pcusa.org. 
 
Note:  During 2006-2007 the GAC underwent structural changes.  Whenever WMD or 
WMD Director is referred to it is understood the successor body or position will operate. 
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The ICI recommendations are numbered as they were in the ICI’s Final Report; the bold 
text is from the ICI Final Report.2 
 
1.  American Presbyterian Mission, Schutz School, Alexandria, Egypt, and Hope 
School, Cameroon 
 
We recommend that General Assembly Council (GAC) Executive Committee make 
a thorough and prompt response to allegations received by the ICI regarding 
incidents of physical and sexual abuse against children who lived in a boarding 
school at the American Presbyterian Mission, Schutz School, Alexandria, Egypt, in 
the period of the 1950s into the 1980s, and at Hope School, Elat, Cameroon, in the 
period of the 1960s. 
 
On June 27, 2003, the GAC Executive Committee chartered the Independent Abuse 
Review Panel (IARP) as a successor panel to investigate allegations of abuse in other 
mission fields, including Cameroon and Egypt.  The IARP’s charter allows the Panel to 
investigate abuse alleged in any Presbyterian mission field during any period of time, 
excluding only accusations against current WMD employees. 
 
2.  United Methodist Church 
 
We recommend that the General Assembly Council (GAC) Executive Committee 
transmit this report to its equivalent body in the United Methodist Church with the 
request that it convene a similar inquiry, and express a commitment to cooperate 
with such an endeavor. 
 
A letter from John Detterick, Executive Director of the GAC, and Barbara Renton, 
Chairperson of the GAC, as well as copies of the Final Report were mailed to the chairs 
and chief executives of the following entities of the United Methodist Church: the 
General Council of Ministries; the General Board of Global Ministries, and the Judicial 
Council.  A letter acknowledging receipt came from one of the Methodist entities. 
 
In October 2004, Rev. Marian McClure, Director of Worldwide Ministries Division, sent 
a message to the United Methodist Church General Board of Global Ministries sharing 
the PC(USA)’s experience with investigating abuse and urging the Methodists to take up 
their own investigation.   She videotaped her message because she was unable to attend 
their meeting in person.  After hearing her message, the Methodist board voted 
unanimously to establish their own investigative committee.   The Methodist 
investigation continued from February 2005 until December 2008. Their report, Final 
Report of the Independent Panel for the Review of Child Abuse in Mission Settings, was 
published in 2009.3 

                                                
2 Op. Cit., ICI Final Report, pp. 108-125 
3 Meadors, Jr., Marshall L. (Jack), Fresh, Edith Ml, Evinge, James Sl, and Bracey, Lauri 
B. (2009).  Final Report of the Independent Panel for the Review of Child Abuse in	  
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3.  Eligibility Criteria of the Pastoral Care Guidelines, Worldwide Ministries 
Division 
 
We recommend that the Worldwide Ministries Division (WMD) revise the eligibility 
criteria of its Pastoral Care psychotherapy and spiritual care resources in a manner 
that conforms to the Findings section of our report in order to extend eligibility to 
all victims who were Presbyterian and to all victims whose perpetrator was 
Presbyterian. 
 
4.  Distribution of Notice of Financial Reimbursement for Psychotherapy and 
Spiritual Care Resources 
 
We recommend that the Worldwide Ministries Division (WMD) inform persons who 
are part of the ICI mailing list of the availability to victims and directly-affected 
family members of the availability of financial reimbursement for psychotherapy 
and spiritual care resources. 
   
Implementation:  Recommendations 3 and 4 go together.  The guidelines were revised 
and mailed to survivors and directly-affected family members in April 2004. 
 
5. Establishment of a Toll-Free Hotline for Missionary Children 
 
We recommend that Worldwide Ministries Division establish a toll-free telephone 
number to be used as a hotline that could be accessed any time, from any where, by 
anyone wishing to report problems regarding the treatment of children living in 
missionary settings. 
 
Implementation:  A hotline was established in September 2002; the number is 1-502-569-
5207 or 1-888-728-7228 ext 5207.  The Sexual Misconduct Ombudsperson answers the 
hot line, 24 hours a day/7 days a week.  Information has been distributed to the 
missionaries and their children serving in the field.  The number is also available for 
people in the United States with concerns and questions. 
 
6. Missionary Child Advocate 
 
We recommend that the Worldwide Ministries Division (WMD) create the position 
of a Missionary Child Advocate as a confidential alternative channel for receipt and 
investigation of complaints of misconduct against Presbyterian children within the 
missionary community.  The position of Advocate should: 

a) be staffed by a senior, experienced, widely respected and trusted member 
of the denomination who should report to the highest authorities in the 
church; 

                                                
Mission Settings.  New York, NY:  The General Board of Global Ministries, The United 
Methodist Church, New York, New York. 



IARP Final Report October 2010  398 

b) function within the church, but apart from the usual hierarchy as a safe 
harbor for the receipt of concerns and complaints which might not be taken 
to existing channels of redress; 
c) visit personally on at least an annual basis those sites where missionary 
children are educated for the express purpose of meeting with students, staff 
members, parents, or other interested parties who wish to convey 
information, and facilitate discussion of appropriate and inappropriate 
behavioral expectations for adults and students; 
d) utilize other confidential channels of communication, like a confidential 
toll-free telephone line or secure e-mail to ensure accessibility to children and 
others concerned about children; 
e) issue a periodic newsletter which serves to keep the church apprised of the 
Advocate’s activities and availability to any person who wishes to 
communicate a concern. 

 
Implementation:  This concept evolved into an Ombudsperson position that incorporated 
several of the recommendations - 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 13, 14, and 15.  The position was 
established in 2003 and staffed in January 2004.  The hotline number (1-888-728-7228 
ext 5285, or 1-502-569-5285) is used for reporting. The basic responsibilities of the 
position are to develop, implement, and administer a comprehensive and confidential 
process consistent with the Constitution of the Presbyterian Church (USA), as well as the 
Sexual Misconduct policies outlined in the General Assembly Council Employee Manual 
and the Mission Co-Worker Handbook, to receive, investigate, coordinate and bring to a 
satisfactory and just resolution all allegations of sexual, physical and domestic abuse 
from mission personnel and children of mission personnel.  The process includes the 
creation of a comprehensive curriculum for the training of mission personnel in order to 
prevent, recognize, and deal with sexual or physical abuse. 
 
Pat Hendrix, who was the PC(USA) liaison for the ICI, and thus, was familiar with the 
ICI’s work, staffed this position from January 2004 to May 2010.  She reported to the 
office of the General Counsel and in 2005 developed a web site, Creating Safe Churches, 
within the PC(USA) site, http://gamc.pcusa.org/ministries/sexualmisconduct/.  This site 
has been cited in one law journal as an example of helpful information available to those 
concerned with clergy sexual abuse.  
 
During her tenure, Pat visited schools in the following countries: Kenya (Rift Valley 
School), Thailand (Grace International School and Chiang Mai International School), and 
Egypt (Schutz School).  Abuse prevention seminars were presented at mission personnel 
Orientation, Sharing Conference, Young Adult Volunteer Orientation, and Mission 
Personnel retreats (Turkey, Kenya, Bali, Brazil, and Korea) to adults and children.  She 
was in contact with overseas schools where missionary children are enrolled regarding 
their abuse prevention policies and procedures. 
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7.  Response Team 
 
We recommend that the Worldwide Ministries Division (WMD) create a Missionary 
Response Team selected from respected members of the Church who are 
experienced with issues of abuse of children and vulnerable adults, and with sexual 
and other forms of harassment.  The Response Team would: 

a) receive initial and periodic training in the above areas; 
b) not replace the avenues of formal discipline that are normally available to 
a complainant; 
c) be available to consult with parents, people in positions of authority and 
responsibility, and WMD staff, upon request, in situations involving possible 
abuse or harassment; 
d) assist with ongoing psychological and spiritual care of victims of abuse, 
with healing of the affected missionary community, and with monitoring, 
oversight, restoration and/or any return to mission service of offenders 
following imposition of discipline in cases of abuse and harassment; 
e) continue the work begun by the ICI to bring psychological and spiritual 
healing to victims of abuse; 
f) compile and maintain a list of qualified professional evaluators for use in 
cases of abuse and harassment. 

 
Implementation: This recommendation is part of the Sexual Misconduct 
Ombudsperson’s responsibilities. When the need arises counselors with mission 
experience are consulted. 
 
8.  Mission Co-Worker Handbook 
 
We recommend that a thorough review of the Mission Co-Worker Handbook be 
undertaken by Worldwide Ministries Division as pertains to issues of child sexual 
and other forms of abuse with a view to expanding the section on Child Sexual 
Abuse to include actions to be taken in the event of inappropriate behavior on 
behalf of anyone charged with the responsibility of children’s welfare.  
 
Implementation:  Review of the Mission Co-Worker Handbook is an ongoing process.  
The PC(USA) added a Sexual Misconduct Procedures Policy and established a procedure 
for reporting abuse of any kind.  Mission personnel as well as all WMD employees are 
subject to the Sexual Misconduct Policy as outlined in the Employee Handbook, Section 
8.04 and are under duty to report any and all forms of abuse. 
 
9.  Co-Worker Orientation 
 
We recommend that the Final Report of the ICI be required reading for all 
candidates for Worldwide Ministries Division’s People in Mutual Mission, and that 
the Report be thoroughly discussed during the period of orientation. 
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Implementation: The ICI Final Report is sent or the web site address is sent to all 
participants in orientation and discussed during the presentation by the Sexual 
Misconduct Ombudsperson. 
 
10.  Dismissal of Perpetrators from Mission Service 
 
We recommend that any adult found guilty of abusive behavior be summarily 
dismissed from mission service and that steps be taken immediately to minister to 
the victim in whatever manner seems appropriate, including but not limited to 
psychotherapy, the costs to be borne by Worldwide Ministries Division. 
 
Implementation: This is covered in the Mission Personnel Handbook under Reasons for 
Termination. 
 
11.  To Begin the Process of Healing 
 
Consistent with our pastoral responsibility, we recommend that the missionary 
community that is the subject of this inquiry begin to discuss the pain that has 
resulted from the molestation and maltreatment of its children.  We call upon 
people to stop denying what happened, and bid them to open their hearts and minds 
to the truth that survivors are speaking. 
 
Those who are not the primary victims need to initiate the healing process within 
the missionary community that spans the generations.  Re-victimization occurs 
when others are silent.  Therefore, former missionaries and school and hostel staff 
can foster healing by letting victims know that they are open to listening and 
learning.  
 
Implementation:  A letter from John Detterick, Executive Director of the GAC, and 
Marian McClure, Director of the Worldwide Ministries Division, has been sent to the 
retired Congo missionary community.  The ICI Final Report has been and is discussed at 
missionary area retreats.  The report and/or the web site were distributed to former 
missionaries in the months after the report was presented to the GAC Executive 
Committee. 
 
12.  Procedure Manual for Ecclesiastical Investigating/Prosecuting Committees 
 
We recommend that the General Assembly Executive Committee request the Office 
of the General Assembly to develop a procedure manual for use by ecclesiastical 
investigating/prosecuting committees regarding disciplinary cases of sexual 
misconduct by a church officer. 
 
Implementation:  The Work Group reviewed the revised Handbook for Judicial Process 
from the Association of Stated Clerks.  The group concluded that this handbook would 
answer this recommendation. 
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13.  Abuse Review Panel 
 
We recommend that General Assembly Council (GAC) Executive Committee create 
an Abuse Review Panel to receive reports of physical and/or sexual abuse from self-
identified victims and others that come forward after the ICI is decommissioned.  
This panel shall: include persons nominated by the Survivors Group that was a 
crucial resource to the church in the formation of the ICI; be located 
organizationally outside of Worldwide Ministries Division (WMD); make 
recommendations for action to the GAC Executive Committee. 
 
Implementation:  A team consisting of James Evinger, former ICI Member, Pam 
Pritchard, representative from the Survivors’ Group, Eric Graninger, legal counsel, and 
Pat Hendrix, staff liaison, was formed.  The team presented the final draft of the charter 
to the GAC Executive Committee in June 2003 and it was approved unanimously.  The 
Independent Abuse Review Panel began its work in January 2004. (See recommendation 
#1.) 
 
14.  Website as a Means to Education and Prevention 
 
We recommend that the General Assembly Council Executive Committee acts to 
create an Internet site on the Church’s website dedicated to education about, and 
prevention of, sexual misconduct within Presbyterian missions, ministries and 
congregations.  We recommend that the site: 

a) includes the ICI Report in a PDF-format version; 
b) includes a listing of Presbyterian clergy who are currently under censure 
according to the Rules of Discipline, Book of Order, for the disciplinary 
offense of “sexual abuse of another person”; 
c) includes a description of  Surely Heed Their Cry: A Presbyterian Guide to 
Child Abuse Prevention, Intervention, and Healing , a Presbyterian 
publication that is a guide to individuals and congregations interested in 
learning more about child abuse, and how it may be obtained from the 
Church; and We Won’t Let it Happen Here! Preventing Child Abuse in the 
Church , a Presbyterian publication that provides guidelines for child abuse 
prevention in congregations. 
d) includes the General Assembly’s Sexual Misconduct Policy in a PDF-
format; 
e) includes the General Assembly’s Standards of Ethical Conduct in a PDF-
format; 
f) publicizes the existence of a toll-free phone number established as a 
national hotline for the Presbyterian Church which would allow victims of 
clergy sexual abuse to report their abuse to someone independent of their 
congregation or presbytery; 
g) includes contact information for the Missionary Child Advocate; and 
h) encourages presbyteries to establish their own hotlines. 

We recommend that a letter be sent to every Presbyterian congregation’s clerk of 
session that informs the people of the church about this site. 



IARP Final Report October 2010  402 

 
Implementation:  The “Creating Safe Churches” website was developed in response to 
this recommendation.  The site includes a link to the ICI Final Report, the GA’s Sexual 
Misconduct Policy, the GA’s Standards of Ethical Conduct, and other PC(USA) 
publications about child abuse [a), c), d), e)].  The contact information for the Sexual 
Misconduct Ombudsperson is listed as well on the website.  There is also information for 
sessions and presbyteries interested in developing their own sexual misconduct policies. 
For Item f):  there is a hotline to respond to needs of victims (1-888-728-7228 ext 5207 or 
1-502-569-5207), however it is not a reporting hotline because Presbyterian polity 
requires reporting to the governing body that has jurisdiction over the alleged offender.  
The hotline can help people with polity.  
 
15.  Retreat 
We recommend that the General Assembly Council (GAC) Executive Committee 
and Worldwide Ministries Division (WMD) ensure that the Retreat, identified in the 
Charge to the ICI at “Other Related Matters,” #2, provides: 

a) a spirit of open acceptance of, and respect for, participants' experiences 
and feelings; 
b) a safe environment in which participants may honestly share their stories 
and responses with one another; 
c) opportunity for participants to process information in the ICI report; 
d) opportunity to acknowledge and process the grief and guilt which 
participants have felt about the experiences that are the focus of the ICI 
report; 
e) sensitive use of spiritual and Scriptural materials about God's care and 
justice for those who hurt and those who are marginalized; 
f) teaching of participants about the nature of post-traumatic stress with 
hope that they will better understand the struggles of victims who have been 
abused; 
g) opportunity for participants to express concerns and make 
recommendations to the GAC Executive Committee and WMD regarding 
missionary children and families and how the church responds to victims and 
perpetrators of sexual abuse; 
h) referral to professional resources for persons who need further care; 
i) identification and appreciation of participants’ positive dimensions of the 
missionary experience. 

To accomplish the above objectives, we recommend that the GAC Executive 
Committee contract with the Center for Prevention of Sexual and Domestic 
Violence (CPSDV), Seattle, WA, to conduct the retreat identified in the Charge to 
the ICI at “Other Related Matters,” #2.   
 
Implementation: A pre-retreat gathering for survivors only was successfully held 
February 7-9, 2003, at a conference center near Ashville NC.  Of the 20 identified 
survivors, 15 were in attendance.  A larger retreat was held in March 2004 in Dallas TX 
for survivors and affected family members.  Staff members from FaithTrust Institute in 
Seattle, Washington facilitated the retreat. Those in attendance from the PC(USA) 
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included John Detterick, Executive Director of GAC; Vernon Carroll, Chair of the GAC 
Executive Committee; and, Marian McClure, Director of Worldwide Ministries Division.  
Sixteen survivors and 22 family members attended.  Rev. Ron Scates and Dick Dzena, 
Clerk of Session, from Highland Park Presbyterian Church, Dallas TX were present to 
answer participants’ question about what the church has done to reach out to victims.  
Some of the workshops offered were Taking Back Your Power and Letting Go of Guilt 
and Rage; Reconnecting with the Church; and, Joyful Sexuality.  There were sessions for 
family members as well.  
 
16.  Apology 
 
We recommend that the General Assembly Council (GAC) Executive Committee 
and Worldwide Ministries Division (WMD) make a public, unconditional apology 
on behalf of the Church for the abuses which missionary children and other persons 
experienced.  We also recommend that this apology address the re-victimization 
which occurred when individuals, including children, sought to report their harm 
and were ignored, misunderstood or dismissed, and when persons in positions of 
ecclesiastical responsibility or authority discounted, minimized or overlooked the 
harm that was brought to their attention. 
 
Implementation:  On October 1, 2002 the PC(USA) held a press conference 
acknowledging receipt of the ICI Report.  An apology letter dated October 10th was 
mailed during the month of October 2002. 
 
17.  Transmission of the ICI’s Report(s) to the Presbyterian Church in the Congo 
 
We recommend that the General Assembly Council Executive Committee and 
Worldwide Ministries Division send the ICI Final Report and Need-to-Know 
Supplement to the Presbyterian Church in the Congo.   
 
Implementation: In October 2005, Doug Welch, Area Coordinator for Africa, and Will 
Browne, Associate Director for Ecumenical Partnerships, hand-carried a letter and the 
reports to the General Secretary of the Presbyterian Church of Congo and the President of 
the Presbyterian Church of Kinshasa. 
 
18.  Review of Existing WMD Policies 
 
We recommend that the General Assembly Executive Committee and Worldwide 
Ministries Division (WMD) refer the Church’s existing policies that apply to the 
missionary program and individual missionaries for external review by qualified, 
competent peers in other denominations and by members of the Survivors Group to 
ascertain whether the policies are adequate in terms of child sexual abuse education 
and prevention. 
 
Implementation:  The Work Group proposed taking the policies to the FIP (Forum on 
International Personnel) and that the PC(USA) be used as a case study.   



IARP Final Report October 2010  404 

 
19.  Mandatory Reporting by WMD Personnel 
 
We recommend that the personnel policies of Worldwide Ministries Division 
(WMD) include a provision that creates a standard of practice that mandates that 
personnel of the Division shall report to legal authorities any knowledge of physical 
abuse, neglect or harm, and of sexual molestation or abuse, of a child or adult 
without mental capacity. 
 
Implementation: The Sexual Misconduct Procedures Policy placed into effect in 2005 
covers this. 
 
20. The following recommendations are transmitted to the Executive Committee of 
the General Assembly Council (GAC Executive Committee) as the entity that 
commissioned the Independent Committee of Inquiry (ICI) and charged the ICI to 
develop recommendations.  Recommendations 21-30 are specific to the Book of 
Order, one part of the constitution of the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.).   
 

A.  We recommend that the GAC Executive Committee: 1) endorse 
Recommendations 21-30, and 2) refer them to the Office of the General 
Assembly with the request that overtures to implement these 
recommendations be developed as soon as is feasible so that they may be 
submitted to the General Assembly for action. 
B.  We recommend that the GAC Executive Committee include in its referral 
the request that the Office of the General Assembly consults with survivors 
of clergy and child sexual abuse as part of a deliberate process of developing 
the overtures. 
C.  We recommend that the GAC Executive Committee actively support the 
overtures and work to encourage their adoption by the General Assembly 
and presbyteries. 

 
21.  Leave of Absence 
 
We recommend that the Book of Order be amended to include a provision to 
mandate a leave of absence from church office when an officer (elder, deacon or 
minister of Word and Sacrament) is indicted on felony charges of sexual abuse or 
charges of sexual conduct involving misuse of the person’s office or spiritual role.  
This provision shall include language that such action is without prejudice to the 
individual’s presumption of innocence. 
 
22.  Victims’ Rights at a Disciplinary Trial: Impact Statement 
 
We recommend that the Book of Order be amended to include a provision to permit 
a victim(s) of the disciplinary offense of “sexual abuse of another person” to address 
a Session or Permanent Judicial Commission and make a victim impact statement 
that may include the victim’s views regarding the appropriate nature and extent of 
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discipline to be imposed.  This would be designated to occur at a point in a 
disciplinary trial after a finding of guilt and before the imposition of censure of the 
person who is guilty. 
  
23.  Right of Appeal Following a Disciplinary Trial 
 
We recommend that the Book of Order be amended to include a provision to permit 
either of the original parties in a disciplinary trial to appeal the decision(s) of a 
Session or Permanent Judicial Commission. 
 
24.  Right of Pastoral Inquiry following the Death of, or Renunciation of 
Jurisdiction by, an Accused Person 
 
We recommend that the Book of Order be amended to include a provision that 
would permit a Session or Permanent Judicial Commission to continue a 
disciplinary investigation or trial in the event that the jurisdiction of the Church 
ceases due to the death of, or renunciation of jurisdiction by, an accused person.  
The structural format of this continuation would be a pastoral inquiry that is: 
neither judicial nor adjudicative; designed to reach a determination of the truth; 
empowered to receive witnesses and consider evidence; accountable to the governing 
body that initiates it. 
 
25.  Mandatory Reporting by Church Officers 
 
We recommend that the Book of Order, Chapter VI. The Church and Its Officers, 
G-6.0000, be amended to include a provision that creates a standard of ministerial 
practice for Church officers that mandates that ministers of Word and sacrament, 
elders and deacons shall report to legal authorities any knowledge of physical abuse, 
neglect or harm, and of sexual molestation or abuse, of a child or adult without 
mental capacity. 
 
26.  Advocate for an Accuser in Disciplinary Cases 
 
We recommend that the Book of Order be amended to permit the utilization of an 
advocate by an accuser in an ecclesiastical disciplinary case, especially one involving 
the offense of “sexual abuse of another person.”  The advocate would be permitted 
access to any proceeding that involved the accuser’s direct participation. 
 
27.  Restitution 
 
We recommend that the Book of Order be amended to include a provision that 
allows for restitution in disciplinary cases of “sexual abuse of another person” when 
there is a finding of guilt.   
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28.  Mandatory Disclosure 
 
We recommend that the Book of Order be amended to include a provision that 
creates a standard of practice that a governing body shall disclose to its constituency 
the basic facts regarding commission of sexual misconduct and related matters, and 
that this standard incorporate: a primary commitment to tell the truth; concerns for 
privacy and confidentiality, especially in regard to identified victims; respect for 
formal ecclesiastical and/or law enforcement investigations; principles of risk 
management. 
 
29.  Posthumous Removal of a Guilty Person from the Office of Minister of Word 
and Sacrament 
 
We recommend that the Book of Order be amended to include a provision that 
allows for the posthumous imposition of the disciplinary censure of removing a 
guilty person from the office of minister of Word and Sacrament. 
 
30.  Removal of the Title “Honorably” from a Disgraced Retired Minister of Word 
and Sacrament 
 
We recommend that the Book of Order be amended to include a provision that 
allows for the removal of the formal title, “honorably,” from a disgraced minister of 
Word and Sacrament who is retired. 
 
This set of 10 recommendations, and the one recommendation for the process with which 
to handle the other ten, addressed substantive and procedural revisions to the Book of 
Order.  The set consists of suggestions made by ICI participants when asked how the 
Church could respond better to sexual abuse. 
 
In response to Recommendation 20, the GAC Executive Committee created a Congo 
Work Group that consisted of elected GAC members and staff to formulate the 
PC(USA)’s overall response to the ICI’s recommendations.  The Congo Work Group 
created the Book of Order Amendment Team to address this particular set of 
amendments.  The members of the Book of Order Amendment Team were:  Pamela 
Pritchard, a representative of the survivors who appeared before the ICI; Paul Masquelier, 
a member of the GAC; Patricia Hendrix, the Sexual Misconduct Ombudsperson for 
WMD and staff; Laurie Griffith, Manager of Judicial Process in the Department of 
Constitutional Services; and, James Evinger, a former member of the ICI, in consultation 
with Eric Graninger, General Counsel. 
 
In spring 2003, the Team conducted a survey of stated clerks and executives from middle 
governing bodies to obtain their perspective on the importance and feasibility of each 
proposed amendment.  In May 2003, at the Denver General Assembly, the Team listened 
in person to stated clerks and executives discuss the amendments.  In July 2003, the 
Team met with several PC(USA) staff in Louisville to discuss their perspective on the 
amendments.  The Team attended the OGA’s Fall Polity Conference in October 2003 



IARP Final Report October 2010  407 

where they presented a plenary presentation and a workshop.  They presented a draft 
version of the proposed amendments for review and critique.  At this Conference, the 
Team also met with members from the GA Advisory Committee on the Constitution to 
obtain their input. 
 
In January 2004, the Team submitted 11 recommendations to the GAC; on February 14 
the GAC voted unanimously to send the 11 to the 216th GA in Richmond VA.  
 
The amendments were submitted to the General Assembly in Richmond after being 
approved by the Polity Committee.  Along the way, the set of recommendations was 
modified as noted in the following table.  [See Presbyterian News Service, “Child Sex 
Abuse Amendments Ratified,” June 14, 2005, News Release #05311, for presbytery vote 
totals and further information.  www.pcusa.org/ga216/news] 
 
 
Additional Actions Taken by the PC(USA) in Response to the ICI’s Final Report 
 
1.  Naming the primary perpetrator 
 
In their press release and news conference accompanying the public release of the Final 
Report, the PC(USA) named the primary perpetrator.  The ICI report did not contain the 
names of any of the individuals found to have abused children per the ICI’s Charter, and 
the Committee did not make any recommendations regarding releasing the names.  The 
PC(USA) decided to take action on their own initiative, and name William Pruitt as the 
primary perpetrator discussed by the Final Report. [See Presbyterian News Service, 
“Report Details Child Sex Abuse in Congo,” October 1, 2002, News Release #02379.]  
 
2.  General Assembly apology to the survivors  
 
The 2004 General Assembly in Richmond VA considered the package of proposed 
constitutional amendments discussed above.  These amendments were referred to the 
Assembly’s Polity Committee for debate and consideration before they were voted on by 
the entire Assembly.  (The committees recommend what the whole body should do, 
which the whole body may or may not agree with – not unlike Congress or state 
legislatures.)  One of the members of the Polity Committee, a male lay person with no 
prior knowledge of or association with the Congo inquiry, read the ICI Final Report, 
which was recommended as preparation for discussing the amendments.  After reading 
the report, he felt strongly that the PC(USA), as a whole, should apologize to the people 
who had been abused.   
 
An apology was drafted, introduced by him into the business of the Polity Committee, 
passed by the Committee, and passed by the General Assembly.  
 
In September 2002, when the GAC Executive Committee received the ICI’s report, they 
wrote an apology to the survivors.  The GAC was apologizing on behalf of the entire 
church in their letter.  The letter was mailed to the survivors known to the ICI. 
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Thus, the apology initiated by this commissioner was slightly different.  It came from the 
whole church via a different route.  Rather than having the primary “executive branch” 
body issue an apology on behalf of the whole organization, as the GAC Executive 
Committee had done, this effort represented an apology from the highest “legislative 
branch” body in the PC(USA) on behalf of the whole organization.  This apology was 
publicly published as the previous one had not been.  This apology was initiated by a 
single individual, a lay person functioning as a commissioner to the Assembly, and not by 
a committee.  This apology was owned by many more people and was spontaneously 
initiated apart from a formal report from a commissioned inquiry.  Thus, this apology was 
extremely meaningful to the survivors.  
 
The apology can be found in the Minutes of the 216th General Assembly:4  
 

Elements of an Apology 
 
 1.   We, the 216th General Assembly (2004) of the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) 
acknowledge that our children, adolescents, and adults have suffered sexual abuse, 
molestation, and exploitation as committed by members and leaders of our congregations, 
governing bodies, and agencies, including those specific incidents that occurred in the 
Congo and continued in the U.S. church during the period of 1946 – 1985, as identified in 
the Final Report of the Independent Committee of Inquiry, Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) 
(September, 2002). 
 
 2.  We apologize that we as a church did not take adequate steps to prevent the 
specific incidences as confirmed in the Final report, that our church did not understand 
the significance of, or believe, the earliest reports of incidents of sexual abuse when 
survivors turned to people in positions of authority and responsibility, that our church did 
not do more at the time of their reporting to intervene and stop the perpetrators of sexual 
abuse, and that our church did not do more after discovering the truth of the victims’ 
allegations to reach out to others who might have been victimized. 
 
 
 3.   We apologize that some of us in our church chose to doubt and discredit the 
survivors who came forward with the truth, that some dismissed the reports, and that 
some demonized them, all of which added a layer of pain and anguish to the original 
abuse. 
 
 
                                                
4 Item 04.08, 2. (response to Recommendation 3), Minutes of the 216th General 
Assembly, PC(USA), 2004, Part 1, Journal, pp. 82-83.  Vote to approve sending an 
amendment to D-1.010, with comment (“Elements of an Apology”) to the presbyteries 
for their affirmative or negative votes; and, Minutes of the 217th General Assembly, 
PC(USA), 2006, Part 1, Journal, p. 507, reporting presbytery vote on 04-E.3, passed 156 
– 7. 
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 4.   We apologize that our church’s inactions over the years allowed hurt and 
harm to extend to the survivors’ families, children, friends, and faith.  We recognize that 
we as a church have suffered losses in the nature and quality of our relationships as a 
community of faith. 
 
 5.   We apologize that some of us in our church were complicit as our sisters and 
brothers in the body of Jesus Christ suffered the loss of their innocence, had childhoods 
stolen, lost opportunities to enjoy more of the fullness of life that god offers all in Jesus 
Christ (John 10:10b), and lost a child’s ability to trust the people of the church. 
 
 6.   We acknowledge that survivors who have come forward have demonstrated a 
primary motivation to work through the church to improve our faith community, tell the 
truth, prevent further victimization, seek healing, and make our church safe for all. 
 
 7.   We express our thankfulness to God for the courage of the survivors whose 
witness has held us accountable to be true to our calling as the followers of Jesus Christ.  
We express our gratitude to those among us who have listened to victims, supported their 
efforts, and worked for justice. 
 
 8.   We welcome the many other women and men in our church who have been 
abused as they come forward, and we pledge to work with them so that they ma be 
restored to God’s fullness of life.
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Table 1. ICI recommendations for Book of Order amendments 

ICI recommendation   As submitted to GA   As submitted to presbyteries and ratified 

21. Leave of absence   1. Modify relationship (G)  4. Administrative Leave (127-29) 

     2. Leave of absence (G) 

     3. Preamble to D edits   3. Preamble to D edits (149-7) 

22. Victim impact statement  4. Impact statement   7. Victim impact statement (123-32) 

23. Appeal    5. Appeal    9. Appeal (132-24) 

24. Pastoral inquiry   6. Pastoral Inquiry   2. Pastoral inquiry (121-35) 

25. Mandatory reporting   11. a, b, c Mandatory reporting  1a. Ministers(147-9) 

         for ministers, elders, deacons  1b. Elders (139-17) 

          1c. Deacons (137-19) 

26. Advocate    7. Procedures & Advocate  5. Procedures & Advocate (153-3) 

27. Restitution    8. Restitution    8. Restitution (126-29) 

28. Mandatory disclosure  9. Mandatory disclosure   6. Mandatory disclosure (143-13) 

29. Posthumous censure 

30. Honorably retired   10. Honorably retired 

 
10 total recommendations  9 rec’d + 2 added =  11 amendments submitted to GA 10 rec’d + 2  – 1 = 11 submitted for vote 
9 continued on to next stage   1 added (preamble edits)    1 made into 3 parts (reporting) 
      1 made into 2 parts (leave)    2 reduced to 1 (admin leave) 
     10 continued on to next stage 
            ( ) = presbytery votes for / against 
Posthumous censure was  Removing “honorably retired” from guilty person 173 presbyteries voting 
not feasible         was not a Bk Order function; presbyteries do this 87 needed to rati
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APPENDIX C: 
 

Background information on current Panel members 
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James Scott Evinger 

CHURCH MEMBERSHIP 
 
Westminster Presbyterian Church, Lincoln NE 1960 – 1974 
Presbytery of Philadelphia 1974 – 1979 
Washington Presbytery 1979 – 1983 
Presbytery of Genesee Valley 1983 – present 
 
EDUCATION 
 
B.S.  University of Nebraska  Social Sciences 1970 
M.Div. Princeton Theological Seminary  1974 
Fellowship Harvard Divinity School Merrill Fellow 1979 
 
ACADEMIC EXPERIENCE 
 
1996 – 2001 Primary appointments:  Assistant Professor of Clinical Nursing, School of 

Nursing, University of Rochester Medical Center; Assistant Professor of 
Medical Humanities, Division of Medical Humanities, School of Medicine 
and Dentistry 

2001 – Present Secondary appointments:  as above. 
 
EXPERIENCE RE CHILD ABUSE AND SEXUAL MISCONDUCT IN FAITH  
COMMUNITIES 
 

Training – Certificate Programs:  Ecclesiastical Sexual Misconduct 
 
06/12/97 6.5 hours Sponsor: Diocese of Rochester (New York), Roman Catholic Church 
05/13/99 8.0 hours Sponsor: Presbytery of Genesee Valley, Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) 
 

Publications:  Principal Author 
 
Evinger, J. S. (1997). Let justice roll down: Due process rights, sexual abusers, and victims.  

Perspectives, A Journal of Reformed Thought, 12(5, May):3-6. 
                    . (1999). Investigating and prosecuting clergy sexual abuse: A research case study.  

Journal of Religion and Abuse: Advocacy, Pastoral Care, and Prevention, 1(1):67-89. 
Refereed journal. 

                    . (2001). Investigation and disposition of formal ecclesiastical cases of pastoral 
misconduct involving sexual abuse: A quantitative study. Journal of Religion and Abuse: 
Advocacy, Pastoral Care, and Prevention, 2(4):5-30. Refereed journal. 

                     & Yoder, Dorthea L. (2002). Sexual abuse, forgiveness and justice: A journey in 
faith. Journal of Religion and Abuse: Advocacy, Pastoral Care, and Prevention, 4(4)71-88. 
Refereed journal.  Co-published as a chapter in: Fortune, Marie M.. & Marshall, Joretta L. 
(Eds.). (2004). Forgiveness and Abuse: Jewish and Christian Reflections. Binghamton, NY: 
The Haworth Press. 

                    . (2003). Book review: Betrayal of Trust: Confronting and Preventing Clergy Sexual 
Misconduct, 2nd ed. (2003) by Grenz, Stanley J. & Bell, Roy D.  Bless Me Father for I Have 
Sinned: Perspectives on Sexual Abuse Committed by Roman Catholic Priests. (1999) by 
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Plante, Thomas G. (Ed.). Journal of Religion and Abuse: Advocacy, Pastoral Care, and 
Prevention, 5(3):107-110. Refereed journal. 

                    , Griffith, Laurie, Masquelier, Paul & Pritchard, Pamela with Hendrix, Patricia. 
(2004). From suffering to hope: Response to sexual abuse [Guest Viewpoint]. The 
Presbyterian Outlook, 186(25, Jul. 5)10-11, 18. 

                    . (2004). Book review: Beyond the Scandal: A Guide to Healthy Sexuality for 
Clergy. (2003) by Rediger, G. Lloyd. Journal of Religion and Abuse: Advocacy, Pastoral 
Care, and Prevention, 6(2):103-106. Refereed journal. 

                    . (2005). Book review: The Clergy Sexual Abuse Crisis: Reform and Renewal in the 
Catholic Community. (2004) by Dokecki, Paul R. Journal of Religion and Abuse: Advocacy, 
Pastoral Care, and Prevention, 7(3):105-108. Refereed journal.  Reprinted in Volume 
8(2):80-83. 

                     & Cadorette, Curt (Trans.). (2005). “…nothing bad happened…”: A 19th century 
letter from the Archbishop of Manila to the Cardinal of Toledo, concerning the sexual abuse 
of an Indian student. Journal of Religion and Abuse: Advocacy, Pastoral Care, and 
Prevention, 8(2):23-36. Refereed journal. 

                    . (2006). Book review: Preventing Sexual Abuse in Congregations: A Resource for 
Leaders. (2004) by McClintock, Karen. Journal of Religion and Abuse: Advocacy, Pastoral 
Care, and Prevention, 8(3):82-84. Refereed journal. 

                    . (2001-Present). Annotated Bibliography of Clergy Sexual Abuse (18th revision). 
FaithTrust Institute, Seattle, WA. 
http://www.faithtrustinstitute.org/resources/bibliographies/clergy-sexual-abuse 

__________. (2001, November 4; revised 2010, February 2). Disclosing Sexual Boundary 
Violations to a Congregation: Manual of Best Practices Assessment and Intervention. 
Presbytery of Genesee Valley, Rochester, NY. 
http://www.pbygenval.org/documents/committees/com/manual/e/Manual%20for%20Disclosi
ng%20Sexual%20Boundary%20Violations%20to%20a%20Congregation.pdf 

__________ & Yoder, Dorthea L. (2009, October 1). Guidelines for Writing a Session Sexual 
Misconduct Policy and Procedures. Presbytery of Genesee Valley, Rochester, NY. 
http://www.pbygenval.org/documents/committees/com/manual/e/Guidelines%20for%20Writi
ng%20a%20Sexual%20Misconduct%20Policy.pdf 

 

Publications:  Co-author 
 
Beardsley, Howard, Edmund, Lois, Evinger, James, Poling, Nancy & Stearns, Geoffrey with 

Whitfield, Carolyn. (2002). Final Report of the Independent Committee of Inquiry. 
Louisville, NY: Office of the General Assembly, Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.). 

Meadors, Jr., Marshall L. (Jack), Fresh, Edith M., Evinger, James S., and Bracey, Lauri B. 
(2009). Final Report of the Independent Panel for the Review of Child Abuse in Mission 
Settings. New York, NY: The General Board of Global Ministries, The United Methodist 
Church, New York, New York. 
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Trainings Conducted (selected listing) 

 
06/11/97 Association of Stated Clerks of the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.)  Skaneateles, NY 
 Presenter.  “Investigating and Prosecuting Clergy Sexual Misconduct.” 
11/18/97 Columbia Theological Seminary  Decatur, GA 
11/19/97 Presenter; two-part seminar for students, faculty, and staff.  Honorarium. 
 “Ethics, Power and Trust: Conceptual and Practical Issues of Clergy Sexual 

Misconduct.”   
04/24/98 Stated Clerks, Synod of the Northeast, Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.)  Stony Point,  
  NY 
  Presenter; training event at annual meeting.  Honorarium. 
  “Investigating and Prosecuting Clergy Sexual Misconduct.” 
03/09/03 Presbytery of Genesee Valley, Committee on Ministry  Rochester, NY 
  Presenter; Commissioned Lay Pastor Training required course #10.  Stipend. 
  “Professional Ethics.” 
10/01/05 Presbytery of Genesee Valley, Committee on Ministry  Rochester, NY 
  Organizer and co-presenter; workshop.  Honorarium. 
  “Plan and Implement a Church Policy on Sexual Misconduct Prevention and  
  Intervention.” 
10/09/05 Presbytery of Geneva, Commissioned Lay Pastor and Preacher Training  Penn Yan,  
  NY  Stipend. 
  Presenter; required course.  “Ethics and Boundaries.” 
10/13/07 Presbytery of Genesee Valley, Committee on Ministry & Resource Center  
   Rochester, NY 
  Organizer and lead presenter; workshop. 

“Sexual Misconduct in the Church: Session Policy, Prevention, and Response.” 
10/12/08 Presbytery of Genesee Valley, Committee on Ministry  Rochester, NY 
  Presenter; Commissioned Lay Pastor Training required course.  Stipend.   
  “Ethics.” 
 

Ecclesiastical Cases – Investigation and Participation (selected listing) 
 
1995-96 Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) by Presbytery of Genesee Valley v. George Aberle 

(Disciplinary case 96-1).  Chair of 5-person committee that filed disciplinary 
charges of “sexual abuse of another person” against a minister. 

2001-02 Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) Independent Committee of Inquiry 
  Member of 5-person committee that investigated allegations of child sexual and 

physical abuse in an African missionary context.  Paid Position. 
2003 Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) Abuse Review Panel Design Team 
  Member of 4-person group appointed by General Assembly Council, 

Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.). to propose a response to allegations of physical 
and sexual abuse of children in two Church missionary settings. 

2004-06 Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) by Presbytery of San Francisco v. John Koeker 
(Disciplinary case 2005).  Consultant for a person who was vicitmized by a 
clergyperson.  Formal accuser of record in the disciplinary case on behalf of the 
victim.  

2005-07 Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) by Presbytery of Genesee Valley v. Paul H. Leteicq 
(Disciplinary case).  Consultant for a person who was vicitmized by a 
clergyperson.  Formal accuser of record in the disciplinary case on behalf of the 
victim. 
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2005-08 United Methodist Church General Board of Global Ministries Independent Panel for 
the Review of Child Abuse in Mission Settings 

 Member of 3-person panel appointed by General Secretary and President of 
Board of Directors, General Board of Global Ministries, United Methodist 
Church, that investigated allegations of child sexual and physical abuse in the 
Church’s missionary context..  Paid Position. 

2005- Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) Independent Abuse Review Panel 
Current  Member of 3-person panel that is investigating “allegations of past sexual 

misconduct related to staff and dependents” in the context of overseas missions.    
Paid position. 

 
Other Ecclesiastical Experience (selected listing) 

 
1997 Muskegon Classis, Reformed Church in America 
 Consultant for the victim/witness in a disciplinary case against a minister for sexual 

abuse. 
2003-04 Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.), General Assembly Council.   
 Appointed toe 4-person Book of Order Amendments Team to develop 11 proposals 

to the 216th General Assembly (2004) regarding sexual abuse in order to amend the 
Church’s  constitution.  1 of 2 designated Resource Persons on behalf of the 
proposals at the 216th General Assembly.  

2004 The Refuge Project, Charlotte, NC 
 Consultant to the founder and director regarding her program to help congregations 

become more welcoming of adult survivors of sexual abuse. 
2005 Sexual Misconduct Response Committee, Presbytery of Twin Rivers Area,  
  Minneapolis, MN 
 Consultant to a committee regarding research literature on the topic of recidivism 

by clergy who have committed sexual misconduct. 
2006 FaithTrust Institute Colloquium: Religious Response to Sexual Violence, Daytona  
  Beach, FL 
 Participant in an invitation-only event funded by a grant from the U.S. Department 

of Justice. 
2008 Diana R. Garland, Dean, School of Social Work, Baylor University, Waco, TX 
 Consultation regarding bibliographic materials and topics related to a national 

research student on clergy sexual abuse of adults funded primarily by a Ford 
Foundation grant. 

 

Award 

 
2006 Greater Rochester Community of Churches: Faith in Action honoree.  Rochester, NY 
 For efforts to prevent sexual abuse and work with abuse cases. 
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Carolyn M. Whitfield 
 
CHURCH MEMBERSHIP 
 
Fairmount Community Church (UCC), Syracuse NY 1966 – 1979 
Bethany Presbyterian Church, Rochester NY  1979 – 2000 
New Life Presbyterian Church, Rochester NY  2000 – present 
 
EDUCATION 
 
B.A.   University of Rochester   Psychology   1976 
M.S.W.  Syracuse University  Social Work   1978 
M.S.  University of Rochester  Public  Policy Analysis  1986 
Ph.D.  University of Rochester  Political Science  2001 

Dissertation:  Responding to Abuse and Neglect: How Do States Determine 
Child Welfare Policy? 

 
ACADEMIC EXPERIENCE 
 
90 -00 Lecturer in Public Policy, Public Policy Analysis Program, University of Rochester 

• Taught Family Policy in the U.S. (cross-listed as graduate and undergraduate) 
• Taught Organizational Theory and Behavior (undergraduate course) 

 
89 - 00 Assistant Director, Public Policy Analysis Program, University of Rochester 
 
POLICY EXPERIENCE 
 
1999  Consultant, Monroe County Department of Social Services 

• Develop background research and summary information on lawsuits against state child 
welfare systems 

     
1999 Consultant, Monroe County Department of Social Services 

• Develop background research and write RFP for child abuse prevention media campaign 
 
92-93  Consultant, New York State Department of Social Services/Monroe County Department  

of Social Services 
• Author, Handbook for Parents Whose Children Enter Foster Care Placement 

 
87-88  Consultant to Casey Foundation grant planning team, Monroe County Department of  

Social Services 
• Designed and implemented study to assess communication and coordination between the 

Rochester City School District and Monroe County Department of Social Services 
Protective Services for children at risk of dropping out of school 

 
86-87 Principal Investigator/Coordinator, Public Policy Analysis Program study for the  

Rochester City School Board     
• Designed and implemented a study to evaluate the school board’s structure and its effect 

on communication and coordination within the district and with the city 
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86   Planning Assistant, Monroe County Department of Social Services, Preventive Unit 
• Developed and implemented a process for evaluating purchase-of-service preventive 

programs for two contracts 
 
84-85  Planning Assistant, Monroe County Department of Social Services, Adoption Unit 

• Prepared goals and objectives for adoption section of Consolidated Services Plan 
• Developed and implemented client satisfaction surveys for social services Consolidated 

Services Plan 
• Surveyed adoptive parents to evaluate services 

 
SOCIAL WORK EXPERIENCE 
 
81-83 Supervisor, Northaven Adoption Program, Hillside Children’s Center, Rochester NY 
80-83 Senior Social Worker, Adoption Unit, Hillside Children’s Center 
78-80 Social Worker, Adoption Unit, Hillside Children’s Center 
 
PUBLICATIONS 
 
(coauthor with Cynthia Rapp) “Neighborhood Based Services: Organizational Change and 
Integration Prospects.” Nonprofit Management and Leadership, vol 9 no 3, Spring 1999. 
 
 
CHURCH EXPERIENCE RELATED TO CHILD ABUSE AND SEXUAL MISCONDUCT 
 
Advocate from Genesee Valley Presbytery, with James Evinger, for Amendment to Book of 
Order to eliminate statute of limitations for prosecution of sexual misconduct (Jun 96 -- Aug 97); 
attended GA in Jun 97 
 
Small group leader / planning, disclosure of perpetrator at congregational meeting (Sep 99, Dec 
01-Jan 02) 
 
Workshop on child sexual abuse, with James Evinger, at Downtown United Presbyterian Church; 
presentation on incidence and reporting of child abuse (Feb 00) 
 
Coordinator, Educational Series on Child Sexual Abuse, New Life Presbyterian Church (Apr 01) 
 
Workshop on child sexual abuse for Session, New Life Presbyterian Church (Apr 01) 
 
Staff Assistant to Independent Committee of Inquiry, PCUSA (Mar 01 – Feb 03)  PAID 
POSITION 
 
Volunteer advocate for ICI recommendations for changes to the Book of Order (Jan 04 – Jun 04), 
attended GA in Jun 04 
 
Assistant to Independent Abuse Review Panel to produce an outreach and educational video 
using volunteers who had participated in the ICI inquiry (May 05 – May 06) PAID POSITION 
 
Small group leader for Victims/Advocates group at Genesee Valley Presbytery event to assess 
how the Presbytery would implement the set of sexual misconduct amendments (Oct 05) 
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Member of Ministry Team in Genesee Valley Presbytery directed to update policies and 
recommend specific ways to implement the set of sexual misconduct amendments (05-06) 
 
Panel member, Independent Abuse Review Panel, PCUSA (June 06 – present)  PAID POSITION 
 
OTHER CHURCH COMMITTEE EXPERIENCE 
 
Christian Education Committee (Bethany, 79 – 82) 
Church and Community Mission Committee  (Bethany, 84 – 87) 
Elder on Session (Bethany, 84 – 87) 
Building Committee for Interior Renovations and Steeple Project (Bethany, 87 – 90) 
Koinonia Mission Company (Bethany, 85-94, 2007 - present)   
 Week-long trips each summer with 6 – 20 other adults to work on affordable  

housing construction and rehab 
Presbytery of Genesee Valley (PGV) Metropolitan Committee (Feb 87 – Jan 93) 
PGV Focal Church Subcommittee of the Metro Committee (Feb 87 – Feb 94) 
PGV Christ Church Work Group (Aug 88 – Oct 89) 
PGV Liaison to NWPM (Feb 87 – closing, Aug 90) 
PGV Elder Commissioner from Bethany (Jul 88 – Jan 90) 
PGV Additional Elder Commissioner (Feb 90 – Jan 92) 
Delegate from PGV to GA Envisioning Convocation in Chicago 
Member / Coordinator: PGV Congregations Unit Meetings  
Consultant to Session for Staffing Transition (New Life, Oct 00 – Mar 01) 
Staffing Ministry Team (New Life, Mar 01 – Mar 02) 
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Judith Rhea Wiley 
 
 
 
CHURCH MEMBERSHIP 
 
United Church of Christ, Selinsgrove PA (1974-77; 1979-90) 
 
Reformed Church, Neuchatel, Switzerland (attended 1977-79; wife of pastor 1978-79) 
 
First Presbyterian Church, Sunbury PA (1991-2010; wife of temporary supply pastor 
from 1999-2001 and 2002-2005; deacon for two terms; VBS teacher) 
 
Community Lutheran Church, South Burlington, VT (March 2010-present) 
 
 
EDUCATION 
 
BA  College of Wooster, Ohio   1960 
 
MA  Ohio State University    1962 
   French Literature 
 
MS  Shippensburg University, PA   1983 
   Community Counseling 
 
Externship Philadelphia Child Guidance Clinic  1988 
   Family Systems & Therapy 
 
 
ACADEMIC EXPERIENCE 
 
Lecturer in French language and literature, Susquehanna University, PA 
  1968-69; 1974-77; 1980-82 
 
Lecturer in Freshman writing, Susquehanna University 
  1980-81 
 
Lecturer in French language, Bloomsburg University, PA 
  1980-81 
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EXPERIENCE RE CHILD ABUSE:  WORKSHOPS PRESENTED 
 
1998-2008, to Child Welfare caseworkers and supervisors 

Statewide for Commonwealth of Pennsylvania: 
 Overview of Child Sexual Abuse 
 Sexuality of Children: Healthy Sexual Behaviors and Behaviors which Cause 
   Concern 
 Investigative Interviewing 
 Juvenile Sex Offenders 
 Family Reunification and Case Closure 
 Managing the Sexually Abused Child 
 Overview of Mental Health Disorders in Children and Adolescents 
 Depression and Suicide in Children and Adolescents 
 Anxiety and Related Disorders in Children and Adolescents 
 Reactive Attachment Disorder 
 
1990-2006, to Foster Parents, Statewide and Northumberland County, PA: 
 Coping with Challenging Behaviors in Children and Adolescents 
 A Child’s Journey Through Grief 
 Separation Issues for Foster Parents and Their Children 
 Parenting Children with Common Psychological Disorders 
 Cutting and Self-Injurious Behaviors in Children, Adolescents, and Adults 
 Managing the Sexually Abused Child 
 
1997-2003, to Northumberland County (PA) Mental Health & Human Services Agency  

Professionals & Therapists:  
Understanding Family Systems and Applying the Principles to Our Work With  
 Mental Health Clients 

 
 
CLINICAL EXPERIENCE 
 
1987-2002 Clinical Director, Northumberland County Counseling Services (PA) 
 
1983-2002 Family Therapist, Northumberland County Counseling Services (PA) 
 
1998-2007 Clinical Consultant for several human services agencies in Pennsylvania 
 
2004-2006 Consultant and Therapist for Child Advocacy Center of Central 
   Susquehanna Valley (PA) 
 
1990-2002 Outpatient Group Therapist for Sex Offenders, Northumberland County 
   Counseling Services (PA).   
   * offenders, adolescent sex offenders (ages 13-17), and sexually  
      reactive children (ages 8-12). 
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PUBLICATIONS: PRINCIPAL AUTHOR 
 
Wiley, J.R. (1998, fourth edition, 2000). Treatment Workbook for Adult Sex Offenders.   

Used as study manual in adult sex offender groups for 15 years in  
Northumberland County, PA. 

 
 
CHURCH EXPERIENCE RELATED TO CHILD ABUSE AND SEXUAL 
MISCONDUCT 
 
2002  Sexual Misconduct Sensitivity Training: 
   Three day-long trainings to Presbyterian pastors, elders, and lay 
   people in Northumberland Presbytery (requested by Stated Clerk). 
 
2003  Consulted on writing video script entitled Sexual Safety, for Presbyterian 
   teens in preparation to go on youth mission trips. 
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APPENDIX D: 
 

Panel meetings 
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IARP Meetings     

    Types P = Panel 
    of mtgs A = Archives 
     W = Witnesses 
      

Year Month Dates City State Type of meeting 
        

2004 February    P   
2004 November 5-7 Evanston IL P   

        
2005 January 20-23 Evanston IL P   
2005 February 25-27 Louisville KY P   
2005 April 28-30 Louisville KY P   
2005 July 28-30 Louisville KY P   
2005 Nov / Dec 30-3 Louisville KY DVD   

        
2006 January 13-15 Dallas TX P   
2006 February 2-5 Portland OR P  W 
2006 February 23 Williamson NY DVD   
2006 March 3-5 Evanston IL P   
2006 June 15-20 Birmingham AL P   
2006 July 6-8 Roanoke VA P  W 
2006 August 18-20 Check VA P  W 
2006 August 21-22 Montreat NC  A  
2006 October 26-29 Louisville KY P A W 
2006 November 16-19 Pittsburgh PA P  W 
2006 December 8-10 Orlando FL P  W 

        
2007 January 5-7 Charlotte NC P   
2007 January 25-28 Charlotte NC P   
2007 February 22-25 Philadelphia PA P A W 
2007 March 22-25 Rochester NY P   
2007 April 11-15 Louisville KY P A W 
2007 April 26-29 Albany NY P   
2007 May 13-17 Louisville KY P A  
2007 May / June 31 - 3 Philadelphia PA P A  
2007 June 3-4 Basking Ridge NJ  A  
2007 June 16-17 Rochester  NY P   
2007 July 12-15 Roanoke VA P  W 
2007 August 15-19 Louisville KY P   
2007 August 23-24 Albany NY P   
2007 September 20-23 Rochester NY P  W 
2007 October 4-7 Albany NY P   
2007 October 18-21 Philadelphia PA P A  
2007 November 8-11 Albany NY P   
2007 December 6-9 Albany NY P  W 

        
2008 January 23-27 Philadelphia PA P A W 
2008 February 7-10 Albany NY P   
2008 March 6-9 Albany NY P   
2008 April 3-6 Floyd VA P  W 
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2008 May 1-4 Albany NY P  W 
2008 June 11-15 Portland OR P  W 
2008 July 9-13 Philadelphia PA P A W 
2008 August 12 Rochester NY P  W  
2008 August 13-17 Louisville KY P   
2008 August 18 Rochester  NY P  W  
2008 September 25-29 Salt Lake City UT P  W 
2008 October 15-19 Portland OR P  W 
2008 November 12-16 Philadelphia PA P A W 
2008 December 4-7 Albany NY P  ?W 

        
2009 January 7-11 Philadelphia PA P A ?W 
2009 February 6-10 Philadelphia PA P A W 
2009   Parsippany NJ P  W 
2009 March 13-17 Rosebush MI P  W 
2009 April 16-19 Pasadena CA P  W 
2009 May 8-9 Buffalo NY P  W 
2009 May  14-16 Philadelphia PA P A  
2009 June 3-7 Philadelphia PA P A W 
2009   Richmond VA P  W 
2009 July 22-26 Jacksonville FL P  W 
2009   Tampa FL P  W 
2009 August 11 Columbus OH P  W 
2009 August 12 Waverly OH P  W 
2009 August 13-16 Louisville KY P  W 
2009   Lexington KY P  W 
2009 August 26-28 Philadelphia PA P A  
2009 September 23-27 Seattle WA P  W 
2009 October 15-18 Albany NY P  W 
2009 November 4-8 Salt Lake City UT P  W 
2009 December 2-4 Seattle WA P  W 
2009 December 5-6 Portland OR P  W 

        
2010 January 27-31 New Orleans LA P  W 
2010 February 18-19 Lakeland  FL   W 
2010 February 24-28 Dallas TX P  W 
2010 March 24-28 Stony Point NY P   
2010 April 14-18 Stony Point NY P   
2010 May  12-16 Stony Point NY P   
2010 June 16-18 Philadelphia PA P A W 
2010 July 7-11 Louisville KY P A W 
2010 August 19-22 Harrisonburg VA P  W 
2010 September 8-12 Salt Lake City UT P   
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APPENDIX E: 
 

MDTs and religious institutional review board characteristics and the IARP 
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MDT and Religious Institutional Review Board Characteristics and the IARP 

Characteristic IARP IARP Source 
   

MDTs:   
   

Purpose Investigate abuse allegations Charter: I Background,  
II Action 

 Clear duration of 5.5 years with a provision for extension Charter: X Duration 
   
Scope 1. Physical or sexual abuse where accused or abused Charter: III Scope 
 individual was in mission field via WMD appointment 
 2. Actions and inactions of WMD and staff members Charter: III Scope 
   
Guiding principles 1. Not disciplinary per the Rules of Discipline, Charter: IV Nature 
 not adjudicative nor adversarial; Panel is not a judicial  
 commission or a governing body & does not evaluate 
 civil legal liability.  Panel does not have employer  
 authority over WMD staff.  
 2. Pursue truth, encourage healing, promote justice on Charter: IV Nature 
 behalf of those making allegations and those accused. 
 3. Further the integrity of the mission and witness of the 

PC(USA) 
Charter: IV Nature 

   
Jurisdiction PC(USA) mission fields Charter: III Scope 
 Consultative and advisory to the GAMC Executive 

Committee 
Charter: IV Nature 

   
Types of cases Allegations of past abuse where both alleged victim and Charter: III Scope 
 alleged perpetrator are not deceased.  
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Other functions 1. Panel will make mandated reports to civil authorities 
when it receives allegations that meet statutory 

Charter: IV Nature 

 guidelines.  
 2. If a determination of abuse is reached and there is a 

religious governing body with jurisdiction, the Panel 
Charter: XI Process 

 will make a referral and cooperate in any subsequent 
 investigation.  
   
Confidentiality Panel will conduct its work and meetings in strict  Charter: VI Confidentiality 
 confidence; exceptions (referral) are noted, and files will  
 be sealed.  
   
Membership 1. 3-5 members appointed by GAMC Chair.  Majority 

Presbyterian and none employed by or elected to 
Charter: V Membership 

 GA-level entity  
 2. Qualified by expertise Charter: V Membership 
 3. Paid for services; members thus accountable to 

PC(USA) for performance of duties 
Charter: V Membership 

   
Agency support 1. Provision for special expertise Charter: V Membership 
 2. Expectation of staff support Charter: VIII Staff and 

Budget 
 3. Access to records and information Charter: VIII Staff and 

Budget 
 4. Annual budget, with ability of Panel to communicate 

directly with body authorizing the funding 
Charter: VIII Staff and 
Budget 
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Altobelli:   
   
Independence 1. Panel is outsourced; members are outsiders under 

contract to the PC(USA) 
Charter: V Membership 

 2. Any one, including survivors and former Panel 
members, can submit a nomination. 

Charter: V Membership 

 3. Direct statement of independent functioning and how 
that is operationalized with GAMC staff 

Charter: VII Independence 

 4. Panel has ability to communicate directly to relevant 
parties 

Charter: VII Independence 

 5. Panel has ability to hire own staff if necessary Charter: VIII Staff and 
Budget 

   
Interdisciplinary Panel members' collective knowledge covers specified 

range of expertise 
Charter: V Membership 

   
Review process 1. Panel submits an Annual Report to chartering body, 

GAMC Executive Committee 
Charter: IX Annual Report 

 2. Panel members' contracts call for annual internal review 
 submitted to GAMC liaison person  
   
Consistency Panel is chartered as a "fact-finding body" to "hear, 

review, and request” “testimony, files, reports, and 
Charter: XI Process 

 affidavits" from all appropriate sources. 
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Information access 1. Panel has direct access to records and historical 

information not limited by law 
Charter: VII Independence 

 2. Expectation of staff support Charter: VIII Staff and 
Budget 

 3. Panel has ability to communicate problems directly to 
chartering body 

Charter: IX Annual Report 
and 

  VIII Staff and Budget 
   
Public report Elements of public final report are specified in the Charter Charter: XI Process 
 1. Background on missionary life  
 2. "Thorough report of findings," including whether there is 
 sufficient evidence to reach a determination of abuse 
 3. At Panel discretion, names of those found to have 

committed abuse 
 

 4. Findings relative to staff members & WMD actions or  
inactions 

 5. Recommendations  
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APPENDIX F: 
Changes to the Panel’s Charter 
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Changes to the Panel’s Charter 
 

The IARP’s original Charter is dated June 27, 2003. 
There were four revisions to the Charter: September 21, 2005 
      September 26, 2006 
      February 13, 2008 
      September 28, 2008 
 
The changes are summarized below. 
 

09/21/05 Charter revision 
 
Prior version Prior version is the original, 05/27/03.   

Revision Scope section.  A new sentence is added:  “The IARP will not inquire into 
allegations where both the alleged perpetrator and the alleged victim are 
deceased.” 

 
 

09/26/06 Charter revision 
 

Summary One set of changes increased flexibility and occurred primarily in Section VI, 
Confidentiality, and XI, Processes.  A second set provided greater continuity 
of membership and occurred in Section V, Membership. 

 
Prior version Panel is referred to as “Independent ARP” or “ARP.” 

Revision Panel is referred to as “IARP” throughout. 
 
Prior version Sections are not numbered. 

Revision Sections are numbered using Roman numerals. 
 
Prior version Scope:  “Allegations beyond this scope are handled via other means, 

including referral to the appropriate ecclesiastical governing body.  (See 
Two Processes, 1.)” 

Revision Underlined wording is eliminated. 
 
Prior version Scope section. 

Revision New wording is added:  “The GAC is undergoing structural changes in 
2006-07.  Whenever WMD or WMD director is referred to it is understood 
the successor body or position will operate.” 
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Prior version Nature #5.  “Where the Independent ARP receives an allegation that falls 

within a mandatory reporting statute within the United States, the 
Independent ARP chair (or designee) shall make the mandated report to the 
appropriate civil authority.” 

Revision New wording is underlined. 
 
Prior version Membership, 2nd paragraph:  “Generally, the Independent ARP will 

function with three members.  These three will be the core members of the 
IARP.  They will fulfill all of the IARP functions.  The three core members 
will be appointed to two-year terms.  Each core member will be eligible for 
appointment to a second two-year term.  At the appointment of the first 
IARP, one of the three core members will be appointed to an initial three-
year term so as to create staggered terms.  The three core members of the 
IARP will, among them, reflect knowledge of or experience in:  
Presbyterian Church polity, church processes, investigations of sexual 
abuse, the effect of sexual abuse on survivors, and the overseas mission 
field.” 

Revision The underlined wording is eliminated. 
 
Prior version Membership, 2nd paragraph:  “The GAC Chair will receive suggested 

nominations from any person, including individuals from the survivors 
group of the Congo inquiry and other survivors whose allegations have 
been handled by the IARP, the Director of WMD, and former ICI and 
IARP members.  Nominations will be made via a form similar to that set 
out in Appendix 1.  The GAC Executive Director’s Office is authorized to 
change the terms of the nomination form.” 

Revision The underlined wording is eliminated. 
 
Prior version  

Revision Membership, 2nd paragraph: The sentence is added. “The GAC’s Executive 
Director’s Office will maintain a nomination form to be used when there 
are vacancies on the IARP.” 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



IARP Final Report October 2010  437 

 
 
Prior version Membership, 3rd paragraph:  “Where special expertise is needed or a large 

volume of work is presented, the three core members of the IARP may 
request additional appointments to supplement their expertise in specific 
ways and be among those who may nominate one or two additional 
members to be considered for appointment by the GAC Chair.  These 
additional members will be appointed to definite limited terms.” 

Revision The underlined wording is eliminated. 
 
Prior version Membership, 4th paragraph:  “The three core IARP members will be paid 

for their work.  They will also be reimbursed for travel and meeting 
expenses.  Core IARP members will sign an Agreement of Service similar 
to that set out in Appendix 2.  The GAC Executive Director’s Office is 
authorized to change the terms of the Agreement of Service set out in 
Appendix 2.  If additional IARP members are appointed, payments to those 
members will be negotiated by the GAC Executive Director’s Office.” 

Revision The underlined wording is eliminated. 
 
Prior version Membership, 4th paragraph. 

Revision New wording is added:  “The GAC Executive Director’s Office will enter 
into an appropriate Agreement of Service with each member of the IARP.  
The GAC Executive Director’s Office is authorized to make changes in the 
Agreement of Service.  In order to ensure continuity and efficiency in 
work, all IARP members serving as of November 1, 2006 and thereafter 
will be appointed to serve until the conclusion of the IARP on December 
31, 2009.” 

 
Prior version Confidentiality section. 

Revision The paragraph is added:  “Where the IARP reaches a determination that 
abuse has occurred and reports that determination to a religious governing 
body with jurisdiction (see Process below), the IARP will fully cooperate 
with that governing body.  As noted below, that cooperation includes but is 
not limited to providing any and all pertinent evidence to the governing 
body.  In such instances, this Confidentiality provision shall be read so as 
to allow all pertinent evidence to be provided to the governing body.” 

 
Prior version Two Processes section. 

Revision The section is re-titled:  “XI. Process.” 
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Prior version Processes section, 1st paragraph and items #1 and #2: “All allegations 

within the IARP scope under this charter will be handled in one of two 
ways:  1) Referred to an Ecclesiastical Governing Body with Jurisdiction; 
or, 2) Retained by the IARP which Reaches Conclusions.  These two 
processes will operate as follows – 1. Allegations Referred to an 
Ecclesiastical Governing Body with Jurisdiction – Where the IARP has 
received an allegation within its scope and an ecclesiastical governing body 
(Presbyterian or other faith) has jurisdiction to consider the matters in the 
allegation, the IARP shall transmit the allegations to that governing body.  
If desired by the individual making the allegations, the IARP will assist 
that individual where it can do so.  This assistance might include gathering 
information, and the like.  This assistance might also include information 
on the ecclesiastical processes of the involved governing body.  Under this 
process, the IARP does not reach any conclusions itself.  Instead, it vests 
the allegations with the governing body that has jurisdiction and authority 
to make determinations about the allegations.  2. Allegations Retained by 
the IARP which Reaches Conclusions – Where the IARP has received an 
allegation within its scope and an ecclesiastical governing body does not 
have jurisdiction to consider the matters in the allegations, the IARP shall 
retain the allegation and serve as a fact-finding body.  In its fact-finding 
role, the IARP will hear, review, and request testimony files, reports, and 
affidavits from all appropriate sources.” 

Revision The underlined wording is eliminated. 
 
Prior version Process section, paragraph on final report.  Sections are designated by 

capital letters. 

Revision Sections are designated by numbers. 
 
Prior version  

Revision IX. Process.  New paragraph is added at the end of the section:  “If the 
IARP reaches a determination that abuse has occurred and the abuser is 
under the jurisdiction of any religious governing body (Presbyterian or 
other faith), the IARP will inform that religious governing body in writing 
so that body can pursue any disciplinary or other options it deems 
appropriate.  As noted in this charter, the IARP does not have disciplinary 
authority.” 
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Prior version  

Revision IX. Process.  New paragraph is added at the end of the section:  “When the 
IARP so informs a religious governing body that it has reached the 
determination abuse has occurred, the IARP will fully cooperate with that 
governing body in any disciplinary case or other options the governing 
body decides to pursue.  This cooperation by the IARP will include but is 
not limited to providing any and all pertinent evidence to the governing 
body.” 

 
02/13/08 Charter revision 

 
 
Prior version Section XI. Process, #3:  The names of those who are found to have 

committed abuse. 

Revision Wording added:  “3. The names of those who are found to have committed 
abuse at the discretion of the IARP.  As it deems fit, the IARP also has 
discretion to publish a Need-to-Know Report(s) to a more limited group of 
individuals.” 

 
Prior version  

Revision IX. Process.  New paragraph is added at the end of the section:  “If the 
IARP reaches a determination that abuse has occurred, the IARP may 
inform other organizations.  The IARP will use its careful discretion in 
making these determinations.” 

 
09/28/08 Charter revision 

 
Prior version V. Membership: last sentence of section 

In order to ensure continuity and efficiency in work, all IARP members 
serving as of November 1, 2006 and thereafter will be appointed to serve until 
the conclusion of the IARP on December 31, 2009.  

Revision December 31, 2009 changed to December 31, 2010. 
 
Prior version X. Duration: first sentence of section 

Established in June of 2003, the IARP will exist until December 31, 2009. 
Revision Sentence changed to: Established in June of 2003, the IARP will, for 

pastoral and practical reasons, exist until December 31, 2010. 
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APPENDIX G: 
 

Witness Agreement and Release Form 
 

Changes to Witness Agreement and Release Form 
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         Rev. 10/06 
                  Rev. 2/13/08 

Independent Abuse Review Panel 
P.O. Box 18241 

Rochester, NY 14618 
1 (866) 313-3694 

IARPanel@gmail.com 
 
 

WITNESS AGREEMENT AND RELEASE FORM   

 
 

I, _________________________________________, agree to and understand the 
following: 
 
 

1.  I have the read the document identified as the current Charter that describes the 
creation of the Independent Abuse Review Panel (IARP) and the scope of the work to be 
conducted by the IARP.  I understand the Charter, and affirm that the IARP has answered 
my questions about it. 
 
 

2.  Although members of the IARP may be professionals in their respective fields, 
the IARP as a whole and its individual members will not undertake or attempt to offer 
professional services to me. I will not rely upon the IARP or its individual members for 
the same.  For example, if a member is a psychologist, I will not seek counseling from 
that person nor will that person render counseling services to me. 
 
 

3.  Although the IARP was created by the Executive Committee of the General 
Assembly Council (GAC) of the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.), I understand that it 
operates independently of the GAC and its Executive Committee and also of the Church. 
The IARP does not and cannot speak for the GAC or its Executive Committee or the 
Church on any particular point or issue, or in general. 

 
 
4.  The IARP will, to the best of its ability, maintain the confidentiality and 

privacy of those who appear before it as witnesses and/or the information provided to it.  
I understand that the IARP will not disclose my personal information with identifiers 
(e.g. name and/or detail sufficient to reveal my identity) without my permission or a valid 
order of disclosure from a non-ecclesiastical court of final resort.  The only exception to 
this provision occurs when the IARP refers a determination of abuse to a church 
governing body.  (See #8.)  In this instance, the Charter (XI. Process) stipulates that the 
IARP is to disclose the name of the victim in order to help the governing body pursue its 
investigation of the accused.  When and how the IARP communicates the victim’s name 
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as part of the pertinent evidence will be arranged with the victim prior to the IARP 
making the referral.  

 
 
5. The IARP will produce a final report that will be available to the public.  I also 

understand that, as it deems fit, the IARP also has discretion to publish a Need-to-Know 
Report(s) to a more limited group of individuals.  If the IARP determines that abuse 
occurred, the offender will be named in either the final report or a Need-to-Know Report.   
The IARP has the discretion to determine in which report the name occurs.  The IARP 
also has the discretion to determine the distribution of the Need-to-Know Report. I 
understand that, as an individual who has signed a Witness Agreement and Release Form, 
I will receive a copy of the final report from the IARP. If a Need-to-Know Report is 
produced in a case for which I have served as a witness, I understand that I will receive a 
copy of that report from the IARP. 

 
 
6. As a person appearing before the IARP as a witness or otherwise 

communicating with it, I affirm that I am required to execute this witness form and agree 
to maintain the confidentiality of any information I learn from the IARP that is related to 
its inquiry as defined by the Charter.  I will not seek to compel involuntary disclosure by 
the IARP of any confidential material maintained by it. This does not restrict me from 
publicly sharing any information known to me through my own experiences or 
information learned from others that is apart from interactions with the IARP. 

 
 
7. After the IARP’s work is concluded and it is dismissed, I understand that the 

IARP’s files will become the property of the GAC Executive Committee with decisions 
regarding retention and access to be made by its Executive Director.  All of the sealed 
files will be deposited with the Presbyterian Historical Society.  I agree not to compel 
involuntary disclosure by anyone else who is properly authorized to possess the files of 
the IARP upon the completion of its work.   

 
 
8. If the IARP reaches a determination that abuse occurred, I understand that the 

IARP has the responsibility to refer that determination to a church governing body that 
has jurisdiction regarding the person accused.  I understand that the information provided 
by me and others to the IARP could result in a church governing body with disciplinary 
jurisdiction initiating a misconduct investigation against a member, clergy or lay.  I 
understand that when the IARP makes such a referral, the Panel will notify those who 
participated as witnesses in its inquiry.  I also understand the IARP will disclose the name 
of the victim to the church governing body in order to help the governing body pursue its 
investigation of the accused.  When and how the IARP communicates the victim’s name 
as part of the evidence will be arranged with the victim prior to the IARP making the 
referral (See # 4). 
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 9. If the IARP reaches a determination that abuse has occurred, I understand 
that the IARP may inform other organizations.  I also understand that the IARP will use 
its careful discretion in making these determinations.  I understand that when the IARP so 
informs any organization, the IARP will notify those who participated as witnesses in that 
inquiry.  
  
 10. In consideration of the IARP being established, I hereby release and hold  
harmless 
                a)   the IARP and its individual members; 

b) the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.), its mission agencies, entities, 
corporations, all present and former staff, agents, and representatives, and 
the predecessors of all the aforesaid 

from any and all claims, action or liabilities arising out of or in any way related to the 
work, function, or activities of the IARP. This specifically includes, but is not limited to, 
any claims for injuries or damages to reputation, privacy, emotional distress, or 
defamation. My release does not include any person or persons who perpetrated physical 
or sexual abuse against me; nor does it include any claim that I might have based on any 
wrongful act or omission of the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.), its agents, employees, 
staff, representatives, sub-entities, or of any other person or entity when the act or 
omission occurred prior to the creation of the IARP by the GAC Executive Committee 
effective June 27, 2003. 

 
 
11. I understand that if I submit to the IARP a facsimile version of this document 

with my signature, name, and date of signing, that version will be deemed as an original 
for all purposes. 

   
 
I HAVE READ THIS DOCUMENT, HAVE HAD THE OPPORTUNITY TO 

ASK MY QUESTIONS ABOUT IT, FULLY UNDERSTAND IT, AND AGREE TO 
ALL OF ITS TERMS. 
 
 
 Signature: _________________________________________ 
 
 
 Name: _________________________________________ 
 (Please print) 
 
       Date:      __________________ 
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Changes to the Witness Agreement and Release Form 
 

The Panel’s original Witness Agreement and Release Form is dated January 31, 2006. 
 
There were three changes to the Witness Agreement: June 14, 2006 
        October 2006 
        February 13, 2008 
 
The October 2006 and February 13, 2008 changes were implemented to make the 
Witness Agreement consistent with the Charter changes on September 26, 2006 and 
February 13, 2008, respectively. 
 

6/14/06 Witness Form revision 
 

Prior version Letterhead 

Revision Changed PO box and email address on letterhead. 
 

Prior version Document is entitled:  Witness Consent and Release Form. 

Revision Document is re-titled:  Witness Agreement and Release Form. 
 

10/06 Witness Form revision 
 
Prior version  

Revision #4.  New language added: “The only exception to this provision occurs when 
the IARP refers a determination of abuse to a church governing body.  (See 
#8.)  In this instance, the Charter (XI. Process) stipulates that the IARP is to 
disclose the name of the victim in order to help the governing body pursue its 
investigation of the accused.  When and how the IARP communicates the 
victim’s name as part of the pertinent evidence will be arranged with the 
victim prior to the IARP making the referral. “  

 
Prior version #4. However, the final report of the IARP may include the names of those 

who are found to have committed abuse. 

Revision Sentence replaced with:  The final report of the IARP will include the 
names of those who are found to have committed abuse. 
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Prior version #6.  “After the IARP’s work is concluded and it is dismissed, I understand 
that the IARP’s files will become the property of the GAC Executive 
Committee with decisions regarding retention and access to be made by its 
Executive Director in consultation with the WMD Director.” 

Revision Underlined wording is deleted. 
 
Prior version #7. I understand that the IARP has the responsibility to refer allegations 

within the jurisdiction of a church governing body to that body.  I 
understand that the information provided by me and others to the IARP 
could result in a church governing body with disciplinary jurisdiction filing 
misconduct charges against a member, clergy or lay.  I understand that 
when the IARP refers allegations to a church governing body, the IARP 
will notify both the individual(s) who makes the allegations and the 
individual(s) who are accused.  The IARP will not divulge the name of the 
accuser in relation to the accused. 

Revision #7. If the IARP reaches a determination that abuse occurred, I understand 
that the IARP has the responsibility to refer that determination to a church 
governing body that has jurisdiction regarding the person accused.  I 
understand that the information provided by me and others to the IARP 
could result in a church governing body with disciplinary jurisdiction 
initiating a misconduct investigation against a member, clergy or lay.  I 
understand that when the IARP makes such a referral, the Panel will notify 
those who participated as witnesses in its inquiry.  I also understand the 
IARP will disclose the name of the victim to the church governing body in 
order to help the governing body pursue its investigation of the accused.  
When and how the IARP communicates the victim’s name as part of the 
evidence will be arranged with the victim prior to the IARP making the 
referral (See # 4). 
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02/13/08 Witness Agreement revision 

 
Prior version  

Revision New #5: The IARP will produce a final report that will be available to the 
public.  I also understand that, as it deems fit, the IARP also has discretion 
to publish a Need-to-Know Report(s) to a more limited group of 
individuals.  If the IARP determines that abuse occurred, the offender will 
be named in either the final report or a Need-to-Know Report.  The IARP 
has the discretion to determine in which report the name occurs.  The IARP 
also has the discretion to determine the distribution of the Need-to-Know 
Report.  I understand that, as an individual who has signed a Witness 
Agreement and Release Form, I will receive a copy of the final report from 
the IARP.  If a Need-to-Know Report is produced in a case for which I 
have served as a witness, I understand that I will receive a copy of that 
report from the IARP. 

 
Prior version Section #5, #6, and #7 

Revision They are now re-numbered as Section #6, #7, and #8 respectively 
 
Prior version Section #8 and Section #9. 

Revision They are now re-numbered as Section #10 and #11, respectively. 
 
Prior version  

Revision Section #9 is new and reads:  “If the IARP reaches a determination that 
abuse has occurred, I understand that the IARP may inform other 
organizations.  I also understand that the IARP will use its careful 
discretion in making these determinations.  I understand that when the 
IARP so informs any organization, the IARP will notify those who 
participated as witnesses in that inquiry.” 
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APPENDIX H:  
 

Participation Consent Form 
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2/9/09 
INDEPENDENT ABUSE REVIEW PANEL 

P.O. Box 18241 
Rochester, NY 14618 

1 (866) 313-3694 
IARPanel@gmail.com 

 
IARP Inquiry Participation Consent Form 

 
1.   The Independent Abuse Review Panel (IARP) has approached me about voluntarily 
participating in an inquiry where I,  ________________________, have been accused of 
either physical or sexual abuse.  I understand that the IARP has the authority, by virtue of 
its Charter granted by the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.), to investigate the allegation 
against me either because I was formerly under appointment by Worldwide Ministries 
Division and I am not now currently under appointment, or because the person accusing 
me was formerly in the mission field because of a Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) 
Worldwide Ministries Division appointment.  I have been given a copy of the current 
Charter of the IARP.  I have read the Charter and understand its provisions.  The IARP 
has answered my questions about it. 
 
2.   I understand that the IARP has approached me about participating in their inquiry 
because, as a fact-finding body, they would like to obtain more complete information 
about the allegation reported to them.  I understand that the goal of the IARP’s inquiry, as 
stated in their Charter, is to “pursue the truth, encourage healing, and promote justice on 
behalf of those making allegations and those accused” (from Charter, Section IV. Nature, 
#1).  I understand that the IARP seeks information from me so they can more fully 
accomplish these ends.   
 
3.   I understand that the Panel is constituted as an impartial, open-minded body 
conducting thorough and comprehensive inquiries in a professional, orderly, objective 
fashion through structured proceedings. 
 
4.   I understand that the IARP does not have disciplinary authority.  I understand that the 
IARP is not a judicial commission, or an adjudicative body.  I understand that the IARP 
will not reach conclusions about civil legal liability.   
 
5.   I understand that, for those witnesses who are not accused of having committed 
abuse, the IARP will, to the best of its ability, maintain the confidentiality and privacy of 
those who appear before it as witnesses and/or the information provided to it.  I 
understand that the IARP will not disclose to me or to anyone else their personal 
information with identifiers (e.g. name and/or detail sufficient to reveal their identity) 
without their permission or a valid order of disclosure from a non-ecclesiastical court of 
final resort.  I note that the only exception to this provision occurs when the IARP refers 
a determination of abuse to a church governing body.  In this instance, the Charter 
(Section XI. Process) stipulates that the IARP is to disclose the name of the victim to the 
governing body in order to help the governing body pursue its investigation.   
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6.   I understand that the IARP will, to the best of its ability, maintain my confidentiality 
and privacy if I appear before it as a witness or provide information to it.  I understand 
that the IARP will not disclose my personal information with identifiers except in those 
instances noted below.  (See #10 below.) 
 
7.   I understand that people appearing before the IARP as witnesses or otherwise 
communicating with the Panel, by signing a witness agreement, agree to maintain the 
confidentiality of information they learn from the IARP that is related to an inquiry.  I 
agree to maintain the confidentiality of information I learn from the IARP as well.  I will 
not seek to compel involuntary disclosure by the IARP of any confidential material 
maintained by it.  This does not restrict me from publicly sharing any information known 
to me through my experiences or learned from others apart from interactions with the 
IARP.  Similarly, other witnesses are not restricted from publicly sharing any information 
known to them through their experiences or information they learn from others apart 
from their interactions with the IARP. 
 
8.   I agree not to contact anyone I suspect may have filed allegations against me.  I also 
agree not to ask, or permit, anyone else to do so on my behalf. 
 
9.   I understand that my participation in the IARP’s inquiry will allow me to: 

a) Present my understanding of the incident or events in question.  Specifically, this 
means that I will be able to: 

i. Learn the nature of the accusation against me. 
ii. Refute the accusation by presenting my interpretation of events. 

iii. Identify, for the IARP, potential witnesses who can support my position. 
iv. Submit documents or material that support my position. 

b) Present this information to a body with the resources to “hear, review, and request 
testimony, files, reports, and affidavits from all appropriate resources, conduct 
interviews and other appropriate activities” (from Charter, Section IX. Process). 

c) Participate in fact-finding proceedings designed to pursue the truth, rather than 
rumor and innuendo. 

d) Provide information and evidence, as noted above, to a body which will issue an 
authoritative determination. 

e) Describe my experience of harmful events that may have occurred in the 
missionary setting. 

f) Explore ways in which I might work to restore my relationships with others in the 
missionary community. 

g) Present information that will be seriously considered and fairly assessed as part of 
the Panel’s deliberations.  



IARP Final Report October 2010  455 

 
10.   I understand that the IARP will not disclose my personal information with identifiers 
except in these instances:   
 

A. If the IARP receives an allegation that falls within a mandatory reporting statute 
within the United States, the IARP will make the mandated report, including my 
name, to the appropriate civil authority. (Charter, Section IV. Nature #5). 

 
B. If, upon receiving and evaluating an allegation, the IARP judges that, as an 

accused person, I may pose sufficient current risk to minors in a setting where I 
work, volunteer, or attend church, the IARP may notify me and third parties such 
as organizations I am associated with of their investigation.  This notification will 
include my name, the type of abuse I am accused of, and recommendations to the 
organizations for limiting my access to minors while the IARP’s investigation is 
underway. 

 
C. If the IARP determines that I committed abuse and if I am a member of a 

religious denomination or organization, I understand that the IARP will report 
their determination to a religious governing body with jurisdiction.  I understand 
that the IARP will provide all pertinent evidence to that governing body, 
including my name, and fully cooperate with them (Charter, Sections VI. 
Confidentiality, and XI. Process).  I understand that, when the IARP sends a 
report of their determination to the appropriate religious governing body, this may 
result in a misconduct investigation against me.  I understand that when the Panel 
refers a determination to a religious governing body that they will notify the 
witnesses, including me, who participated in that inquiry. 

 
D. If the IARP determines that I committed abuse, they will name me in either one of 

two documents.  Either: a) a final report available to the public (Charter, Section 
XI. Process) or, b) a need-to-know report that is distributed to a more limited 
group of individuals.  The IARP has the discretion to determine in which report I 
am named, if they find I have committed abuse.  The IARP also has the discretion 
to determine to whom the need-to-know report is distributed, including other or 
non-religious organizations.  The IARP will provide a copy of its final report to 
all of its witnesses, including me.  Where the IARP produces a need-to-know 
report, the Panel will distribute a copy of this report to all of those witnesses who 
participated in that inquiry, including me.  When the IARP informs other or non-
religious organizations through distribution of a need-to-know report, I 
understand that the IARP will notify those who participated as witnesses in that 
inquiry, including me. 
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11.   I understand that there may be potential risks to my participation in the IARP’s 
inquiry: 

a) I may experience stress or discomfort by taking a role as a witness in an 
inquiry. 

b) I may experience stress or discomfort by recalling or discussing past, 
upsetting events. 

c) My participation may not prevent my being found by the IARP to have 
committed abuse and being named as an offender in the final or need-to-
know report. 

 
12.   I understand that, although the IARP was created by the Executive Committee of the 
General Assembly Council (GAC) of the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.), the IARP 
operates independently of the GAC, its Executive Committee, and the Church.  As an 
independent entity, the IARP does not and cannot speak for the GAC, the Executive 
Committee, or the Church on any particular point or issue, or in general.  The IARP is an 
independent fact-finding body that serves in a consultative or advisory role to the GAC 
Executive Committee of the PCUSA.  I understand that as a result of its fact-finding 
activities, the IARP will reach an authoritative determination of whether abuse occurred 
or not. 
 
13.   Although members of the IARP may be professionals in their respective fields, the 
IARP as a whole and its individual members will not undertake or attempt to offer 
professional services to me.  I will not rely upon the IARP or its individual members for 
the same.  For example, if a member is a psychologist, I will not seek counseling or a 
professional opinion from that person nor will that person render such to or for me. 
 
14.   After the IARP’s work is concluded and it is dismissed, I understand that the IARP’s 
files will become the property of the GAC Executive Committee with decisions regarding 
retention and access to be made by its Executive Director.  All of the sealed files will be 
deposited with the Presbyterian Historical Society.  I agree not to compel involuntary 
disclosure by anyone else who is properly authorized to possess the files of the IARP 
upon the completion of its work. 
 
15.   In consideration of the IARP being established, I hereby release and hold harmless 
 a) the IARP and its individual members; 
 b) the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.), its mission agencies, entities, corporations, 
 all present and former staff, agents, and representatives, and the predecessors of  
 all the aforesaid 
from any and all claims, action or liabilities arising out of or in any way related to the 
work, function, or activities of the IARP.  This specifically includes, but is not limited to, 
any claims for injuries or damages to reputation, privacy, emotional distress, or 
defamation.  My release does not include any person or persons who perpetrated physical 
or sexual abuse against me; nor does it include any claim that I might have based on any 
wrongful act or omission of the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.), its agents, employees, 
staff, representatives, sub-entities, or of any other person or entity when the act or 
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omission occurred prior to the creation of the IARP by the GAC Executive Committee 
effective June 27, 2003. 
 
16.   I understand that if I submit to the IARP a facsimile version of this document with 
my signature, name, and date of signing, that version will be deemed as an original for all 
purposes. 
 
 
 I HAVE READ THIS DOCUMENT, HAVE HAD THE OPPORTUNITY 
TO ASK MY QUESTIONS ABOUT IT, FULLY UNDERSTAND IT, AND AGREE 
TO ALL OF ITS TERMS. 
 
Signature:  ____________________________________ 
 
     Name:   ____________________________________ 
  (Please print) 
      Date:   ______________________ 
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APPENDIX I: 
 

Panel interview materials:  Interview outline 
 

Panel interview materials:  Topics addressed in interviews 
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Interview Outline 
 
The Panel followed a consistent format for each witness interview regardless of the 
person’s role relative to the IARP inquiry.  In this way, information could be compared 
both across interviews within a mission field as well as between mission fields. 
 
The semi-structured format allowed for a common set of questions across interviews as 
well as flexibility to address individual experiences, questions, and concerns. 
 

IARP Witness Interview 
 

Witness Name            Mission field / mission school, if any               Years of Interest 
 

Date and Time of Interview 
 

Location of Interview 
 

Panel liaison person’s name: 
 
Support person’s name, if there was one: 
 
Witness Agreement: Signed? Returned? 
 
Interview start time: 
 Welcome 
 Introduction of individual panel members 
 Logistics:  Time keeper and ending time 
        Breaks and location of restrooms 
        Note-taking 
 Panel:        Review of Charter 
        Questions about Witness Agreement 
        Importance of confidentiality, how Panel applied it, expectations for 
witnesses 
 Prayer, if witness desired 
 Witness statement, if prepared 
 Interview questions – topics and questions prepared in advance by Panel members 
 
End time:  
 Post-Interview support for witness, as needed 
    e.g. debriefer, if one was available 
 Next steps:  Witness reimbursement expense forms 
          Panel follow-up with witness 
          Witness follow-up with Panel 
 Review of confidentiality 
 Witness’ questions 
 Prayer  
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Topics addressed in Panel interviews 

 
Preparation of Interview Questions: 
 The liaison Panel member would prepare a draft of questions, based on prior 
contacts with the witness by letter, telephone, email, and information learned from other 
witness interviews and archival material.  This file review established what the Panel 
knew about this mission field, mission school, mission hostel, something about this 
person’s experience and, especially, what the Panel sought to learn.  What would be the 
purpose of interviewing this witness? 
 After a review of this draft of questions by all Panel members, the liaison person 
sent a letter to the witness, listing possible topics and areas of interest.  This allowed the 
person to think ahead of time about details that might be helpful to the Panel in its 
inquiry.  The letter might also suggest that the witness may prepare an initial statement, 
about their experience, the mission school, the dormitory, etc. to present to the Panel.  
Such a statement would be completely voluntary. 
 
Common elements in witness interviews: 
 
 Regardless of the role of each witness in the IARP inquiry—victim, victim’s 
family member, peer, person from that time and place (context), houseparent, 
administrator, accused person -- each initial witness interview addressed some common 
topics. 
 
At the beginning of an interview, the Panel asked the witness about: 

• Prepared or Initial Statement, if witness brought one; 
• Background: years in mission field, birthplace, family of origin, current family, 

current location and endeavor; 
• Timeline: years where? with whom? doing what? 
• What was life like living in that particular country and that mission community? 
• What made life enjoyable living in that mission setting?  What made it difficult? 
• Memorabilia: if witness brought letters from mission-school days, diary, 

yearbooks, photos, etc. Panel both looked at and asked questions about these as 
part of background setting and witness’ experiences; 

• Setting: mission school and dormitory, mission location, mission personnel; 
• Key personnel on that mission field; 

 
At the end of each interview, the Panel asked the witness about: 

• Any specific outcomes which the witness desired from this inquiry; 
• Witness’ ideas about what would it mean to “pursue the truth, encourage healing, 

promote justice” (from the Panel’s purpose in the Charter); 
• Recommendations the witness would offer the Church to improve mission 

processes, procedures or outcomes.  The Panel noted that the Final Report would 
contain a recommendations section and that the Panel would include witnesses 
suggestions;  

• Questions the witness had for the Panel. 
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Specific elements in witness interviews: 
 
 Specific interview questions then flowed from the witness’ initial statement, 
background remarks, timeline, information about the setting, and role in the Panel inquiry 
(e.g. victim, parent of MK, victim family member, individual in an administrative roles).    

 
Questions for Victims 
 
  Personal: 

 Is person reporting abuse?  If so, of themselves or someone else?  Does witness 
know of, suspect, or have concerns about any possible abuse on the mission that 
they want the Panel to be aware of? 

• Allegation of abuse: Who?  Name? Denomination? PC(U.S.A.)? Role of alleged 
offender? 

• Nature of the abuse.  Details of each incident: When did it start? When did it end? 
How did it end? Where did it happen? How many times did it occur? How long 
did it go on? Behaviors of offender? Gestures? Body language? Clothing? 
Sounds? Smells? What did victim see?  Did offender say anything?  Victim’s 
reaction?   

• Time between incidents? 
• If incidents occurred in various places, ask victim to describe each setting. 
• How did offender justify the behavior? 
• What does victim call the offender’s behavior: relationship? abuse? another 

name? 
• How did offender approach the victim?  
• How did offender create a sense of trust? Or loyalty? Or a friend? 
• Ask victim to describe self at the time of the incidents. 
• What was offender’s interaction with victim’s peers?  Was there a pattern? 
• Witness(es) to the incident(s)? 
• Approximate time frame? 
• Does victim know of others who were abused? 
• Concerned about any other children or peers?  Who else does victim worry about?  

What did victim hear or observe? 
• Ever tell someone?  If so, who did victim tell?  Why tell at that time?  If so, what 

happened, their reaction? 
• Anyone suspect what was happening to the victim? 
• Impact on victim, short-term? 
• Impact on victim long-term: Developmentally?  Emotionally?  Socially?  

Spiritually?  Psychologically?  Vocationally? 
• Was this a time of vulnerability for the victim?  In what way? 

 
Dormitory Life: 

• What were the witness’ expectations about going to boarding school? 
• What specifically was positive?  Examples?  Impact on person’s life? 
• What specifically was negative?  Examples?  Impact on person’s life? 
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• Relationship and experience with dormitory parents?   
• Rules and expectations?  How did person learn them? 
• Discipline?  Who carried it out? 
• Typical daily schedule? 
• Physical layout of dorm building?  Stairways, nooks, and crannies?  Places people 

could hide unobserved? 
• Supervision of activities? 
• Relationship and experience with peers?  Roommates and dorm room? 
• Adjustment to dorm life? 
• Who could witness talk to?  Who was the support system? 
• How were problems handled? 
• Emotional support?  Medical needs?  Was there a pediatrician? 
• Who were the adults who came to visit?  Did they drop in? 
• Suggestions for the church? 

 
Parents: 

• How did parents prepare witness to attend boarding school? 
• What were their expectations of this witness at boarding school?  What did they 

expect of the houseparents? 
• Where did parents live?  Travel conditions? 
• How often were visits with parents? 
• Father’s work?  Mother’s involvement? 
• How did parents learn about concerns or problems? 
• What did parents say about their mission work? 
• What does witness think about what they said? 
• How could they have known about what was happening to the witness? 
• Suggestions for church? 

 
Peers: 

• Review of who were classmates or peers: Who were “targeted?”  Who was 
“targeting others?”  Who was “doing okay?”  Who was “just surviving?”   

• Who were the “mini-parents?”  How did they try to help? 
• Describe the social network of children in dorm.  Who was “in” and who was 

“out?”  Did this change over time?  If so, how and why? 
• Peer interaction?  Supervision? 
• How were problems handled? 
• Interactions between students and teachers in dorm setting? 
• Interaction between children who lived at home and those who lived in the 

dormitory? 
• Peers who concern this witness? 

 
Mission administration: 

• Witness’ view of mission administration responsibility: Houseparents? Other 
missionaries nearby? Board members? Teachers? People from the U.S. office? 
God? 
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• Perhaps parent(s) on Board: their impression about how the board worked, usual 
type of business board considered, how issues got on the agenda, the influence of 
any particular individual or role in conducting board business, board policies or 
decisions and what outcomes came of these? 

• Houseparents:  Qualifications?  Training?  Responsibilities?  What did they do? 
What should they have been doing? 

• What was the focus of the mission community? 
• Who could have known what was happening?  Who should have known what was 

happening? 
 

Outcomes/Next Steps: 
• Outcomes witness hopes for in talking with the Panel? 
• What outcomes would witness not like to see? 
• How does witness define “truth?” “healing?” “closure?” 
• Suggestions for Panel as it approaches other witnesses?  What is helpful/not 

helpful? 
• Why did witness choose to talk with the Panel? 

 
Recommendations: 

• Suggestions for Final Report? 
• Suggestions for missionary community? For the church?  Policy changes? 
• Care of children in the missionary community? 
• What Presbyterian Church ought to be doing? 

 
The Last Details: 

• Questions for the Panel? 
• Anything else witness wants Panel to know and consider? 
• Anyone witness thinks the Panel should contact? 
• Any more information the witness would like to send the Panel: copies of 

memorabilia, etc.? 
• Information about PC(USA) counseling program (for victims or family members 

of victims). 
 
 
Questions for Parents of MKs: 

 
 Questions as appropriate from above lists, plus: 
 

• What could they tell the Panel about the hiring and firing of teachers? 
• Who were the Board members, school and dormitory?  What was their 

involvement with these Boards? 
• Who were the influential missionary families on their mission field? 
• How were problems/crises handled? 
• What was the role of the US office in dealing with problems, supervision, 

oversight? 
• Who, in authority from the Presbyterian Church, visited regularly? 
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• Effect of political unrest and violence on students? 
• If their child was abused: what were their observations of their child’s behavior, 

before the abuse and afterwards? 
• How did they learn about the abuse? 
• Who are they in touch with? 

 
 
Questions for a Victim’s Family Member: 

 
 Questions, as appropriate from the first sets of questions above, plus: 
 

• What did they notice the impact of the abuse to be over time?  Emotionally? 
Physically? Socially? Medically? Parentally? Spiritually? Being an MK? Process 
of healing? 

 
 
 
Questions for a Witness in an Administrative Role: 

 
 Questions, as appropriate from the first sets of questions above, plus: 
 
  Mission Administration: 

• What were the responsibilities of the area coordinator? 
• Who was the mission agency executive during this witness’ tenure? 
• Who were the field secretaries?  What was their role?  How well did information 

get to the US from the field? 
• In general, looking across all the mission fields, what was the relationship like 

between the US-based mission administrative office and the country-based 
mission field administrative offices or personnel? 

• What were the general themes in this long-distance relationship?  General 
problems? General adaptations in response to challenges of long-distance 
communication? 

• How were decisions made?  Who followed through on the decisions? 
 

Missionaries: 
• Panel asked witness to describe briefly missionary recruitment, screening, 

orientation and training. 
• What was the process to evaluate missionaries’ job performance?  For what 

reason(s) were missionaries terminated? 
• What kind of positions were the hardest to fill?  Why? Houseparent positions?  

Teacher positions? 
• How were reports of problems or staff concerns handled for missionaries on the 

field?  What were the formal mechanisms for handling problems?  The informal 
mechanisms? 
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Policies: 

• What was the impression of mission governance and adherence to policy: in 
matters of sexual misconduct?  Attention to the issues regarding children of 
missionaries? 

• What were the policies for families and children? 
• What were the policies for handling problems regarding MKs? 

 
 

Children of Missionaries: 
• What did home office identify as issues related to safety and well-being of MKs?  

How were these addressed? 
• If parents were concerned about their child’s sexual behavior while on the mission 

field, what help would have been available for them from the home office? 
• How were administrators aware of how missionary families felt or perceived their 

child’s experience on the mission field and in boarding schools? 
 

Abuse on the Mission Field: 
• Given the IARP Charter, the Panel needed to ask: was this witness aware of any 

physical or sexual abuse that occurred on any of the Presbyterian mission fields? 
• Were there any mission fields or schools which this witness would find surprising 

to be in the Final Report?  Any which would not be of surprise?  Why?  Why not? 
 

Panel’s Inquiry: 
• Did this witness have any concerns or apprehensions about this Panel’s inquiry 

and the Final Report?  What would this witness not like to see in the report?   
• What advice or caution would this witness give the Panel in writing the Final 

Report? 
• What recommendations would this witness offer for the Final Report? 
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APPENDIX J: 
 

Notification of Third Parties Protocol 
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Independent Abuse Review Panel 
Protocol for Notification of Third Parties 

November 7, 2006 
 

This document summarizes the process that the Independent Abuse Review Panel uses to 
determine whether or not to notify third parties of our investigation into allegations 
against a particular individual.  The pertinent third parties are churches and other 
organizations where the accused individual has potential access to minors. 
 
The Panel’s process is a protocol because it consists of both procedures and rationales 
for those procedures.  Our protocol is evidence-based; our standards are derived from the 
forensic literature on sexual offenders.  See the footnotes for specific citations, and the 
resource list in the Appendix for more information on our literature sources. 
 
We have adopted this protocol to balance the protection of minors from potential risk of 
abuse with the protection of the due process rights of the accused. 
 
I. PANEL RECEIVES AN ALLEGATION 
 
The IARP receives an allegation in person or by email, letter, or phone.  We initially 
attempt to collect as much of the following information as we can: 

• Reporter’s name and contact information for reporter and alleged victim. 
• Mission field 
• School or hostel 
• Years of alleged victim’s attendance or during which reported incidents 

occurred 
• Age of victim at time alleged incidents occurred; age of accused 
• Status of alleged victim at time incidents occurred; status of accused 
• Name of the accused and relationship to victim 
• Specific behaviors of alleged abuse  
• Place(s) where these behaviors occurred 
• Extent or scope of alleged abuse at the time, e.g.: number of victims, span 

of time 
• Extent and nature of grooming behaviors on the part of the accused 
• Presence of any threats or requests for secrecy the accused directed at the 

victims 
• Reporter’s knowledge of other victims and their current whereabouts 
• Is (s)he aware of minors currently at risk from this alleged abuser? 
• Contextual information, e.g., who else was present, adult and minor, at the 

time the alleged incidents occurred 
• What does the reporter want from the IARP? 
• Any other information the reporter wishes to share 
• Is (s)he willing to meet with the Panel? 
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II.  PANEL DECISION: 
 Does this allegation require a mandatory report? 
 
If an allegation requires a mandatory report to a state agency, the IARP will report the 
suspected abuse to the social service agency in the applicable state. [See Appendix for 
more information:  American Humane Association (3 pages) and the U.S. Department of 
Heath and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, Administration on 
Children, Youth and Families, Children’s Bureau (5 pages).] 
 
If an allegation requires a mandatory report to a state agency, the IARP will notify 
relevant church or other organizational entities and the reporter and suspend its inquiry.  
The Panel will reserve the right to resume our investigation after the civil authorities have 
completed their investigation, if we judge by our Charter that it would be beneficial to the 
Church to do so. 
 
If an allegation does not require a mandatory report, we proceed as follows. 
 
III.  PANEL DECISION: 
 Is this allegation within our scope? 
 
We explore this question by doing necessary research to determine if the allegation falls 
within the Scope of our Charter.  For example, this may involve determining if the 
organization employing the accused was a predecessor to the PCUSA or not.   
 
We may choose to pursue some initial steps in our inquiry and talk to more individuals 
before making this decision as it may be that people contacting us do not report the most 
significant information at the outset.  For example, if people have doubts about the 
competence of the Panel or the seriousness with which their allegation will be considered, 
they may choose to protect themselves from disappointment and not initially reveal the 
most painful pieces of information.  Therefore, this determination of Scope may require 
some preliminary investigation. 
 
If the allegation is not within the Scope of our Charter, we notify the reporter in writing 
upon completion of this phase of our inquiry and keep copies of our research and 
documentation in a closed file. 
 
If the allegation is within our scope, we proceed as follows. 
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IV.  PANEL DECISION: 
 Is the allegation credible? 
 
We interview the accuser in person, if at all possible, to ascertain the nature and 
credibility of the allegations.  This is in keeping with professional standards for risk 
assessment that stress the importance of learning as much as possible about the alleged 
offense(s).5 The Panel also begins its search for relevant archival material at this point. 
 
Only after determining that an allegation is credible will the Panel proceed to the next 
step in our protocol.   
 
V.  PANEL DECISIONS: 
 Is the accused still alive? 
 If so, do we have reason to believe that this individual is currently active in a 
church or organization where they would have access to minors? 
 
If these answers are no, the Panel will still proceed with its investigation, but notification 
would not be applicable. 
 
If these answers are yes, the Panel proceeds to the next step in our Protocol. 
 
VI.  PANEL DECISION: 
 Do we notify church entities or other organizations of this allegation? 
 If so, when do we notify them? 
 
If we have reached this question, the Panel is considering an allegation of a past offense 
that casts suspicion on an individual who could currently be in a position of abusing 
minors.  [We are not considering a current offense or we would have notified a state 
agency and then suspended our investigation.] 
 
This focus on the past necessarily raises the question, then, of how we assess an 
offender’s current risk to minors based on a credible allegation of a past incident of 
sexual abuse.   
 
Risks are generally evaluated according to two factors:  1) the probability that the harm 
or benefit might occur; and, 2) the magnitude of the harm or benefit.  In evaluating risk, 
the probability and magnitude of potential harm is weighed against the probability and 
magnitude of potential benefits.  

                                                
5 Quinsey, Vernon and Martin Lalumiere, Assessment of Sexual Offenders Against 
Children, Second Edition, American Professional Society on the Abuse of Children Study 
Guides 1, Sage Publications: Thousand Oaks, p. 35. 
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Figure 1. Risk Evaluation 
   Harm 

 
Benefit  

  Probability 
Likelihood of occurrence 

   

  Magnitude 
Degree of severity or benefit 

   

 
 
Ideally, risk evaluations compare the probability of harm to the probability of benefits 
and the magnitude of the harm to the magnitude of the benefits.  Because precise 
measurements of probability and magnitude are not available, determinations are relative. 
 
Risks may be classified by type, e.g. social, legal, or psychological in nature.  In addition, 
risk may apply to an individual or to a broader group.  In some instances, it might be an 
individual that assumes the risk while it is a larger group to whom the benefits will 
accrue. 
 
Notification of a church entity or other organization that there may be a potential abuser 
present is a serious step; it labels the accused individual, and it puts the notified 
organization in the position of deciding how to respond to an allegation of a past incident. 
[Organizations may have very clear ways of responding when an individual is accused of 
a current offense.]  Thus, the IARP recognizes in investigating past incidents that 
there is a tension between balancing the benefit of possibly protecting current 
minors through notification against the harm that notification may cause the 
accused. 
 
In our contacts with the reporter, alleged victim, and other pertinent individuals, and our 
archival research, the Panel will attempt to gather as much information as possible on the 
dimensions below.  These dimensions have been identified as evidence-based predictors 
of recidivism among child molesters,6 and they represent information the Panel can 
gather quickly: 
 
                                                
6 Quinsey and Lalumiere, pp. 4-5, 27, 30, 35, and 47.   

   Hanson, R. Karl, “The Development of a Brief Actuarial Risk Scale for Sexual Offense 
Recidivism,” 1997-04, available on the Solicitor General of Canada’s internet site 
http://www.sgc.gc.ca. 

   Center for Sex Offender Management, Recidivism of Sex Offenders, May 2001, p. 11. 
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• The preferred gender of the offender’s victim  
• The relationship of the offender to the victim  
• The age of the offender when the offense occurred  
• The number of victims. 

 
The potential risk of re-offending is intensified when these characteristics or behaviors 
are present:7 

• Social incompetence or social skill deficits 
• Use of excuses, minimization, denial and rationalization 
• Substance abuse 
• Anti-social attitudes as expressed by lifestyle instability or by non-cooperation 

with rules or supervision  
• Sexually deviant interests or sexual preoccupation. 

 
Research identifies another predictor of recidivism; “official recognition” of an offense 
and the presence of consequences decrease the likelihood of re-offending for some 
abusers.8  From the Panel’s perspective, given our interest in the actions and inactions of 
WMD and its staff members, we will also collect information on how the responsible 
adults who were present and aware responded to the incident when it occurred.  
 
The Panel’s decision-making process about notification is summarized in the following 
box. 
 
PANEL CRITERIA: 
After our initial interviews with the reporter, alleged victim, and other pertinent 
individuals, and our search for archival materials, we will review the information we 
have with the goal of answering these questions: 
1) Are the allegations credible? 
2) If yes, is the offender alive and in a position to re-offend? 
3) How does what we know about the offender compare to the 4 risk dimensions noted 

above?  Preferred gender of victim?  Victim relationship to offender?  Age of 
offender? Number of victims? 

4) How does information we have about other important characteristics or behavior of 
the offender add to or detract from the level of risk given by our four main criteria?  
Social skill deficits?  Substance abuse? Denial?  Antisocial behavior?  Evidence of 
sexually deviant interests? 

5) How do the actions of others at the time either add to or detract from the level of risk 
given by our four main criteria? 

 

                                                
7 Quinsey and Lalumiere, pp.10, 13-16, 29, 33, 37; and Hanson. 
8 U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 
Juveniles Who Have Sexually Offended:  A Review of the Professional Literature, March 
2001, p. 30-32. 
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Our answers to these questions will determine whether we classify an accused individual 
as LOW RISK or HIGH RISK.   
 
For LOW RISK individuals, we will proceed with further investigation.  This means that 
we will attempt to engage the accused in our investigation, and that we will do this before 
any further consideration of notification.  We will widen our circle of contacts and 
continue our search for archival material.  We will periodically review our assessment of 
“low risk” and our decision whether to notify as we collect further information and as we 
interact or not with the accused.  
 
For HIGH RISK individuals, we will proceed to notify the accused and organizations or 
churches (s)he might be affiliated with of our investigation, with a recommendation that 
these organizations or churches take steps to limit the accused individual’s access to 
minors until more complete information has been gathered and our investigation has been 
completed.  We will inform the reporter and victim of our notifications and our 
recommendations.  In these situations, the IARP will continue its investigation and we 
will invite the participation of the accused.  At the conclusion of our investigation, in 
addition to sharing our findings with the reporter, the victim, and the accused, we will 
share our findings with the organizations and churches we have notified so that they 
might make a determination of how they wish to proceed.  These further actions could 
include formal ecclesiastical proceedings.  In such instances, the IARP will offer to assist 
the accusers and the governing body responsible for the disciplinary proceedings. 
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Appendix 
 

1. Flow Chart summarizing the IARP’s Protocol for Notification of Third Parties. 
 

2. Resources used by the IARP in developing our Protocol. 
 

3. American Humane Fact Sheet, “Reporting Child Abuse and Neglect.” NOT 
INCLUDED HERE. 

 
4. Child Welfare Information Gateway, U.S. Department of Health and Human 

Services, Administration on Children, Youth, and Families, Children’s Bureau, 
“Mandatory Reporters of Child Abuse and Neglect.” NOT INCLUDED HERE. 
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1. Flow Chart: Summary of the IARP’s Protocol for Notification of Third 
Parties 
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2. Resources Used by the IARP in Developing our Protocol for Notification of Third 
Parties 
 
The IARP chose these organizations because they assemble and digest research from a 
broad range of professional and academic disciplines and offer it in summary or review 
form for the public.  These are reputable organizations whose mission is the prevention of 
child victimization.  These particular resources were selected because they represented 
the most recent thinking on the issues of interest to the Panel.  With the exception of the 
first one, they are readily available to anyone in downloadable format from the Internet. 
 
American Professional Society on the Abuse of Children:  This is a national nonprofit 
organization that serves professionals in numerous disciplines who are concerned with 
child abuse and neglect.  They focus on disseminating state-of-the-art practice principles 
and guidelines in all professional disciplines related to child abuse and neglect.  
(http://apsac.fmhi.usf.edu/index.asp) 
 

Resource utilized:   APSAC Study Guides:  Assessment of Sexual Offenders 
Against Children, Second edition, Vernon Quinsey and 
Martin Lalumiere, Sage Publications, Thousand Oaks, 
California, 2001. 

 
Center for Sex Offender Management: This organization was established in 1997; it is 
sponsored by the Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice, in collaboration 
with the National Institute of Corrections, State Justice Institute, and the American 
Probation and Parole Association.  Their goal is to prevent further victimization by 
improving the management of adult and juvenile sex offenders in the community.  
(http://www.csom.org/) 
 
 Resources utilized: An Overview of Sex Offender Management, July 2002. 
 
    Understanding Juvenile Sexual Offending Behavior: 
    Emerging Research, Treatment Approaches, and 
    Management Practices, December 1999. 
 
    Recidivism of Sex Offenders, May 2001. 
 
U. S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, Office of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention (http://ojjdp.ncjrs.gov/) 
 
 Resource utilized: Juveniles Who Have Sexually Offended:  A Review 
    of the Professional Literature, March 2001. 
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APPENDIX K: 
 

Finding of Fact Protocol 
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INDEPENDENT ABUSE REVIEW PANEL 
P.O. Box 18241 

Rochester, NY 14618 
1 (866) 313-3694 

IARPanel@gmail.com 
 

Protocol for Finding of Fact 
 

This document summarizes the process that the Independent Abuse Review Panel used to 
reach a conclusion about whether or not the incidents reported to us represented abuse or 
not.   
 
The process of reaching a conclusion required numerous decision steps, each of which 
addressed particular questions.  These steps are outlined here and described more fully 
below. 
 
 
A. RECEIPT OF A REPORT 
 
B. MANDATORY REPORT 
 
C. SCOPE OF THE PANEL’S INQUIRY 
 
D. TYPE OF REPORT 
 
E. THIRD PARTY NOTIFICATION 
 
F. SUFFICIENT INFORMATION 
 
G. FOR REPORTS OF INDIVIDUAL INCIDENTS:   
 DEFINITION OF PHYSICAL OR SEXUAL ABUSE 
 
H. FOR REPORTS OF THE ACTIONS OR INACTIONS OF WMD STAFF: 
 CRITERIA FOR FAILURE TO PROTECT 
 
I. CONCLUDING THERE WAS ABUSE OR FAILURE TO PROTECT 
 
J. SPECIAL NOTES 
 
 Judging the past by the present 
 Sexual abuse by minors 
 Sexual abuse and sexual orientation
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A. RECEIPT OF A REPORT 
 
The IARP received reports from people during in-person interviews, or by email, letter, 
or phone.  The Panel initially attempted to collect as much of the following information 
as possible from the source, often conducting some initial research, e.g. searching 
archival records, to assist in proceeding with the steps in the Protocol. 
 
General information: 

• Reporter’s name and contact information for both reporter and alleged 
victim. 

• Mission field 
• School or hostel 
• Is (s)he aware of minors currently at risk from this alleged abuser? 
• What does the reporter want from the IARP? 
• Other information, besides that noted below, that the reporter wishes to 

share 
• Is (s)he willing to meet with the Panel? 

 
Alleged victim: 

• Name 
• Age at time alleged incidents occurred 
• Status at time alleged incidents occurred (e.g. student or boarder) 

 
Accused individual: 

• Name  
• Age at time alleged incidents occurred 
• Status at time alleged incidents occurred (e.g. employment, ordination, 

boarder) 
 
Incident: 

• Relationship of the accused to the alleged victim 
• Specific behaviors of alleged abuse  
• Extent or scope of alleged abuse at the time, e.g. duration, frequency, 

progression, number of victims 
• Nature, duration, extent and progression of grooming behaviors on the part 

of the accused 
• Presence of any threats, intimidation, or requests for secrecy the accused 

directed at the alleged victims 
• Effect of behaviors on alleged victim or alleged victim’s reactions at the 

time 
• Reporter’s knowledge of other victims and their current whereabouts 
• Reporter’s concern about others who were vulnerable or at risk 
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Setting: 
 

• Place(s) where these behaviors occurred 
• Years of alleged victim’s attendance, if setting is a school or dorm, or 

during which reported incidents occurred 
• Contextual information, e.g., who else was present, adult and minor, at the 

time the alleged incidents occurred 
• Who might have been aware of the alleged incidents, and what they did, if 

anything 
• Who did the victim tell?  Why did they tell then?  What was the response 

by the person who was told? 
 
 
B. MANDATORY REPORT 
 
The first question Panel members asked after receiving a report and collecting initial 
information was:  Does this information require a mandatory report to a state agency?  
[The Panel’s Charter, Section IV. Nature, #5 addresses this responsibility.9] 
 
As professionals and as Presbyterians, Panel members are required to comply with 
applicable child abuse reporting laws.  These laws vary from state to state and have 
different reporting requirements.  Essentially however, these statutes require a report 
when a professional has a reasonable suspicion that a child has suffered abusive conduct. 
 
The Panel assessed the need to file a mandatory report by asking these questions: 

• Does the Panel know the name of a specific child? This would help identify an 
individual of concern to the agency with whom the report was filed. 

• Does the Panel know the age of the child or that this child was less than 18 years 
of age?  This would help determine where to file the report. 

• Does the Panel suspect that this child is either at risk of abuse or has been abused?  
The agency accepting the report would ask for a description of the perceived risk 
or the abuse suspected. 

• Does the Panel know where the child is now or where the risk or alleged abuse 
occurred?  This would help determine the jurisdiction in which to file the report. 

 
If a mandatory report were required, the IARP would report the suspected abuse to the 
social service agency in the applicable state.  
 
If a mandatory report were required, the IARP would notify the individual who made the 
report, and any relevant church or other organizational entities, and suspend its inquiry.  
                                                
9 “5. Where the IARP receives an allegation that falls within a mandatory reporting 
statute within the United States, the IARP chair (or designee) shall make the mandated 
report to the appropriate civil authority.  The IARP chair (or designee) may consult with 
the GAC’s Office of Legal Services for assistance with this duty.” 
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The Panel would reserve the right to resume the investigation after the civil authorities 
would have completed their investigation, if the Panel judged by the Charter that it would 
be beneficial to the Church to do so. 
 
If no mandatory report was required, the Panel proceeded to the next step. 
 
 
C. SCOPE OF THE PANEL’S INQUIRY 
 
The second assessment Panel members made after receiving a report was: Does this 
report fit the scope of the Panel’s inquiry, per the Charter? 
 
To fall within the scope of the Charter, a report of abuse needed to: 

• Have occurred in the past; 
• Name either an alleged victim or an accused individual who was on a mission 

field under appointment by the PC(U.S.A.) or a predecessor denomination;  
• Have either an alleged victim or an accused individual who is still alive;  
• Have an accused person not currently in the employ of the PC(U.S.A.); and, 
• Be a report of physical or sexual abuse.10   

 
Panel members did necessary preliminary research to determine if these criteria had been 
met.  Denominational appointments often required archival research.  Determining the 
type of abuse also took time, in some cases.  People contacting the Panel did not always 
report the most significant information at the outset.  For example, if they had doubts 
about the seriousness with which their reports would be considered, they may have 
chosen not to reveal initially the most painful pieces of information.  Some interaction 
with the Panel allowed them to assess whether they wished to share further. 
 
In addition to assessing reports using these criteria, the Panel evaluated the information 
received on two other dimensions to determine the feasibility of investigation.  
 
In order to pursue additional information on a report of abuse, either through archival 
research or by interviewing witnesses, the Panel needed: 

• A general time frame when the suspected abuse occurred; and, 
• Some potential identifiable settings, such as a school for missionary children, or a 

mission station. 
 
The combination of these criteria provided the Panel with incidents of suspected abuse, 
involving Presbyterians on a Presbyterian mission field during a particular time frame.  
This allowed an evaluation of specific acts of behavior in a particular context. 
 
This incident-based approach allowed the Panel to investigate reports where a person 
could be named as alleged victims for some incidents, and as an accused individual for 
others.  It also allowed investigation of reports of different types of abusive behavior on 
                                                
10 Charter, III. Scope. 
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different occasions by the same accused individual directed at the same indentified 
victim. 
 
If a report did not fall within the Scope of the Charter, the Panel notified the reporter, and 
kept copies of the research and documentation in a closed file.   
 
D. TYPE OF REPORT 
 
The Panel received different types of reports, and came to different types of conclusions, 
labeled “individual” and “mission administrative” by the Panel, both of which are derived 
directly from the Charter:   
 
1. Individual-level determinations:  The Charter asked the Panel to determine, for a 
specific incident, whether or not the alleged abuse occurred.11   
 
Within the category of individual incident reports, the Panel identified three different 
sub-categories:  

 Allegations 
 Supporting statements 
 Concerns 

 
Allegations are those reports shared primarily so the Panel would investigate the 
occurrence of abuse.   
 
Supporting statements are those reports shared primarily for the purpose of supporting 
another individual’s allegation.  For example, a friend or sibling of an MK reporting 
abuse to the Panel could elect to share his or her own experience for the primary purpose 
of supporting another person’s statement.  These statements were investigated because 
they were offered as corroborative information, for which the Panel needed to assess 
credibility and reliability. 
 
Concerns are those reports shared primarily for the purpose of alerting the Panel to 
potential, rather than known, abuse.  In these instances, for example, participants shared 
knowledge of instances where adults related in unusual ways to children, raising concerns 
about grooming for potential abuse, and concerns about an individual’s actions or 
decisions, which might have signaled possible abusive behavior.  The Panel collected 
information relevant to concerns because the Panel never knew what allegations might be 
received that might overlap with reported concerns. 
 

                                                
11 Charter, XI. Process, “The final report will include --- 2. A thorough report of the 
IARP’s findings, specifically including whether or not there was sufficient evidence to 
reach a determination that the alleged abuse occurred.”   
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In the Final Report, the Panel listed all the reports it received for the sake of 
accountability and transparency.  The Panel listed reports to assure those who provided 
information that they were heard, taken seriously, and that the Panel followed through to 
investigate and make a decision. 
 
In the final decision-making, however, the Panel considered determinations only for 
allegations.  Supporting statements and concerns were simply noted as such to honor the 
intent and purpose with which they were offered.   
    
2. Mission administrative-level determinations: The Charter also asked the Panel to 
provide findings on the actions and inactions of WMD and its staff. 12 
 
Once Panel members determined that a report fit the scope of its inquiry, the Panel 
assessed whether there were associated concerns about the actions or inactions of WMD 
and its staff. 
 
  
E. THIRD PARTY NOTIFICATION 
 
The question the Panel addressed at this stage was:  Is third-party notification required in 
this instance? 
 
Third party notification was action taken by the Panel to inform third parties of an 
investigation in a timely way so they might take steps to protect children and protect the 
Church’s interests. 
 
Where the Panel had information that an accused individual might have access to 
children while it was investigating reports of abuse, the Panel followed the process 
outlined in our Protocol for Notification of Third Parties to determine if third-party 
notification was required.  The Protocol, which is included in the Appendix in its entirety, 
allowed the Panel to evaluate information gathered against characteristics associated with 
the risk of recidivism through empirical research on sex offenders.  This evaluation 
yielded a conclusion that an individual represented a high or low risk for ongoing 
offending.  For a conclusion of high risk, the Panel proceeded to third party notification.  
After either conclusion, the Panel proceeded with our investigation. 

                                                
12 Charter, III. Scope, “the IARP will also address the actions and inactions of WMD and 
its staff members, as well as recommendations for improvement to WMD processes.”  
See also, XI. Process, “The final report will include --- 4. Findings about the actions and 
inactions of WMD and its staff members.”   
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F. SUFFICIENT INFORMATION 
 
The completeness of the information available to the Panel was derived from the nature 
of the Panel as determined by the Charter.13  Characteristics that influenced how much 
information the Panel could obtain were: 
 
1. The IARP is not disciplinary.14   
 
 Implications:  

a) The process is voluntary. Witnesses choose to participate; they cannot be 
compelled to provide information.   
 
b) The desired outcomes of the process are truth, healing, and justice15 rather than 
adjudication and discipline. 
 

2. The IARP is an inquiry.  The task of the Panel is fact-finding.16 
 
 Implications:  

a) The Panel needs a process and a structure for investigation to ensure 
consistency and fairness within and across reports and mission fields.   
 
b) The Panel does more than listen to victims and thereby assist in healing.  The 
Panel actively questions witnesses to pursue the truth and determine facts. 

 
3. The IARP was chartered to investigate past incidents of abuse. Chartering an 
independent body to investigate reports of past abuse demonstrates the value of inquiry, 
for the Church and for individuals who come forward.17  The Panel is not a way to 
dismiss allegations as old, irrelevant information. 
 
 Implications: 

a) The passage of time will raise the importance of archival research in an inquiry, 
because not all of the individuals will be available to contact. 
 

                                                
13 See Charter, Section IV. Nature.  
14 See Charter, Section IV. Nature, #4. 
15 See Charter, Section IV Nature, #1:  The IARP is established to pursue the truth, 
encourage healing, and promote justice on behalf of those making allegations and those 
accused. 
16 See Charter, Section XI. Process. 
17 See Charter, Section IV. Nature, #2; Section XI. Process, #4 and #5. 
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b) The passage of time also raises the importance of the Panel engaging in 
outreach to locate pertinent identified individuals. 

 
4. The scope of the IARP’s investigations is sexual and physical abuse.  These types of 
abuse are serious; they have grave consequences for the individuals who experienced 
them.  Accusations that an individual has committed physical or sexual abuse are critical 
as well.  There are very high stakes for both the victim and the accused as well as the 
Church undertaking such an inquiry. 
 
 Implications: 

a) For this reason, an inquiry centered on victims of sexual and physical abuse 
needs to be conducted according to a process and structure developed and tested 
professionally.  Further detail on the Panel’s investigative process can be found in 
the Final Report. 
 

The Panel assessed both the breadth and depth of the information received.  One criteria 
for sufficiency is whether the Panel could answer the following questions: 
 
BREADTH  
 
A. Alleged victim  
 

1. Majority status:  Was the alleged victim younger than 18 (a minor) or older 
than 18 (an adult) at the time of the incident? 
 
2. Denominational status:  Under what denominational aegis was the alleged 
victim on the mission field?18 
 
3. Pertinent contributing factors:  What were the alleged victim’s vulnerabilities?  
Were these transient or chronic?  What was the nature of the vulnerabilities?  E.g. 
physical or mental disabilities, emotional distress, intoxication, other identifiable 
stressors, family situation, young age. 
 

B. Accused individual  
 

1. Ordination status:  Was the accused individual ordained clergy, elder or deacon 
in the PC(U.S.A.)?  Was the accused individual a member of the PC(U.S.A.)? 
How has the ordination status changed over time? 
 
2. Employment status:  Was the accused individual employed by a PC(U.S.A.)-
entity? 
 

                                                
18 Ex-patriot children and indigenous minors were also part of the scope of the inquiry if 
the accused individual was PC(U.S.A.). 
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3. Majority status:  Was the accused individual younger than 18 (a minor) or older 
than 18 (an adult) at the time of the incident? 
 
4. Potential contributing factors:  Are there factors that potentially influence the 
accused individual’s responsibility for his or her behavior? 

 
 5. Denominational status:  Was the accused individual on the mission field under  
 the appointment of a religious denomination or mission-sending agency?19 
 
C. Incident facts: These combine to form the impact on the victim. 
 

1. Relationship: What were the roles of the accused individual and alleged victim 
at the time of the reported incident?  What was their degree of familiarity or 
involvement?  Frequency of contact?  Did differences in power or authority 
influence the nature of the relationship? 
 
2. Nature of the alleged sexual abuse:  What type of sexual or physical abuse is 
alleged?  Sexual abuse can vary from acts which expose a child to sexual activity 
to recording a child in a sexual manner to sexual harassment to various degrees of 
direct sexual contact.  Physical abuse can vary in terms of how the abuse was 
inflicted and with what degree of harm. 
 
3. Coercion: What was the nature of the coercion or intimidation used to obtain 
the alleged victim’s participation?  This can range from subtle psychological 
grooming, enticement or seduction to direct violence or restraint.  Also included 
are religious rationalizations to overcome resistance, and rationalizations defining 
the behavior as beneficial, normal, or part of sexual education.  Was there a power 
inbalance? 
 
4. Context:  Within what larger context did this relationship and alleged incident 
occur? What elements of the context are relevant to the alleged incident and how? 
 

D. Setting attributes 
 

1. Property:  Did the alleged incident occur on PC(U.S.A.) property? 
 
2. Responsibility:  Did the alleged incident occur under PC(U.S.A.) supervision? 
 
3. Organizational factors:  How functional is the organization or administration 
that might bear supervisory responsibility?  What other current characteristics of 
the organization might be relevant to an inquiry into alleged abuse? 
 

                                                
19 If the alleged victim was on the mission field because of a PC(U.S.A.) appointment, 
any accused individual was part of the scope of the Panel’s inquiry. 
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E. Effects of the incident on the alleged victim, both short- and long-term, in key life 
domains: 

Physical – health, level of activity 
Emotional – affective regulation, moods 
Psychological – ability to identify and meet personal needs 
Relational – interpersonal, friendship and intimate relationships 
Economic – e.g. cost of counseling 
Religious – involvement in organized religion 
Spiritual – personal faith 
Vocational – e.g. underemployment 

 
F. Informing others of the incident 
 Who knew of the incident(s)? 
 How were they informed? 
 How did adults who knew react? 
 
For each dimension, the Panel sought both facts and information that either confirmed or 
disconfirmed the existing facts.  The Panel continued to research additional factual 
sources for each piece of information already obtained.   
 
The Panel organized the information in several ways to test its completeness: 

• Timeline for the period immediately before, during, and after the event described; 
• Identification of those present (peers, teachers, staff, missionaries, administrators) 

at the time of the event (immediately present and in the larger context); 
• Timelines for the families named as part of the event; 
• Features or factors in this report, which were unique or contributed to a pattern. 

 
DEPTH 
 
The Panel also assessed the depth of the information obtained by evaluating its 
credibility, reliability, and likelihood.  Fact-finding inquiries face the challenge of 
defining the truth.  Different individuals in the same situation can have very different 
interpretations of words, gestures, behaviors, and nonverbal communications, in addition 
to the normal variance in what people observe and recall.  These challenges are more 
difficult if the events in question occurred in the past. 
 
In abuse investigations, people who must make judgments about truth often turn to the 
credibility and reliability of witnesses and other material as they weigh what is most 
likely to have occurred.   These assessments require attention to the number of different 
sources for a given fact, or the strength of a particular source. 
 
The Panel sought and analyzed various types of evidence in preparation for reaching 
conclusions about abuse, or the actions and inactions of WMD staff. 
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 Presence of a signed Witness Agreement and Release form for the Panel’s 
investigation as an indication of the individual’s commitment to the Panel’s 
process 

 
 Victim statement of event based on continuous memory (as opposed to recovered 

memory) 
 

 Statements of witnesses to event 
 

 Direct reference in denominational archives at the time 
 

 Direct reference in personal papers at the time  
 

 Other victims' (of same accused) statements based on continuous memory 
 

 Accused person's statement of event, whether they signed a Consent form or not, 
and whether they talked to the Panel or not 

 
 Victim's statements based on continuous memory to others in other contexts 

 
 Corroboration of these statements by other people 

 
 Indirect references from victim personal papers at the time 

 
 Corroboration of behavior changes or emotional states as related to the incident in 

question 
 

 Statements from witnesses to aspects of event, based on continuous memory 
 

 Victim personal papers from later on 
 

 Symptoms of behavior or personality or emotional changes 
 

 Long term observations by others 
 

 Indirect reference or supporting information in denominational archives 
 

 Other witnesses’ explanation of the event 
 

 Accused person's pre-incident history 
 

 Accused person's functioning 
 

 Alleged victim’s pre-incident history 
 

 Alleged victim’s functioning 
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The Panel used these types of information to assess: 
 
Credibility:  Believability of people or information: that what is described and presented 
to the Panel now is the result of an actual incident of abuse. 
 
The Panel assessed credibility by asking:20 
 

 Can the victim provide a coherent description of the incident? 
 Can the victim give a coherent description of the context of the incident? 
 In providing the description, does the victim both describe an emotional reaction 

at the time that is consistent with having been abused, and have a present 
emotional reaction consistent with having been abused? 

 Is the nature of the detail in the description provided by the victim consistent with 
features or characteristics of abuse or with memory of a traumatic event?  (e.g. 
some types of details are remembered more clearly than others when a person is 
abused or traumatized)21 

 Does the victim’s description, knowledge, and information, as reflected in their 
statements to the Panel, represent consistency with the victim’s age at the time of 
abuse?22 

 Can the Panel identify the victim’s purpose in coming forward?  Specifically does 
the information reveal any evidence of malicious intent? 

 Are there special considerations or circumstances which lend credence to or 
detract from the credibility of the person’s information? 

 
Reliability:  Consistency or accuracy of people or information; that the information under 
examination comes from a source that is consistent or accurate in rendering events into 
oral or written description, either at the time or from one time period to another.  This 
does not mean the Panel expected witnesses to remember every exact detail. (That would 
not be credible.) 
 
The Panel assessed the reliability of individuals or information: 
 

 Internally, relative to the individual’s interaction with the Panel over time:  There 
is consistency between interview statements and written descriptions provided in 
other communication, or that details given at one point in time match details 
shared at another point in time. 

                                                
20 Faller, Kathleen Coulborn, (1993).  Child Sexual Abuse:  Intervention and Treatment 
Issues.  U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and 
Families, Administration on Children, Youth and Families, National Center on Child 
Abuse and Neglect, pp. 58, 119-122. 
21 Terr, Lenore, M.D. (1994). Unchained Memories: True Stories of Traumatic 
Memories, Lost and Found.  New York: BasicBooks, pp. 28-29,35. 
22 Op. Cit., Faller, p. 58. 
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 Externally, relative to how one individual’s information compares with 
information from another person or from archival sources. 

 Overall, is there consistency between all of the sources on information pertaining 
to one incident? 

 Contextually:  Are the allegation and aftermath described consistent with what the 
Panel knows about that mission field, school, or other venue? 

 Reported impact:  Does each type of long term effect or aftermath described 
plausibly reflect, given empirical research on the effects of abuse, an actual event 
such as described by the allegation? 

 Compatibility:  Does the information fit into a pattern or help provide a coherent 
picture of what occurred? 

 
Most likely:  A judgment about whether a particular interpretation is the most likely one 
often hinges on alternative explanations.  A determination of abuse requires that abuse be 
the most likely, at some level of certainty (see level of certainty discussion below), 
explanation from a set of alternatives.23  

 
1. The Panel generated possible alternative explanations from information gained 
through the interviews and archival research. 
 
2. From the assessments described above, the Panel identified pieces of 
information that may not be consistent with others.  In the process of evaluating 
the credibility and reliability of these sources, the Panel recognized that sources of 
information may represent: 

Truth 
Partial truth 
False information.24 
 
False information can be provided as honest mistakes, confusion, or a 
range of motivations including maliciousness.25 

 
In addition, people may have responded to questions with: 

False denials 
False assertions.26 
 

                                                
23 Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, (December 2002), Interviewing 
Child Witnesses and Victims of Sexual Abuse, U.S. Department of Justice, Office of 
Justice Programs, Washington DC, p. 17. 
24 Ibid. p. 17. 
25 Ibid p. 17; and, Child Welfare League of America (1999). Standards of Excellence: 
CWLA Standards of Excellence for Services for Abused or Neglected Children and Their 
Families.  Child Welfare League of America: Washington DC, p. 43. 
26 Op. Cit. ,CWLA manual, p. 43. 
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The Panel received only accounts of abuse where individuals had continuous memory.   
The Panel was confronted with no instances of recovered memory. 
 
In summary, the Panel sought multiple and various sources of information for each aspect 
of an allegation.  It assessed the sufficiency of the information for each allegation by 
examining both the breadth and the depth of the available facts: 
 

Breadth: Facts about the  
Alleged victim 
Accused individual 
Incident 
Setting 
Effects 
Informing others 
 

Depth:  Evaluation of 
  Credibility 
  Reliability 
  Most likely 

 
If the information on an allegation did not meet these criteria for breadth or depth, the 
allegation had INSUFFICIENT INFORMATION to assess whether or not abuse 
occurred. 
 
If the Panel had sufficient breadth or depth of information on an allegation, it proceeded 
to the next step.
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G. FOR REPORTS OF INDIVIDUAL INCIDENTS:   
 DEFINITION OF PHYSICAL OR SEXUAL ABUSE 
 
Child maltreatment, in general, is defined more broadly than the scope of the IARP’s 
investigations.  It is important, therefore, to understand what the IARP did NOT address, 
in terms of maltreatment, in order to understand what it could and DID address. 
 
Child maltreatment is defined as acts of commission and omission, by parents or other 
caregivers, which result in harm or potential harm for a child.   There need not be any 
intention to cause harm to a child for maltreatment to occur.27 
 
Acts of commission are considered abuse:  physical, sexual, or psychological.  Acts of 
omission are considered neglect: failure to provide for physical, emotional, medical or 
education needs; and, failure to supervise.28   
 
The IARP’s Charter directed the Panel to investigate allegations of physical or sexual 
abuse.29 (in bold below) 
 
 

Child maltreatment:  acts of parents and caregivers that cause harm30 
 

Commission:  Abuse  physical sexual  psychological 
 
Omission: Neglect failure to provide  failure to supervise 
 
 
There are three important factors to note here. 
 
1) The above definition of maltreatment specifies parents and caregivers as the actors.  
The IARP, however, received allegations of abuse where older children were accused of 
abusing younger children.  These types of reports and allegations are not unusual in our 
society.  For over twenty years, states have had civil and criminal definitions of abuse 
that have been applied to minor perpetrators.  Out of necessity then, the IARP developed 
a separate definition for sexual or physical abuse where a minor was accused of abusing 
another minor.   This definition draws on commonly recognized criteria and distinctions.   

                                                
27 Child Maltreatment Surveillance: Uniform definitions for public health and 
recommended data elements.  Version 1.0, January 2008, Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention, National Center for Injury Prevention and Control, Atlanta GA. P. 11 
28 Ibid. 
29 Charter, Section III. Scope. 
30 CDC p. 11. 
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2)  The IARP’s Charter also directed the Panel to examine the “actions and inactions of 
WMD and its staff.”31  In some cases, these actions or inactions could be considered 
failure to provide or failure to supervise, defined as neglect above.  In other cases, the 
actions and inactions could relate to administrative behavior or actions taken relative to a 
policy or accepted approach of the mission unit or Church.   Given the Charter, the IARP 
needed to develop a definition of “actions and inactions” that could relate to a range of 
behaviors related to Presbyterian mission fields. 
 
3) For some people, child maltreatment could also be defined by systemic factors or 
denominational actions that represent a lack of attention to children.  For example, 
allocations of monetary or personnel resources to programs or activities benefitting 
children, denominational policies for mission personnel with children, standards for 
employment for personnel working with children, or denominational mission strategies 
and their consideration of children on the mission field.   For the IARP, the “actions and 
inactions of WMD staff” cited in the Charter refer to individual or mission administrative 
board actions or inactions.  The behavior the Panel investigated was proximate to the 
allegations received.  The inquiries did, however, touch on systemic and denominational 
questions and concerns, and the Panel addressed these in the Recommendations section 
of the Final Report. 
 
The following chart summarizes the general characterization of child maltreatment, these 
additional factors, and indicates where the IARP focused its investigations. 
 
 

Child maltreatment:  acts of parents and caregivers that cause harm 
 
Denominational   Recommendations section of Final Report 
   context & issues 
 
Commission:  Abuse  physical sexual  psychological 
 
Commission: Abuse  physical or sexual abuse by a minor  
 
Commission & 
  Omission:  Actions & failure to secure basic physical safety of a child 
   Inactions 
 
Omission: Neglect failure to provide  failure to supervise 
 
Underlined items  are from CDC reference. 
Italicized items added and developed by IARP. 
Bold items are the scope of the IARP’s investigations. 
 
                                                
31 Charter, Section III. Scope. 
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A. Definition: Sexual abuse 
 
Adult behavior committed against a minor 

Any completed or attempted sexual act, sexual contact with, or exploitation 
(i.e. noncontact sexual interaction) of a child by an adult.32  

 
Examples: 
 

1) Sexual acts include contact involving penetration, however slight, between the 
mouth, penis, vulva, or anus of the child and another individual.  Sexual acts also 
include penetration, however slight, of the anal or genital opening by a hand, 
finger or other object.  Sexual acts can be performed by the adult on the child or 
by the child on the adult, or a child can be forced to commit a sexual act on 
another individual.33 
 
2) Abusive sexual contact includes intentional touching, either directly or through 
clothing of the following:  genitalia, anus, groin, breast, inner thigh, buttocks.  
Abusive sexual contact does not involve penetration of any of the above.  Abusive 
sexual contact can be performed by the adult on the child or by the child on the 
adult, or between the child and another individual through force or coercion of an 
adult.34 
 
3) Noncontact sexual abuse does not include physical contact of a sexual nature 
between the adult and child.  Noncontact sexual abuse includes:  a) acts which 
expose a child to sexual activity (pornography, voyeurism, intentional exposure 
through exhibitionism); b) recording a child in a sexual manner; c) sexual 
harassment (creating a hostile environment through comments or attention of a 
sexual nature); and d) prostitution or trafficking.35

                                                
32 CDC, p. 14.  This definition can also include “or of an non-consenting adult by another 
adult.”  By the Charter, the Panel could have included adult abuse of a non-consenting 
adult, but there were no allegations of this type. 
33 CDC, p. 14 
34 CDC, p. 15. 
35 CDC, p. 15. 
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Minor behavior committed against a minor 
 
Definition: 

Sexual or physical abuse as defined above, with these additional criteria:   
 

a) The accused minor perpetrator was in a dominant position over the alleged minor 
victim.  For this criteria, the Panel looked for indicators of dominance, such as: 
 

1) Age differences; 
2) Physique – physical size or weight differences; 
3) Status – the implicit role of older children in a boarding setting, e.g. 
serving as role models, or substitute parents for younger children; 
4) Delegated responsibility – an older child being delegated by an adult to 
care for a younger child. 
5) Any other factor or circumstance that demonstrates a difference of power, 
e.g. bullying behaviors. 

 
The IARP determined, for allegations of abuse by minors, what specific factors 
constituted the dominance of one child over the other.  
 
If the Panel cannot identify and describe the specific factors, then this definition 
for physical or sexual abuse by a minor is not met. 
 
This criterion is designed to rule out mutual sexual activity, exploration, or play. 

 
b) The accused minor’s behavior was purposeful, or deliberate. 
 

For this criterion, the Panel will look for indications that the accused minor’s 
behavior was intended to be sexual, and was directed toward personal 
gratification, or intended to cause physical injury.    
 
Relevant behaviors here include evidence that the contact was planned, provisions 
to hide or keep the behavior secret, or purposeful selection of targets or timing of 
contacts. 
 
This criterion is designed to rule out incidental or accidental contact between 
minors. 
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B. Physical abuse:  
 
Adult behavior committed against a minor. 
Minor behavior committed against a minor. 
 
Definition: 

 
Intentional use of physical force against a child that results in, or has the 
potential to result in, physical injury.  Physical abuse includes physical acts 
ranging from those which do not leave a physical mark on the child to 
physical acts which cause permanent disability, disfigurement, or death.  
Physical abuse can result from discipline or physical punishment.36 
 

Examples: 
 

Physical acts can include hitting, kicking, punching, beating, stabbing, biting, 
pushing, shoving, throwing, pulling, dragging, dropping, shaking, strangling or 
choking, smothering, burning, scaling, and poisoning.37 
 
 

The Panel’s definition is based on intentional use of physical force to rule out accidental 
injury as a result of play. 
 
The focus on the potential for physical injury moves the inquiry well beyond corporal 
punishment, like spanking.  The Panel did not consider corporal punishment, per se, 
which was practiced in some residential schools to be physical abuse. 
 
This focus on the potential for physical injury also moved the Panel beyond the cultural 
norms or standards for discipline in any particular period of time.  The Panel did not 
judge the past by today’s standards. 
 
The Panel received no allegations of physical abuse of a minor against a minor.

                                                
36 CDC, p. 14. 
37 CDC, p. 14. 
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H. FOR REPORTS OF THE ACTIONS OR INACTIONS OF WMD and its 
STAFF: CRITERIA FOR FAILURE TO PROTECT 
 
For mission administrative-level determinations, the Panel established a definition of 
failure to secure basic physical safety of a child. 
 
As a Church, we believe that children of believers are part of the covenant family of the 
Church and that Baptism has particular significance in this respect:  “The sacrament 
declares publicly and openly to all assembled that this child has been claimed by God, 
and has been ingrafted into the body of Christ, which is his Church.”38  With this 
adoption, the Church assumes responsibility for nurturing the baptized person in the 
Christian life.39  Particular members of the faith community may be charged with special 
responsibility for nurture. 
 
On the mission field, the Church was represented by 

a) the person(s) or boards in administrative positions for the mission community 
or its institutions (e.g., field secretary, legal representative, school board, hostel 
board); 
b) the local mission field personnel or mission community as formally organized 
(e.g., through committees for MK education);  
c) the local mission community informally (e.g., through the use of “aunt” and 
“uncle” for any adult missionary to express the sense of an extended family); and, 
d) those with special designated roles, hired or appointed by the mission agency 
(e.g., teachers, houseparents). 
 

Securing basic physical safety is a first step toward nurture and guidance.  A safe 
environment, one free from physical or sexual abuse, facilitates support, instruction, faith 
formation, and overall growth and development.   Conversely, an unsafe environment 
causes children to concentrate their energies on survival and self-protection, an emphasis 
that makes it difficult for them to engage positive developmental resources.  Basic 
physical safety for children is thus necessary before the church can hope to successfully 
fulfill its responsibility for nurturing and guiding children’s growth and faith. 
 

                                                
38 The Constitution of the United Presbyterian Church in the United States of America, 
1962, Chapter V, The Sacrament of Baptism, p. 106.  The various predecessor 
denominations encompassed by the IARP’s inquiries expressed this differently in their 
constitutions and Books of Order.  For example:  “The children of believers are, through 
the covenant and by right of birth or adoption, members of the Church.” The Book of 
Church Order, Presbyterian Church in the United States, 1982/1983, Part II, Chapter 7, 7-
3, p. 21. 
39 Constitution of the UPCUSA, 1962, p. 107:  “The congregation shall then, in the name 
of the whole Church of Christ, be asked to undertake responsibility for the growth of the 
child in Christian nurture..” 
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Failure to protect 
 
Definition: 
 

Failure to secure basic physical safety of a child occurs when an individual or 
entity, associated with children on the mission field in one of the four roles 
noted above (administrative position, formal mission community role, 
informal mission community role, or specially designated role), fails to keep a 
child safe from the threat of or actual occurrence of physical or sexual abuse.   
 

Failure is further measured according to these criteria: 
 
a) Can the individual or committee in question be identified according to one of 
the four roles – administrative leadership, formal mission community, informal 
mission community, or specially designated role – that effected children on the 
mission field? 

 
If the Panel cannot identify the role and describe its context, then this 
definition of failure to secure physical safety is not met. 
 

b) The failure must be identified with “an action or inaction” by the individual or 
committee.   

 
This provision is designed to exclude conditions and circumstances 
beyond the control of the individual or committee, such as civil 
revolutions or coups that might threaten the physical safety of every 
member of a mission community on the mission field. 
 

 c) The individual or committee must have had the authority, capacity or resources 
to secure the child’s basic physical safety. 

 
d) The failure is evident when compared to similar behavior by similar individuals 
in similar positions.  For example, a houseparent might be judged to have failed to 
secure basic physical safety if a subsequent houseparent, in the same dorm, with 
the same number of children, working under similar conditions and 
circumstances, was able to provide for a child’s basic physical safety. 

 
e) The Panel is able to identify clearly the threat of or actual occurrence of 
physical or sexual abuse associated with the failure to secure basic physical 
safety. 
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I.  CONCLUDING THERE WAS ABUSE OR FAILURE TO PROTECT 
 
The Charter designating the Panel as a fact-finding body did not specify what standard 
the Panel should use in making determinations about the allegations it investigated.  The 
Panel came to several conclusions in examining various standards and their applications: 
 
1. The Panel was specifically chartered as a non-disciplinary, non-adjudicative, non-
adversarial entity, and did not have the power to compel testimony, so it was 
inappropriate for the Panel to adopt the PC(U.S.A.)’s standard for formal disciplinary 
action in judicial proceedings:  beyond a reasonable doubt.  The Charter directs the Panel 
to refer cases where it finds abuse occurred to appropriate disciplinary bodies, as 
applicable.  This means that the results of the Panel’s inquiry may lead to the opportunity 
for further decision-making using different standards in those instances. 
 
2.  Given the gravity of the allegations under examination, the Panel needed a minimum 
standard of preponderance of the evidence in order to make a determination. 
 
Therefore, as a fact-finding body, the Panel adopted a standard of “clear and convincing” 
for determination of whether abuse or failure to protect occurred or not.  The Panel 
weighed the sum total of information for each alleged incident, given prior assessments 
of credibility, reliability, and what was most likely, against this standard to see if it could 
say that the information clearly and convincingly pointed to abuse having occurred.  
Were the facts the Panel found persuasive to this level of certainty that physical or sexual 
abuse was the explanation of the alleged incident or failure to protect? 
 
Where the Panel could answer this question affirmatively, it made a determination that 
abuse or failure to protect had occurred. 
 
Where the Panel could not answer affirmatively, it made no determination. 
 
Where the facts indicated clearly and convincingly that abuse had not occurred, the Panel 
made a determination that abuse or failure to protect did not occur. 
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J. SPECIAL NOTES 
 
Judging the Past by the Present 
 

A number of participants expressed concern that the Panel would be judging what 
happened in the past by current standards. The Panel took into account that standards 
have evolved over time.  However, some behaviors were cause for concern in the past 
and are still cause for concern today.  This Protocol was designed to focus on behaviors 
that transcended cultural norms and the vicissitudes of public awareness of abuse.  These 
features are especially important: 
 

• The Panel used definitions developed by an authoritative agency, the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention, with a mandate to collect and synthesize 
information from a wide variety of sources. 

• The definitions focus on behaviors without reference to their interpretation at the 
time of occurrence.   

• In addition, the Panel added criteria to some definitions to refine a conclusion of 
abuse, and make it more specific to the mission context. 

 
The concern about judging the past by the present was especially acute for some 

participants in the Panel’s consideration of accusations of sexual abuse. The fear was that 
the Panel would evaluate past behaviors through the current lens of heightened concern 
about sexual predators and adolescent offenders.  The Panel took note of the fact that 

 
The twenty years after 1980 were a curious mix of undramatic continuity and 
dynamic change in policy toward sex offenders in the United States.  The fewest 
changes in legal policy concerned basic prohibitions in the criminal law about sexual 
conduct.  The range of practices prohibited by the criminal law did not change 
much…There were no new categories of sex offenses created during this period…40 
 

While the Panel was not concerned with criminal law, public awareness and social policy 
toward child abuse, especially sexual abuse, often change hand in hand with legislative 
attention and statutory changes.   
 To test applications of definitions and criteria to the behavior described, the Panel 
paid attention to how adults at the time defined and reacted to the behavior when they 
became aware of it.  In one instance, the Panel located a denominational policy on sexual 
harassment and sexual misconduct that served as a guide to what was considered 
inappropriate behavior at the time.  And, in some cases, the Panel referenced legislation 
in place at the time of the event described in order to understand how the behavior might 
have been interpreted had it occurred in the United States. 
 
 

                                                
40 Zimring, Franklin E. (2004). An American Travesty: Legal Responses to Adolescent 
Sexual Offending.  Chicago IL: University of Chicago Press, p. 32. 
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Sexual abuse by minors41 
 

When the PC(U.S.A.) chartered the IARP, neither the GAMCXC nor the Panel 
members anticipated the large number of reports of abuse by minors.  The volume and 
complexity of these reports led the Panel to request that the GAMCXC amend the Charter 
to give the Panel discretion over where those found to have committed abuse would be 
named.  

Still, some questioned whether the Charter applied to minors as accused 
individuals.  The Charter directed the IARP to “receive allegations of physical or sexual 
abuse” with the purpose to “pursue the truth, encourage healing and promote justice.”  
This applies to minors when they were on the mission field by virtue of their parent’s 
appointment by the PC(U.S.A.) or a predecessor denomination.   In addition, the Church 
had an interest in the Panel’s investigations of reports of abuse by minors because the 
settings for many of these reports were boarding facilities developed, owned, and 
operated by the Church.  Thus the supervision and oversight of the settings fit squarely 
into the Charter’s directive to the Panel to evaluate the “actions and inactions of WMD 
staff.” 

Some might argue that any sexual behavior by a minor is experimental or normal, 
and thus should not be evaluated as a report of possible abuse.  Sexual behavior by a 
minor is experimental or normal when the behavior: 

 
 Is between peers 
 Is a choice:  each has the choice for the behavior to continue or to stop 
 Stops because one person says no 
 Is accidental rather than planned 
 Has curiosity as the purpose of the behavior 
 Has a sense of playfulness with no anxiety 
 Is not a secret 
 Has positive or neutral aftereffects, e.g. no later attempts to avoid the other child. 

 
 Sexual behavior by a minor crosses the line and becomes abuse when the 
behavior: 
 

 Is by an older child on a younger child, or a bigger child on a smaller child 
 Is not a choice:  one child wants the behavior while the other child does not 
 Is such that one child feels afraid to say no, or says no and the behavior does not 

stop 
 Causes the child to feel intimidated, coerced, or forced into the behavior 
 Is thought about beforehand and, subsequently, becomes planned and 

opportunities sought 
 Has control and sense of power as the purpose of the behavior 
 Results in a sense of anxiety and fear, then dread about the next time it might 

happen 
                                                
41 The Panel was very careful to distinguish between experimentation and abusive 
behavior.  The Panel did not count the former. 
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 Is a secret, or has a sense not to tell because no one would believe them or might 
blame them 

 Results in negative aftereffects for the victim:  fear, anxiety, betrayal, shame, 
confusion, humiliation, hurt, followed often by subtle behavior changes, such as 
trying to avoid the person as well as situations where the aggressor might be.42 
 
The Panel noted, moreover, that society has been concerned with the conduct of 

juveniles since the late 1800s when juvenile courts were created.43 Nomenclature has 
changed – delinquent to offender – but the concern has remained.  Research indicates 
that, in general, “patterns of sexual offending among children and youth have been 
consistent throughout the history of the juvenile court.”44 Age differences, the use of 
force or coercion, and repetition of offense are long-standing standards used to evaluate 
the seriousness of sexual conduct by minors.45 

 
Sexual abuse and sexual orientation 
 
 The Panel was concerned with reports of abuse.  An individual’s sexual 
orientation or preference was irrelevant to the investigation of alleged abusive behaviors.  
The Panel had no mandate by the Charter to be concerned with other than behaviors of 
abuse.  The Panel urges readers to set aside concerns they might have about sexual 
orientation and preference, and focus instead on the allegedly abusive behaviors the Panel 
examined, the context for those behaviors and others’ responses to them, and the long-
term outcomes of these incidents for the Church and the individuals involved. 
 
 There is no overlap or causal connection between a person’s sexual orientation 
and their propensity to engage in sexual abuse:   
 
1. Most heterosexuals and most homosexuals do not sexually abuse others.  Sadly, 
however, some heterosexuals and some homosexuals do sexually abuse adults or 
children.  Knowing a person’s sexual orientation tells nothing about whether or not they 
are a sexual offender.46   
 
2. Similarly, knowing that someone is a sexual offender, even knowing the gender of 
their victims, is not a sure guide to their sexual orientation.  Since sexual abuse is 
fundamentally an assertion of power of the offender over the victim, and not primarily a 
sexual act, the choice of victim is often opportunistic:  The offender first and foremost 
chooses from among the targets available.  If the available targets do not represent the 
                                                
42	  	  

43	  Op.	  Cit.	  Zimring,	  p.	  104.	  

44	  Op.	  Cit.	  Zimring,	  p.	  109-‐110.	  

45	  Op.	  Cit.	  Zimring,	  p.	  38,	  67.	  

46	  Child	  Development,	  pp.	  111-‐113.	  	  	  
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offender’s sexual preference, abuse can still occur.  So, there is no basis in fact for 
making an assumption of sexual preference or orientation from simply knowing an 
individual offender’s choice of victim. 
 
3. This is particularly true for adolescent offenders, who are more constrained than adult 
offenders in their ability to find and groom targets or victims.  Children and adolescent 
offenders are constrained in their choice of victim by who else lived or visited on their 
mission station, who lived with them in their dorm, who attended school with them, and 
who was with them on extracurricular activities.  In any of these settings, their actions 
were also constrained by their ability to escape adult notice, something that was much 
easier for adults to do than minors.  Children and adolescent offenders were unable to 
travel outside of these venues to seek what might be more preferable, from a sexual 
standpoint, victims.   
 
4. Because minor offenders faced these constraints, their choice of victim is less a 
reflection of preference and more a reflection of opportunity.  For this reason, adolescent 
offenders may have victims of both genders and a wide range of ages.   
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Table 1, following, is a summary of the steps of the Panel’s Finding of Fact Protocol.   
 
The top row, reading from left to right (receipt of report, classification, investigation, 
evaluation, decision and outcome), represents a chronology of the Panel’s process, from 
receiving a report through the various steps involved in evaluating it. 
 
The left column identifies important factors to highlight in the Finding of Fact process:  
the type of report, the work flow or information the Panel collects or the evaluation 
conducted at each stage, potential panel decisions, and potential panel actions. 
 
Panel decisions and actions, the bottom two rows on the chart, are noted for each report 
of abuse in the Final Report. 
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Table 1. Summary of Panel process and Finding Protocol  (Please see Finding of Fact Protocol for definitions of terms and explanations.) 
 Receipt Classification Investigation Evaluation Decision Outcome   

Types   Individual     Individual     
of    * Concern     * Concern     
reports   * Supporting     * Supporting statement     
       statement     * Allegation     
    * Allegation            Sexual abuse by adult     
                 Sexual abuse by minor     
                 Physical abuse     
    Mssn admin (only     Mission administrative     
     w/ an allegation)            Failure to protect     
Work Report   Collect facts Sexual abuse       
flow received   * Alleged victim * Sexual acts       
      * Accused person * Abusive sexual contact       
  Collect    * Incident * Noncontact sexual abuse       
  initial   * Setting By minor:       
  information   * Effects * Dominance       
  * Witnesses   * Others informed * Deliberateness       
  * Archives             
      Characteristics Physical abuse       
      of facts and * Intent       
      relationships * Potential for injury       
      * Sources of info         
      * Types of info Mssn admin failure to protect       
      * Credibility * Role       
      * Reliability * Authority       
      * Likelihood of * Comparison       
         abuse * Identify threat or actual abuse       
Potential   Does or does not Sufficient or   Clearly and convincingly:     
Panel   fit scope of  Insufficient Does or does not fit definition of Abuse      
decision   Panel’s Charter information abuse or failure to protect No decision     
          Not abuse      
Potential           Referral   
Panel Mandatory Third party     Name in final report Notification   
action report notification     Name in need-to-know report Processing   
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APPENDIX L: 
 

Naming Protocol 
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INDEPENDENT ABUSE REVIEW PANEL 
P.O. Box 18241 

Rochester, NY 14618 
1 (866) 313-3694 

IARPanel@gmail.com 
 

Protocol for Naming Decisions 
 

The IARP Charter provides for the Panel, when there is “sufficient evidence to reach a 
determination that the alleged abuse occurred” to name those person responsible for the 
abuse.47  The Charter notes the Panel’s discretion in naming for the public Final Report, 
and the Panel’s discretion in publishing a Need-to-Know Report. 
 
The Witness Agreement and Release Form, as the document that specifies how the 
Charter’s provisions apply to individual witness’ relationships to the IARP, is even 
clearer about the Panel’s responsibility to name those found to have committed abuse.  
Item #5 states: 
 

5. The IARP will produce a final report that will be available to the public.  I also 
understand that, as it deems fit, the IARP also has discretion to publish a Need-to-
Know Report(s) to a more limited group of individuals.  If the IARP determines 
that abuse occurred, the offender will be named in either the final report or a 
Need-to-Know Report.   The IARP has the discretion to determine in which report 
the name occurs.  The IARP also has the discretion to determine the distribution 
of the Need-to-Know Report. I understand that, as an individual who has signed a 
Witness Agreement and Release Form, I will receive a copy of the final report 
from the IARP. If a Need-to-Know Report is produced in a case for which I have 

                                                
47 Charter, Section XI Process:  “The final report will include— 

1. Any necessary background information about mission life. 

2. A thorough report of the IARP’s findings, specifically including whether or not 
there was sufficient evidence to reach a determination that the alleged abuse occurred. 

3. The names of those who are found to have committed abuse at the discretion of 
the IARP.  As it deems fit, the IARP also has discretion to publish a Need-to-Know 
Report(s) to a more limited group of individuals.  Where the allegation of abuse is not 
sustained, the IARP should use its careful discretion in determining whether or not to 
name those individuals.  For example, it may be appropriate to make no statement 
(including the accused’s name) where the allegation is found to be entirely groundless. 

4. Findings about the actions and inactions of WMD and its staff members. 

5. Recommendations for improvements to the processes of WMD.” 
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served as a witness, I understand that I will receive a copy of that report from the 
IARP.48 

 
The Panel used this Protocol after the Finding of Fact Protocol led the Panel to the 
conclusion that abuse occurred in a particular incident. These incidents of abuse were 
further evaluated so the Panel could meet its requirement to name, either in the Final 
Report or a Need-to-Know Report, those individuals found to have committed abuse. 
 
Why name offenders 
 
Naming those found to have committed abuse has been a part of the Panel’s Charter since 
its inception because it serves important purposes: 
 
1. For transparency and accountability.  The Church has chosen to be transparent in its 
desire to pursue the truth, willing to examine openly and honestly the allegations of 
abuse.  In naming, the Church has been willing to look, with integrity, at the 
accountability of that past abuse in an effort to build trust and confidence.49 
 
2. For community safety.  Identification of an offender can give more complete 
information to individuals in decision-making positions, within the Church as well as the 
community at large, as they are called upon to make decisions affecting an offender’s 
current access to children.  Decision-makers may or may not decide to restrict an 
offender’s access, but they are able to consider their decision with more information if 
the Panel has named those whom it found to have committed abuse in the past.  In this 
way, naming serves a public safety or preventive function by giving decision-makers 
more complete information. 
 
3. For the mission field communities and networks of MKs.  Missionaries, called to 
preach that Jesus Christ is the way, the truth, and the life have an opportunity to look at 
where pockets in their community failed, using instead their position to abuse.  Painful as 
it is to look at the truth of abuse in the mission community and, especially to name those 
found to have committed the abuse, it offers nonetheless an opportunity for the mission 
community to examine the structure wherein abuse occurred, to make informed decisions 
and, thereby, to bring about reform and healing. 
 
4. For the victims who came forward.  It took great courage for victims to speak with the 
Panel truthfully about their abuse.  It is of value for victims, now, to know that the 
Church and the mission community heard them and has taken seriously their experiences. 
 
5. For the other victims of the same offender.  Other victims may find some healing and 
relief in knowing that their abuser has been identified and his or her actions investigated.  
Naming is, therefore, one way in which the Church can “promote justice and encourage 

                                                
48 Witness Agreement and Release Form, February 13, 2008. 
49 Parkinson, Sexual abuse and the churches, p. 294. 
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healing” for victims.  Naming allows non-participants to learn of the Church’s actions, 
which may help them to come forward.  Coming forward serves both victims and the 
Church; victims may be able to access services that would be useful to them.  When 
victims come forward, the Church learns more; more information leads to better 
assistance and better preventive efforts. 
 
6. For some offenders.  For some offenders, there may be a sense of relief that the past is 
known.  Disclosure may allow them to get help, receive support from family and friends, 
and move beyond secret-keeping.  Naming is, therefore, one way in which the Church 
can “encourage healing” for offenders. 
 
 
Appropriate outcomes of naming 
 
The appropriate outgrowth of naming, in the Panel’s view, is not ostracizing an 
individual but inclusion with appropriate close supervision.  Naming asks an offender 
now to be responsible for the consequences of their past actions.  An important 
consequence is that abuse disrupts trust, between individuals and within a community, 
and offenders need to work to regain this trust. Family, friends, and the community need 
to accept the person for this to occur. 
 
The Panel was privileged to understand first-hand what appropriate close supervision 
requires of family, friends, and a faith community in the service of protecting children.  
The Panel received direct information from one family about their efforts to supervise 
one offender.   
 
Appropriate close supervision requires acknowledging the reality of and living with the 
truth daily of an individual’s behavior.   Supervision requires strength, faith, and 
commitment on the part of the offender, and on their community. 
 
Alternative courses of action create further risk.  Ostracizing or isolating offenders may 
increase stress, which leads to further sexual abuse.50  Easy forgiveness, quick inclusion 
without supervision, or a rush to restoration without any demonstrated change in behavior 
may also create further endangerment.51   
 
Churches are often inclined to accept words of contrition as demonstrated changes in 
behavior, but truly repentant individuals, aware of the harm they have caused, will accept 
the difficulty of living daily with the consequences of their past behavior.  They will 
understand that the “burden” of appropriate close supervision is small compared to the 
truth and realities that their victim(s) live with every day.   
 

                                                
50 Coker p. 140, 143-145. 
51 Arms, p. 121 at the bottom.  Some actions on the part of the Roman Catholic Church 
also come to mind here. 
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The Church, in many cases, failed to acknowledge abuse and support victims when their 
abuse occurred.  The Church need not repeat this failure now by not acknowledging the 
behavior of abusers and supporting them when their abuse becomes known. 
 
 
 
Where naming occurs 
 
The Panel, by virtue of its Charter, has always had the requirement to name in the public 
Final Report those found to have committed abuse.52  In September 2008, the Panel 
requested an amendment to the Charter that would allow discretion in naming some 
individuals found to have committed abuse in a Need-to-Know Report, with more limited 
distribution, rather than in the Final Report.  The General Assembly Mission Council 
Executive Committee approved the change on September 13, 2008. With this change, the 
Panel continues to name those found to have committed abuse.  Some are named in the 
public Final Report; others are named in a Need-to-Know Report with more limited 
distribution. 
 
The Panel’s naming options, then, became: 
 

FULL  Name in the public final report 
 
NTK  Name in a Need-to-Know report, with more limited distribution,  
  only. 
 

For the Panel, a Need-to-Know Report includes the information provided in the Final 
Report and names the individual found to have committed abuse.  In addition, a Need-to-
Know Report includes a general outline of what the Panel has learned of the offender’s 
Presbyterian affiliations and general whereabouts after the abuse occurred.  
 
Distribution of a Need-to-Know Report 
 
Participants in Panel inquiries who signed a Witness Agreement and Release (WA) will 
receive a copy of any Need-to-Know (NTK) Report the Panel writes for the particular 
mission field inquiry of which they were a part.  For example, people who signed a WA 
and spoke to the Panel about the Congo mission field will receive a copy of any NTK 
Report the Panel writes for the Congo mission field.   
 
NTK reports will also be distributed in three other ways: 
 
1.  “You need to know”:  The IARP will initiate distribution to PC(U.S.A)-related 
institutions where the offender has or has had an affiliation or association. 
 

                                                
52 Charter, Section IX Process. 
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2.  “I need to know”:  NTK reports will be available on request to those associated with 
the mission field or offender in some way.  This is the approach the ICI used.  In this 
instance, people complete a form, which is in the Appendix of the Final Report, 
requesting a NTK report on a particular mission field, and explain their “need to know.”  
These requests are directed to the Executive Director of the General Assembly Mission 
Council who decides whether the request is granted or not. 
  
3.  “Check to see if you need to know”:  The Panel will recommend to the PC(U.S.A) that 
they establish a mechanism whereby any church, PC(U.S.A) entity, or other religious 
institution hiring people or retaining volunteers could inquire whether an individual has 
been the subject of an IARP NTK report.  The PC(U.S.A) could then share the NTK 
report if there was one, or indicate that a NTK report did not exist.  This would serve as a 
counterbalance to offenders who might wish to avoid the consequences of their actions 
by moving to another church or organization.  The responsibility would fall on the church 
or organization to contact the PC(U.S.A). 
 
The Protocol 
 
The Panel’s discretion to name an offender in the public Final Report or a NTK Report 
required a decision-making process that would be  

 Clear to those who were named and to those who participated in Panel inquiries; 
 Consistent across the various mission fields where the Panel conducted its 

investigations; 
 Grounded in empirical research; 
 Careful to distinguish between relevant different types of offenders, such as those 

who were minors at the time of the offense and those who were adults; and, 
 Strongly tied to the Panel’s purposes of encouraging healing, and promoting 

justice.53 
This protocol outlines the Panel’s decision-making process for determining in which 
report those found to have committed abuse are named. 
 

                                                
53 Charter, Section IV. Nature, #1. 
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A. Compile, by offender, all of the incidents, based on evidence collected, that led 
the Panel to conclude there was abuse. 
 
Determination of abuse.  The Panel’s investigation and process for concluding whether or 
not abuse occurred was focused on specific incidents.   
 
Naming.  Naming is person-based; so it was necessary for the Panel to compile, by 
offender, those incidents where the evidence pointed to abuse. 
 
B.  Identify default starting positions and appropriate additional criteria. 
 
In order to accommodate recognized empirical differences between minors and adults 
who offend,54 the Panel identified different default starting positions for the decision to 
name minors and adults: 
 

For those who were minors (under the age of 18) at the time of the identified 
incidents of abuse, the default position was to name in a Need-to-Know report. 
 
For those who were adults (18 or older) at the time of the identified incidents of 
abuse, the default position was to name in the public Final Report. 
 

This difference recognizes that harm may come from public identification.55  Research on 
young offenders and adult offenders indicates that  

 young offenders are more heterogeneous than adult offenders, as a group;56 
 young offenders are less likely than adults, as a group, to commit further sex acts; 

and,57 
 young offenders are more complicated than adults.  For example it may be more 

difficult to distinguish opportunity from preference with young offenders.58 
The Panel’s default positions for minors and adults recognize these empirical distinctions. 
 
Given this distinction, it is important to stress what has been the same for adults and 
minors up to this point:   

 The behaviors included in the definition were the same (ie. sexual abuse by a 
minor needed to meet the behavioral definition of sexual abuse first). 

 The standard for decision-making, clear and convincing, was the same. 
                                                
54 Op. Cit. Zimring, pp. 63-68 
55 Op. Cit. Zimring, p. 155. 
56 Op. Cit. Zimring, p. xiv 
57 Op. Cit. Zimring, p. 62  
58 Op. Cit. Zimring, p. 65 
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 The types of information collected and how the Panel assessed its breadth and 
depth were the same. 

 
There are also differences in how the Panel viewed incidents reported for adults as 
opposed to minors prior to this Protocol.  The definition for sexual abuse by a minor 
included additional criteria to account for peer sexual activity and exploration. 
 
This difference in default starting position for naming, then, is a continuation of the Panel 
distinguishing between acts of minors and acts of adults, as appropriate and based on 
empirical research. 
 
C. Evaluate the incident(s) for each offender to identify patterns, or potential 
progression in severity of offenses. 
 
This step in the process ensured that the Panel would consider all available information to 
engage in a thorough deliberation.   
 
D.  Application of additional criteria 
 
These criteria are factors present for offenders that could change the Panel’s default 
position.  For minors, where the default position is naming in the Need-to-Know Report, 
the presence of aggravating criteria would lead the Panel to name instead in the Final 
Report.  For adults, where the default position is naming in the Final Report, the presence 
of mitigating criteria would lead the Panel to name instead in the Need-to-Know Report.   
 
Factors: 
 
1. Reports of multiple victims, whether the person was caught at the time or not.  More 
than one incident and more than one victim point to a more consistent pattern of abusive 
behavior.59  AGGRAVATING FACTOR. 
 

The presence of multiple or serial victims raises, for the Panel, the probability that 
there are other victims who may benefit from knowing that this offender has been 
investigated for abuse and named. 
 

2. Moral recidivism: The occurs when others did become aware of the behavior, and there 
were consequences for the offender, yet the offender repeated the behavior again.  The 
awareness by others is not the same as arrest or official conviction, which is why this is 
termed “moral” recidivism.60  AGGRAVATING FACTOR. 
 

                                                
59 Op. Cit. Zimring, p. 129. 
60 Op. Cit. Zimring, p. 129. 
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Evidence to date shows fairly low official sexual offense recidivism rates for 
minors; the rates in research the Panel consulted ranged from 0 – 14%.61  The fact 
that an individual experienced consequences for their abusive behavior, though, 
and then repeated the behavior leads the Panel to question whether learning 
occurred.  Repetition under these circumstances points to a greater degree of 
deliberateness than was required for the Panel’s definition of sexual abuse by a 
minor. 
 
For adults, moral recidivism occurred when children informed adults of their 
abuse, and adults spoke to the offenders, formally or informally, and told them to 
stop.  Continuation after this type of confrontation, as above, points to purposive 
and deliberate patterns of abuse. 

 
3. Risks to victim:  These include factors such as fragility of the person, or extreme 
concern about exposure of the victim’s identity through naming.62  For example, if the 
incident where the Panel concluded abuse had occurred involved family members as 
offender and victim, naming one individual would effectively name the other.  
MITIGATING FACTOR. 
 

If there are identifiable risks to the victim, and the potential benefits to the Church 
were more difficult to identify, this would lead the Panel to consider naming in 
the Need-to-Know Report.   
 

4. Official church role:  This factor considers whether the offender was serving in a 
church-recognized position at the time of the abuse.63  AGGRAVATING FACTOR. 
 

If the abuse occurred within a church-sanctioned role, then naming publicly 
promotes the safety and integrity of the church community by potentially 
reducing the risk of further victimization.  Naming publicly promotes 
accountability for those in roles where power and leadership are sanctioned by the 
faith community.64 
 

5. Adjudicated:  This factor considers whether there is a secular court decision relevant to 
the Panel’s inquiry.65  AGGRAVATING FACTOR. 
 

A relevant secular court decision is most likely public information, and, as such, it 
functions in much the same way as naming in the Panel’s Final Report.  Church 

                                                
61 Op. Cit.,  Zimring, p. 129. 
62 Panel consultations with clinical and legal consultants. 
63 Panel consultations. 
64 Altobelli, Mediation, p. 5 top paragraph. 
65 Panel consultations. 
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communities may not be aware of relevant secular court decisions, though, so 
naming in the Final Report is appropriate. 

 
E. Naming considerations for mission administrative reports where the Panel 
concluded there was a failure to protect. 
 
Conclusions about mission administrative reports, whether or not there was “failure to 
protect,” involved identifying one of these roles for the accused individuals.  (See the 
Finding Protocol for more detailed information.) 
 
1) Persons in administrative positions for the mission community 
 e.g. field secretaries, school board members. 
 
2) Formal mission community roles 
 e.g. those serving on committees for MK education 
 
3) Informal mission community role 
 e.g. adults were “aunt” and “uncle” to MKs; 
 e.g. MKs stayed in homes of other mission families for extended periods under 
  some circumstances 
 
4) Specially designated teaching or caregiving roles 
 e.g. MK school teachers 
 e.g. dorm or hostel houseparents 
 
Failure to protect is measured relative to threat of or actual occurrence of physical or 
sexual abuse.  The Panel must be able to identify each of the following factors to arrive at 
a determination of “failure to protect.” 
 

a) Does the failure occur in one of the four roles noted above? 
 
b) Is the failure associated with an action or inaction by the individual or church 
administrative unit, entity, or committee? 
 
c) Did the individual or committee have the resources, capacity, and authority to 
secure safety under the circumstances? 
 
d) Is the failure evident by comparison with the behavior of others performing the 
same role under similar circumstances? 
 
e) What is the threat of or actual occurrence of physical or sexual abuse associated 
with the failure to protect? 
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Given this information, the Panel considers these additional criteria for making naming 
decisions for instances of “failure to protect.” 
 
1. If the person’s role was official, then it counts for naming in the FULL report. 
 
2. If there was a pattern of failing to act on information that was available, then it counts 
for naming in the FULL report. 
 
3. If there are risks to the person identified as having failed to protect, e.g. fragility, it 
counts for naming in the NTK report. 
 
4. If the person was required or there was pressure to carry out responsibility beyond 
what was realistically possible, it counts for naming in the NTK report.  Similarly, if the 
person was in a position where other people’s actions or failure to act interfered with or 
impaired the person’s ability to carry out assigned responsibility, it counts for naming in 
the NTK report. 
 
5. If there is potential benefit to the Church, i.e. being able to acknowledge changes 
needed to protect children in the future, it counts toward naming in the FULL report. 
 
6. If the person has demonstrated acceptance of responsibility for the behavior, it counts 
toward naming in the NTK report. 
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APPENDIX M: 
 

Acts of apology and forgiveness as a concern of witnesses 
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Acts of apology and forgiveness as a concern of witnesses 

 

 Concern of witnesses 

 A standard question asked by the Panel of a witness was what outcomes the 

person would like to see as a result of the inquiry.  Many talked emphatically of wanting 

to ensure that vulnerable people, especially children, were protected, and that systemic, 

programmatic changes in the Church were achieved, particularly related to abuse 

prevention and education measures.  Some also talked in very intimate terms about 

personal concerns, including matters related to specific people and acts of apology and 

forgiveness in their own cases. 

 

 This theme of apology and forgiveness was articulated in diverse ways: 

• One witness hoped that the adult missionary who had abused her sexually would 

receive God’s forgiveness, but her hope was contingent upon his first making a 

sincere and full confession; 

• A former high-ranking mission administrator volunteered during his witness 

interview to apologize to those who were harmed in the mission setting during his 

tenure, offering this in the spirit of South Africa’s Truth and Reconciliation 

Commission chaired by Anglican Archbishop Desmond Tutu66; 

• One witness described how, as an adult, she had confronted the person who sexually 

violated her as a child at a mission school, and when he apologized, she forgave him; 

• Two former missionaries, upon learning how some of their missed opportunities to 

take preventive actions had resulted in sexual harm to a minor in their care, expressed 

the desire to apologize for their omissions; 

• Several people accused of sexual abuse told the Panel they wanted to seek the 

forgiveness of certain victims, but did not offer to seek this from others; 

• One accused offender spoke of the certainty of knowing God had forgiven him; 

                                                
66 Desmond Mpilo Tutu (1999) No Future without Forgiveness, Image Book: New York, 
NY. 
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• Some victims of sexual abuse stated they had long ago unilaterally forgiven their 

offenders, and wanted no contact with them. 

 

 On occasion, witnesses asked the Panel to facilitate interaction between the 

affected parties in their cases so that apologies could be offered and forgiveness sought.  

Such requests presented several distinct difficulties.  The first problem was that the Panel 

understood the request as beyond its primary fact-finding role and function as defined by 

the Charter.  The second problem was the pragmatics of how this type of interaction 

would be structured.  Conceptual and procedural issues quickly emerged. 

 

 A key consideration for the Panel was the witnesses’ lack of a standard or 

common definition of what constituted either an apology or forgiveness.  Witnesses’ 

statements about these topics were distinctly individual.  Some who had been victims 

sought to honor the tenet of their Christian faith community that scriptural injunctions 

require them to forgive.  However, not all witnesses were practicing Christians, and not 

all practicing Christian witnesses understood forgiveness the same way.67  Some who had 

been victims talked of forgiveness as neither a religious or spiritual concept, but as a 

practical way to obtain personal closure on long-festering events.  The mission 

administrator who was willing to apologize embraced the goals and means of restorative 

justice as applied in the specific context of a national commission in one country.  

Whether this approach would transfer as effectively to the specific circumstances of the 

IARP inquiry and the affected individuals was an open question. 

 

                                                
67 The Panel respected witnesses’ declared religious or spiritual practices, or lack thereof.  
We note that there are different understandings of passages about forgiveness.  For a 
scholarly analysis, see Frederick W. Keene, “Structure of Forgiveness in the New 
Testament,” Chapter in Carol J. Adams & Marie M. Fortune (Eds.), Violence Against 
Women and Children: A Christian Theological Sourcebook, Continuum Publishing Co.: 
New York, NY, c. 1995, pp. 121-134.  His careful linguistic analysis of Hebrew Bible 
and New Testament scriptures explores the relationship between forgiveness and 
repentance, and the asymmetrical power of an offender over a victim of sexual violation 
as a pattern to be reversed before forgiveness is considered. 
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 A second consideration was the motivation of the person expressing the request of 

the Panel.  In cases where an offender wanted to seek a victim’s forgiveness, there was no 

reliable method to assess the person’s intentions.  This was important because a 

fundamental working principle of the Panel was that survivors of abuse would experience 

no new harms.  Whether direct communication with offenders was in the best interests of 

witnesses was an ongoing question the Panel discussed based on our access to 

information about the other parties.  In some cases, people were able to state clearly what 

they wanted from an exchange.  For some who had been victims, their desire was to 

achieve reconciliation with certain individuals.  However, other witnesses who 

considered seeking an apology from their offenders were quite ambivalent.  Uncertainty 

about an offender’s capacity to recognize or comprehend the deep wounds and pain 

inflicted, and thus be less than truly contrite or repentant, resulted in reluctance to expose 

one’s self to the disappointment of being hurt again if the apology was not heart-felt or 

complete.68  In some cases, victims’ had internalized an inappropriate responsibility for 

incidents, including the offenders’ actions.69  At an intuitive level, the offender’s 

culpability was recognized, and yet this self-retribution, a misattribution of blame that 

                                                
68 This understandable, self-preserving hesitation echoes a portion of the prayer, 
“Forgiveness,” in Catherine J. Foote, Survivor Prayers: Talking with God about 
Childhood Sexual Abuse, Westminster/John Knox Press: Louisville, KY, c. 1994, p. 82:  
“God of grace, your forgiveness starts with the naming of the sin.  Will this perpetrator 
name his sin?  Is he willing to acknowledge what his careless, selfish action did?  Will he 
listen to the cost?” 
 
69 Regarding guilt and feelings of complicity as a cognitive distortion incurred as a 
consequence of child sexual abuse, see Anna C. Salter, “Sex Offenders in the Head: 
Effects of Child Abuse on Victim Thinking.” In Transforming Trauma: A Guide to 
Understanding and Treating Adult Survivors of Child Sexual Abuse, Sage Publications: 
Thousand Oaks, CA, c. 1995, pp. 201-219.  The trauma of abuse distorts the child’s 
development of the ability to assess proper responsibility, according to clinical 
psychologists Julian D. Ford & Christine A. Courtois, “Defining and Understanding 
Complex Trauma and Traumatic Stress Disorders.” In Treating Complex Traumatic 
Stress Disorders, The Guilford Press: New York, NY, c. 2009, pp. 13-18.  See also the 
work of Harvard Medical School-affiliated psychiatrist Judith Lewis Herman, Trauma 
and Recovery, Basic Books: New York, NY, c. 1997, Chapter 5, Child Abuse, pp. 96-
114, pp. 189-190.  For a non-academic, highly-regarded work, see Ellen Bass & Laura 
Davis, The Courage to Heal: A Guide for Women Survivors of Child Sexual Abuse, 4th 
edition, Harper & Row: New York, NY, c. 2008. 
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sustained shame and humiliation, generated an emotional and cognitive inhibition against 

holding accountable the person who was truly morally responsible for the abuse and 

betrayal. 

 

 Cautionary position of Panel 

 Based on members’ professional experiences with sexual abuse cases in both 

secular (criminal and civil) and church (ecclesiastical discipline) proceedings, the Panel 

respected the complex and difficult factors inquiry participants faced when considering 

acts of apology and forgiveness as desired outcomes for their cases.  In addition to 

important issues of the role of the Panel and pragmatic difficulties, the Panel carefully 

considered the nature of the abuse that was at the heart of people’s concerns.  The 

academic, clinical, and religious literature that was consulted reinforces a cautionary 

position about the potential risks and challenges in trying to achieve meaningful and 

authentic outcomes related to apology and forgiveness in sexual abuse cases.70  The 

possibility of re-victimization is a serious one, and deserves attention. 

 

 An ethical framework 

 The Panel found an effective ethical framework for thinking about acts of apology 

and forgiveness, particularly in the context of sexual boundary violations in the Church 

and against those who constitute the body of Christ, in Marie M. Fortune’s seven 

categories of justice-making.71  Writing to faith communities, she observes that while 

“[j]ustice is not a category of experience usually associated with personal healing or 

                                                
70 For example, see the collection of 12 essays by 15 authors from different disciplines 
from Australia, New Zealand, and the U.S.A. following a conference in 2000 in 
Canberra, Australia, on attempting to apply restorative justice theory and practice to 
issues of family violence, sexual violence, and domestic violence.  Heather Strang and 
John Braithwaite (Eds.)., Restorative Justice and Family Violence, Cambridge University 
Press: Cambridge, UK, c. 2002.  See the 10 chapters on conceptual and practical issues 
by 12 authors from Australia and the U.S.A. reprinted from a theme-issue of the Journal 
of Religion and Abuse.  Marie M. Fortune & Joretta Marshall (Eds.). Forgiveness and 
Abuse: Jewish and Christian Reflections, The Haworth Pastoral Press: Binghamton, NY, 
c. 2002. 
 
71 Marie M. Fortune, Sexual Violence: The Sin Revisited, The Pilgrim Press: Cleveland, 
OH, c. 2005, pp. 134-161. 
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pastoral care,” it nevertheless “is a necessary component of healing from the trauma of 

sexual violence.”72  Her position derives from work with victims and her theological, 

ethical, and pastoral analyses.  The seven categories are: 

• Truth telling:  the victim’s account of the facts, feelings, and meanings. 

• Acknowledgment:  the moral quality of the experience is heard and understood by a 

person or entity in a position or role of significance. 

• Compassionate presence:  the willingness to listen and be present to the suffering 

without avoiding it or attempting to resolve it for the person. 

• Protecting the vulnerable:  exercise of the community’s responsibility to protect 

others from potential harm. 

• Accountability of the offender:  calling the offender to account as the opportunity to 

change and make right for the brokenness caused, the essence of repentance. 

• Restitution by the offender:  literal (e.g., compensation for counseling expenses) and 

symbolic compensation for losses incurred, ideally provided by the perpetrator as an 

act of repentance, and, if not, by the faith community. 

• Vindication of the victim:  sufficient resolution to allow the person to move forward 

with her/his life. 

 

 There is a basic congruence between these categories and the stated purpose of 

the GA(M)C Executive Committee in creating the inquiry, “pursue the truth, encourage 

healing, and promote justice on behalf of those making allegations and those accused.”73  

In light of the Charter’s broad purposes, the justice-making framework provided a 

reference of concrete actions by which to identify and weigh the potential benefits and 

risks when witnesses considered acts of apology and forgiveness. 

 

 It is important to recognize that an individual who participates in the actions of 

Fortune’s seven categories is the one who ultimately decides whether the actions achieve 

                                                
72 Ibid. p. 134. 

73	  Charter:	  	  Section	  IV.	  Nature,	  #1.	  
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the desired outcome.  What is acceptable for one person may not satisfy another.74  What 

fulfills a person’s need at one point in time may later be regarded as insufficient.  While 

this ethical framework is built of concrete acts, achieving justice, like making an apology 

that is meaningful to the person who was harmed, can be as much a process as an event. 

 

 Survey of options 

 In light of the ethical framework of justice-making, a variety of ideas, constructs, 

and models from multi-disciplinary sources75 were surveyed to discover promising 

options for witnesses who were considering acts of apology and forgiveness.  Structure, 

definitions, goals, techniques, strengths, and weaknesses were considered, as was the 

relative power of the offender in relation to the victim.   Among the options surveyed 

were:  restorative justice,76 mediation,77 facilitated consultation,78 and transformative 

                                                
74 The individual nature of what is an acceptable form of justice corresponds to how 
personal and distinctive the impact of sexual abuse can be for a person.  See the section 
of the Final Report on the individual nature of the impacts of abuse. 
 
75 Examples from secular literature included:  Aaron Lazare, “[Guest Column] What 
makes for a good apology.” For a Change, 16(1, Feb.-Mar.), 2 pages.  Cheryl Regehr & 
Thomas Gutheil, “Apology, justice, and trauma recovery.” Journal of the American 
Academy of Psychiatry and the Law, 30: 425-430, 2002.  Examples from religious 
literature included:  Barbara Lewis-Lakin, “Know Justice, Know Peace: An Examination 
of the Relationship between Justice and Healing in the Practice of Pastoral 
Psychotherapy with Survivors of Clergy Sexual Abuse.”  Unpublished Doctor of Ministry 
research project. Garrett-Evangelical Theological Seminary: Evanston: IL, June 1997, p. 
56.  Margaret F. Arms, “When Forgiveness Is Not the Issue in Forgiveness: Religious 
Complicity in Abuse and Privatized Forgiveness.” Journal of Religion and Abuse, 
4(4):107-128, 2002. 
 
76 Diana L. Grimes. “Practice What You Preach: How Restorative Justice Could Solve 
the Judicial Problems in Clergy Sexual Abuse Cases.” Washington & Lee Law Review,	  
63(Fall):1693ff.,	  2006.	  	  Howard	  Zehr,	  The	  Little	  Book	  of	  Restorative	  Justice,	  Good	  
Books:	  Intercourse,	  PA,	  2002	  
	  
77 Helen Last, “Steps for Mediation and Spiritual Healing Process.” Posted on the World 
Wide Web site of In Good Faith and Associates, c. 2006.  Kimberly Day Lewis, 
“Mediation in cases of sexual abuse by clergy: Use & misuse.” Working Together: A 
Newsletter of the FaithTrust Institute, 25(2, Winter), 2 pages, 2006. 
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justice.79  Lessons from clinical settings80 and religious settings81 about apology and 

forgiveness in the context of sexual abuse were examined. 

 

 Factors for assessing the options included:  participation is voluntary; the model is 

neither therapeutic nor adjudicative in design, intent, or practice; participation would 

pose no foreseeable harms that were not disclosed in advance, e.g., the possibility of 

emotional distress; and, participation would offer foreseeable benefits, e.g., the truth 

being told, healing being encouraged, or justice being promoted. 

 

 Communication model 

 As a practical model to address the concerns of witnesses for whom apology or 

forgiveness was a concern, and to do so in a way that honored the ethical framework of 

justice-making, the Panel was prepared to recommend a structured communications 

approach, a Processing Session.  The model has been described by Gary R. Schoener, a 

clinical psychologist, Minneapolis, Minnesota, who has consulted in thousands of cases 

                                                
78 Anne Underwood, “[EthicsWalk column] Facilitated Conciliation.” PlainViews: A 
Publication of The Healthcare Chaplaincy, 3(23, January 3), 2 pages, 2007. 
 
79 Donna Coker, “Transformative Justice: Anti-Subordination Processes in Cases of 
Domestic Violence.” In Heather Strang and John Braithwaite (Eds.)., Restorative Justice 
and Family Violence, Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, c. 2002, pp. 128-
152. 
 
80 Hilary Eldridge & Jenny Still, “Apology and Forgiveness in the Context of the Cycles 
of Adult Male Sex Offenders Who Abuse Children.” In Anna C. Salter, Transforming 
Trauma: A Guide to Understanding and Treating Adult Survivors of Child Sexual Abuse, 
Sage Publications: Thousand Oaks, CA, c. 1995, pp. 131-158. 
 
81 Patrick Parkinson, Child Sexual Abuse and the Churches: Understanding the Issues, 
second edition, pp. 182-191, 292-295.  Bill Phipps, “Apology to Former Students of 
United Church Indian Residential Schools, and to Their Families and Communities 
(1998).” Posted on the World Wide Web, October 27, 1998.  James S. Evinger & Dorthea 
L. Yoder, “Sexual Abuse, Forgiveness and Justice: A Journey in Faith.” Journal of 
Religion and Abuse, 4(4):71-88, 2002. 
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of professional misconduct, including those involving sexual boundary violations in 

religious communities.82 

 

 The Processing Session “involves attempting to achieve understanding and to get 

explanations.  …processing sessions typically involve: 

1) Meeting in a neutral site, with clarification as to confidentiality and purpose; 

2) The victim’s recounting of her memory of the events…; 

3) A chance for the offender to respond and present how his memory is similar or 

different; 

4) Attempts by the processor to establish common elements in the memories; 

5) A summary at the end as to points of agreement and disagreement.”83 

 

 A communications approach does not promise the outcome of apology or 

forgiveness, results that the Panel could not guarantee or control.  However, a 

fundamental understanding of events, based on facts, perceptions, feelings, and 

meanings, is the precursor to the possibility that either could occur as a by-product. 

 

                                                
82 Gary R. Schoener, Boundary Violations by Professionals: Intervention & Prevention. 
Unpublished workshop presentation handout, Toronto, Ontario, Canada, November 9, 
2001.  See also an adaptation of an earlier presentation:  retrieved from  
http://www.advocateweb.org/demo_new/home.php?page_id=60  The earliest published 
description is:  Gary Richard Schoener & Jeannette Hofstee Milgrom, “Processing 
Sessions.” Chapter in Gary Richard Schoener, Jeannette Hofstee Milgrom, John C. 
Gonsiorek, Ellen T. Luepker, & Ray M. Conroe. Psychotherapists’ Sexual Involvement 
with Clients: Intervention and Prevention, Walk-In Counseling Center: Minneapolis, 
MN, c. 1989, 345-358. 
 
83 Op cit. 
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APPENDIX N: 
Counseling program information 
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Independent Abuse Review Panel 
COUNSELING SUPPORT AND THE PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH 

 
The Presbyterian Church (USA)’s General Assembly Mission Council Executive 
Committee makes counseling support available for individuals whose abuse falls within 
the Scope of the IARP’s Charter.  Eligible individuals are: 

 
Those who experienced physical or sexual abuse  

OR 
The immediate family member of someone who experienced physical or sexual 
abuse. 

 
AND, where either 

 
The offender was Presbyterian, formerly on the mission field by Presbyterian 
Church (U.S.A.), or predecessor denomination appointment and not currently 
under such appointment. 

OR 
The victim was Presbyterian, formerly on the mission field because of a 
Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) or predecessor denomination appointment. 
 

Applicants do not need to have participated in a Panel inquiry to be eligible for 
counseling support.  There is a limit of $15,000 per family.  Reimbursement can be 
applied to previous out-of-pocket counseling expenses or for new counseling services.  If 
you prefer to keep your name confidential in your interactions with the Church, after your 
application, you can request to be assigned a code. 

 
Here are the steps to follow: 

1. Request a form entitled, “Request for Psychotherapy/Spiritual Care Service” from: 
Current IARP Liaison 
Presbyterian Church (USA) 
100 Witherspoon St.  Toll free number: 1888-728-7228 x5377 
Louisville, KY 40202  Email:  carol.hartmann@pcusa.org 

2. You will be sent you the following information: 
• Choosing a Psychotherapist.  
• Request for Psychotherapy and Spiritual Care Resources Guide.  Here is 

where you can indicate who you are and what kind of service you seek.  
Return this form to the address above to start the process. 

• A form to be filled out by the therapist you choose to work with - Therapist’s 
and Spiritual Care Provider’s Experience Questionnaire 

 
If you have any questions or concerns, contact Carol Hartmann at the above phone or 
email OR until December 31, 2010, contact the IARP at PO Box 18241, Rochester NY 
14618; IARPanel@gmail.com; toll-free at 1-866-313-3694.     
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APPENDIX O: 
Request form for Need-to-Know Report 
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REQUEST FORM FOR ACCESS TO AN IARP NEED-TO-KNOW REPORT 
 

TO:  General Assembly Mission Council, Executive Director 
  Presbyterian Church (USA) 
  100 Witherspoon Street 
  Louisville KY 40202 
 
FROM: Name: _____________________________________________________ 
  Address: ___________________________________________________ 
      ____________________________________________________ 
  Telephone: ________________________________________________ 
  Email: ______________________________________________________ 
 
I hereby request access to the following IARP Need-to-Know Report of the Independent 
Abuse Review Panel (IARP): 
 
 _____ Cameroon _____  Congo  ______Thailand 
 
This request is based upon the charge to and scope of the IARP.  Need-to-Know Reports 
are highly confidential documents and may be provided only to such individuals who can 
demonstrate a persuasive interest in the inquiry conducted by the IARP.  I believe I have 
such an interest, and that providing me a copy of the requested Need-to-Know Report 
will clearly further the ends for which the IARP was created, based on the following 
facts, circumstances, and reasons: 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
I understand the IARP’s Need-to-Know Report contains material and information that 
may be upsetting to me.   I will take precautions to ensure I have reasonable support 
during the period when I read this report.  In light of the sensitive, private, and 
confidential nature of this report, I agree not to copy, share, disclose, or disseminate 
the report (including, but not limited to, any portions of it, comments or statements 
about it, or those named in it) in any manner whatsoever. 
 
I understand I may share the report in strict confidence with only my spouse, pastor, or 
professional counselor.  I may be held responsible for any breaches of confidentiality 
committed by my spouse or pastor or professional counselor.  Any breach of 
confidentiality by my spouse, my pastor, my professional counselor, or me could include 
legal and disciplinary proceedings against me.      
       -- continued on reverse side -- 
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I understand I retain the right to share with whomever I desire my personal story and 
other information I have gathered myself (outside of that information I have learned in 
the IARP process or from the Need-to-Know Report). 
 
Signature: 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
 
Date: 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Notary: 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 



IARP Final Report October 2010  543 

APPENDIX P: 
How to contact the Panel, obtain a copy of the Final Report of the IARP, 

Obtain a copy of the IARP’s video, or contact the PC(USA) 
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HOW TO . . . . . 
 
Contact the Panel:  The Panel’s term ends on December 31, 2010. 
   The phone, email and address will not be valid after that date. 
 
 Call:   toll-free at 1-866-313-3694 
 Email:  IARPanel@gmail.com 
 Send mail: PO Box 18241, Rochester NY 14618 
 
Obtain a copy of the Final Report of the IARP:  
 
The Final Report is available three ways.  
 
1. Initially, the Final Report will be online: 

http://gamc.pcusa.org/ministries/iarp/ 
 

After December 31, 2010, go to http://gamc.pcusa.org, and search on IARP. 
 
 2. Call the Presbyterian Distribution Service (PDS) Customer Service number: 

  1-800-524-2612  
Ask for the report by name.   
The Final Report is free. 

 
3. Go to the PCUSA website to “Church Store.”  

Search by name for the Report.  
The Final Report is free. 

 
Obtain a copy of the IARP’s video “Witnesses to Truth, Witnesses to Healing” 
 
The video is available two ways: 
 
1. Call the Presbyterian Distribution Service (PDS) Customer Service number: 

1-800-524-2612 
Ask for the video by name.   
The video is free. 

 
2. Go to the PCUSA website to “Church Store.”  

Search by name for the video.  
The video is free. 

 
Obtain an IARP Need-to-Know Report 
 
Complete the Request Form for Access to an IARP Need-to-Know Report. 
  The Form is in Appendix O of the Final Report. 
  Sign, notarize, and return the form to the address noted at the top of it. 
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Obtain more information about the counseling program 
 
See Appendix N of the Final Report 
 
Report past abuse on a Presbyterian mission field 
 
Until December 31, 2010, contact the IARP by phone, email, or letter as noted above. 
 
After December 31, 2010, go online to http://gamc.pcusa.org, and search on IARP to find 
the name and contact information for the person who will receive reports. 
 
Report current abuse on a Presbyterian mission field 
 

Sexual Misconduct Ombudsperson 
Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) 
100 Witherspoon Street 
Louisville, KY 40202 
 
Abuse hotline: 
(800) 728-7228, x5207 
 
International abuse hotline: 
(502) 569-5207 

 
Contact the PC(USA):  
 

IARP Liaison 
Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) 
100 Witherspoon Street 
Louisville, KY 40202 
(800) 728-7228 ext. 5377 

 
 


