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Steward Leadership

James L. Nolan

ome years ago Woodstock Theological Center’s Arrupe
Program was asked a very challenging question:
“What difference does it make or should

it make, that someone is a Catholic business

person?” As a theological center, we have

been exploring that question ever since.

We brought together learned theologians,

academic ethicists and experienced

business people. Deeper and more viable

insights come about where business

people and academics participate in an

atmosphere of mutual trust and respect.

We ask that they engage in active listening.

Over the past several years, the Arrupe
Program’s collaborators employed this
process to conclude that something is missing
in the prevailing focus on business leadership.

Even “business ethics” from a Christian perspective

found in the popular literature, academic articles

and text books, and espoused by renowned business
leadership experts lacked something crucial. The prevailing
approaches were seen as “top down,” “rules based” articulations
imposed upon those in business which often disregarded
the actual experience of business leaders. They failed to
account for the dynamics of the interior life. The rules and
theories found no home in the hearts of business people

What was missing was a question of identity, a state of
mind, a fundamental orientation. What was missing was the
self-understanding of those in business and particularly those
in positions of leadership that all the resources at their disposal
do not belong to them but to God. They are entrusted to use
them in order to carry out God’s purposes.

The term steward leadership is our attempt to find a phrase
that captures that state of mind or a person’s fundamental
orientation. This means one is not merely the owner, user,
manager, or exploiter of the resources at his/her disposal but
the steward of entrusted goods. As we have been using the term,
a “steward” is one who is given resources to preserve, manage
and grow, all according to the will of the one who entrusts those
resources. In theological terms, we see the master or bestower
of the resources as God. The steward’s job performance is
measured by what he or she does with the resources, what he

or she returns back to God.

This idea of stewardship applies to everyone. We are all

stewards of the resources entrusted to us by God.
In increasingly widening circles, our resources
include all of our personal gifts, talents, abilities,
our situation in life, family, friends, education,
training, experience; all the resources available
to any organization or collective within
which we function including our culture,
| systems, employees, investors, suppliers,
customers, facilities, and the communities
within which we operate; and more, all of
society’s resources including all of creation,
the environment, ecosystems and our
fellow creatures, our history and traditions,
laws, regulations, business practices and
conventions, cultures, shared beliefs and

understandings.

A leader is one who can call upon the aid and
support of others in the accomplishment of a
common task.

Who is a leader? We are all called to exercise leadership
at one time or another: in our families, as parents, at work, in
associations, civic affairs, church activities. One definition has
it that a leader is one who can call upon the aid and support
of others in the accomplishment of a common task. Much has
been made in business circles about the distinction between
a leader and a manager. What we are concerned with are
leadership qualities, particularly those qualities that correspond
to the steward model.

If the answer to the original question is that one would
think of oneself as a steward, then, we need to identify the
qualities that mark a steward leader. We need to learn how
those qualities are embedded, how those qualities are promoted
within the organization. How we, too, might develop those
qualities within ourselves and our organizations.
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FROM THE DIRECTOR’S DESK

summer lull, we offer some reflections related to the world
i of business in this issue of the Woodstock Report. Long before
§ the global economic crisis affected business people so profoundly,
a group of executives and other leaders have been working with
. Woodstock fellows to develop and communicate an experience-
based approach to social ethics for business people. This approach
4 is rooted in what our historical Jesuit documents call the Ignatian
method of prayerful discernment that highlights the “constant
interplay between experience, reflection, decision, and action, in line
with the Jesuit ideal of being ‘contemplative in action.”

Our ongoing dialogue between a core group of business people and theologians has
taken off. They have organized small seminars in Washington, D.C. and New York City,
inviting business leaders to ask themselves what “steward leadership” means for those who
want to bridge authentic personal values and effective business practices.

At the most recent gathering in New York, they focused on two autobiographical
“case studies” reflecting challenges for social ethics in business. One of these was presented
by Anthony R. Coscia, Chairman of the Board of Commissioners of the Port Authority of
New York and New Jersey. The other case study, by Charles O. Rossotti, Senior Advisor
with the Carlyle Group, appears in this issue. These discussions meet a need that many
thoughtful business people have to share their experience and questions with one another
for the common good.

Seminar participants have told us that during the discussions they discovered new
questions that help them think about how to connect their values and their lives. Short
articles like the ones by Rita Rodriguez and Ilia Delio in this issue provide us all with food
for thought as the pressures of the economic crisis weigh on us.

We also take space in this issue to honor two individuals who have contributed
in immeasurable ways to Woodstock over the years. James Nolan’s article on steward
leadership exemplifies the thoughtful and morally-grounded approach to decision-making
that he demonstrated while building the Woodstock Business Conference and guiding the
Arrupe Program. Harry Rissetto has been a steadfast and visionary contributor to so much
of the Center’s development over the last decade, through his service as Board member,
Vice-Chair, and Chair. On behalf of everyone associated with Woodstock, I extend my
deepest appreciation and gratitude to James and Harry.

We thank you for your generous donations and we are pleased to name you on the
last four pages of this Report. Your support has made an enormous difference in the
quality of our public forums, our publications, and our podcasts, and is helping us reach
more people than ever.

ﬁ s our staff and fellows gear up for a busy fall after a brief

Yours gratefully,

%F\X@M}T

Gasper F. Lo Biondo, S.J.,
Director



FROM THE ADVANCEMENT OFFICE

his fall we acknowledge with

gratitude all those benefactors

who make Woodstock’s work

possible. We are honored to
add a new level of donor appreciation,
“The Director’s Circle,” naming the
benefactors who have given $20,000 or
more to Woodstock Theological Center
this fiscal year. In an uncertain economic
climate, we are proud to convey how we
are growing in our fundraising successes. We want to thank you
for being part of a theological center that is producing good
content throughout the year.

This year we are working with small companies and large
foundations alike to secure funding for public programs,
publications, podcasts, and more. We have identified major
donor prospects in new geographic areas and are working to
increase support for our student fellows’ program, for our
research on science and religion, for our Senior Fellows’ ongoing
research, and for our multimedia efforts.

This issue of the Woodstock Report features the Arrupe
Program in Social Ethics for Business. Share this report with
someone you know. Your support helps us reach a larger
audience.

LOOK FOR THE
ANNUAL APPEAL,
COMING TO YOUR
MAILBOX SOON!
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“...this book ranks high on
the ‘must read’ list of seri-
ous educators...provides a
thought-provoking basis for
critical consideration and
discussion.”

- Catholic Press Association

BOARD TRANSITION

oodstock celebrates the lead-ership of Mr. Harry A.
WRissetto who stepped down as Chair of the Board
of Directors of Woodstock

Theological Center in May of 2010. As
he takes on new responsibilties as the
Chair of the Board of the Horticultural
Society of America, we remember his
contributions to the strategic plan, the
new board governance guidelines and
much more. Mr. Rissetto served as a
board member from 1997 to 2003, Vice-
Chair from 2006 to 2007 and Chair from
2007 to 2010.

Woodstock welcomes the incoming Chair, Vincent A.
Wolfington who has served on the Board since 2006. Also,
Mr. Wolfington has served as Chairman of Woodstock’s
Arrupe Program in Social Ethics for Business. He brings a
broad-base of experience as a leader in industry and education.
Currently, Mr. Wolfington is Chairman of Global Ambassador
Concierge an education company with programs in China
and the U.S. for service professionals in the hospitality and
tourism industry.  Mr. Wolfington
has also served as Chairman of other
organizations including the World Travel
& Tourism Council, which represents
the premier global companies engaged
in Travel & Tourism, Chairman of the
Global Travel & Tourism Summit in 2006
(an event that was attended by no less
than four Presidential Cabinet members)
and Chairman and CEO of Carey
International, Inc., the world’s largest
chauffeured vehicle service company. In
addition, he has served as a Trustee of Georgetown University,
including Chair of the Board’s first Development Committee
as well as serving on other university leadership Boards. He
has served in previous Board positions such as the Center
for Strategic and International Studies, Very Special Arts and
Group Hospitalization and Medical Services, Inc.

Harry A. Rissetto

Vincent A. Wolfington
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So Woodstock gathered a small
group of business people who by their
actions seemed to satisfy the definition
of a steward leader. While they refused to
see themselves in such lofty terms, their
actions at work and in the community
spoke volumes on their behalf.

Here are some of the qualities our
group came up with: self-awareness,
prudence, courage, integrity, honesty,
competence, accountability, loyalty,
adherence to mission, having concern
for the good of the organization, the
community, and the world, the notions
of mentoring, handing on the traditions
and values of a good organization, and
ecological concerns.

We next looked to deepen our
understanding of these and other
“steward qualities” by seeing how they
played out in particular situations. From
extensive interviews with steward leaders,
cases surfaced. We gained greater depth
in understanding particular qualities at
work. Three qualities that kept coming
up in our interviews were self-awareness,
prudential judgment and courage.

By self-awareness we are talking
about understanding our own strengths,
weaknesses, values, and worldview;
recognizing our blind spots; knowing
our core values; and, being able to name
our moral “non-negotiables.” The habit
of self-examination helped our business
leaders raise important questions:
< Am I aware of my motives, my intent,

and my hierarchy of values at play in
the particular matter?

Am [ engaged in transparency or
deceit?

Is what I am doing leading to an
erosion of trust?

Is my conduct sustainable?

Are there justifiable circumstances?

Ultimately, steward leaders and all of
us have to make judgments about doing
the right thing at our work and in our
lives. One way of putting the question
was suggested by our team of business
leaders: “Am I considering and valuing
all aspects of the matter?” For most of us,
4 | Woodstock Report e October 2010

our workplaces are the arenas where we

develop habits and disciplines to help us

come to prudential judgments, to help us
to do the right thing.

Our group identified some disciplines
and habits that work to promote good
prudential judgments:

# Being awake, attentive, and aware.

We need to ask the right questions,
to make sure that all the facts and
circumstances pertaining to the
matter at hand are known. As we have
seen, thinking we know everything
without being open to new data can
lead to disastrous results.
Being intelligent and informed.
God gave us a mind. We have to
use it to make sure that we weigh
and balance the crucial information
appropriately.
Using our ability to reason. Often
it is a great temptation to fly to a
decision based upon presumptions,
expectations, or blind spots. We
have the faculty of reason and must
not abandon it even in the face
of tumultuous times, challenging
situations, threats, or what might
seem to be humdrum and mundane.
A prudent decision is one reasonably
made.
Valuing what is good, worthwhile,
and true. Prudential judgments
are never value free. We make
decisions about what is good or bad,
worthwhile or of no consequence all
the time. The big question is whether
our values are informed, grounded
in the transcendent.
After reaching judgment, carrying
out that decision in a planned and
rational way, then reflecting back
to check on the decision-making
process and initiate improvements
that might be necessary.

It takes courage to act as a steward
leader. Sometimes one has to go against
the tide, putting oneself at risk, and
standing for something that is not
popular in a particular organization or its
culture. The question put by our business
team was: “Am I able to take the right

action or execute a prudential judgment
in the face of personal or professional
risk?” Courage is a both a gift and a
personal quality that through the grace of
God can grow with prayer and practice.
Courage is a moral virtue that “insures
firmness in difficulties and constancy
in the pursuit the good.” Doing the
right thing requires prudential judgment
but more. It requires carrying out that
judgment and doing it courageously.

We have made a start but there is
much more work to be done for the
vision of steward leadership to help guide
business today. As we pursue this project
the Arrupe Program asks for your help

James L. Nolan
Former Director of the Arrupe Program

and feedback. What are the qualities
or guiding ideals you look for in a
steward leader? Who are today’s steward
leaders? How do they promote these
leadership qualities in others, in their
organizations, and in the community?
What difference have they made in their
organizations — and in society generally?
Please contact Laura Michener, Arrupe
Program Manager, with your ideas:
Imm232@georgetown.edu




n 1996, I received a call from Robert Rubin, the Secretary of the

Treasury at the time, who made the case for me that this was a re-

ally great opportunity for me to do valuable service to the country

by improving the IRS. For several years, he had been spending

an inordinate amount of time addressing problems ranging from

failed computer projects, poor service to taxpayers who were

simply trying to do routine business, accusations about heavy

handed, unfair treatment or even abusive treatment of taxpay-
ers who were subject to enforcement actions, and claims that the IRS
wasn’t even keeping its own books and records accurately. So com-
plaints, congressional hearings, investigative reports, and bad press
stories were rampant. Basically, it was a management mess inside a
political jungle.

Mr. Rubin decided that since the IRS had always been run prior to
this time by tax lawyers, he would try inviting a business person to run
the agency. His only problem was finding someone who would actually
take the job. I think he called everybody in his Rolodex and everybody
turned him down until he finally found me. He reminded me that the
IRS deals directly with more people than any other institution; if I
could make it work better on behalf of the American people, I could
make a major positive difference.

A big part of the change that was needed in the IRS was to shift
the focus solely from the money that was collected to the people who
are paying the taxes, who are actually the source of the money. If you
think about it, that is not that different than going into a company and
getting a company to try to focus not only on the profits that it’s mak-
ing, but on the source of its profits, which are the customers who are
being served. So, it was that shift in focus that was a mainstay of what
we were trying to do there.

It’s a little bit more complicated at the IRS than in the business
world because the mission of the IRS is serving taxpayers, but it does
it in two very different ways. One way is providing each taxpayer with
whatever service or assistance they need individually. But then, in ad-
dition, there is a collective service that the IRS provides to enforce the
law since people who are not paying increase the burden on honest
people who are actually paying. This kind of enforcement action is
not for the IRS itself but rather taxpayers as a group. It was tricky to
balance those two as part of a single mission of service and required a
major upgrading of the way the IRS works. The problems the IRS was
having came to a head about the time I started the job. My confirma-
tion hearing took place two weeks after three days of really incendiary
hearings. Taxpayers appeared on CNN talking about how they were
abused. Employees who were interviewed talked about how they were
abused. The atmosphere was tough. One of the senators summed up a
sentiment that frequently shows up in times of crises: “I think you can
solve this problem very easily. Just fire the top fifty people at the IRS. If
you get rid of the bad people, that will fix the problem.”

Actually, that was not a good diagnosis at all. First of all, most of
the people making such sweeping statements didn’t understand the
issues as well as those already in leadership who had seen multiple at-
tempts to address the problems. If we fired the people best positioned
to make good judgements, we would really be in trouble. On top of
that, the diagnosis that it’s “bad people” was, for the most part, mis-
guided. The problem was not that the employees were trying to harm
taxpayers or cheat people. The real problem was that the agency had
become ineffective in how it did its job.

[urning An

Changing the focus and
improving the overall service

Drganization
Around |

required a lot of changes. rﬂl [ ] a

Many of them took years .

to do and were continuing .|. T 1

even after my five-year term. | me U n a p p U

To name a few: we redefined R _I_ g

BIurns

the mission statement, put
by Charles Rossotti

more focus on serving taxpay-

ers, changed the ways of measur-

ing performance at all different levels

in the organization, and changed how
people were rewarded and promoted. We
redefined most of the management jobs from

top to bottom, reconstituted and recruited a new management team,
began to upgrade the technology, change the ways a lot of business
practices were done, and modernized the enforcement strategies.

One of the keys to making so many broad changes successfully
was getting people throughout the organization discussing not only
what we were doing, but why we were doing this and what we were trying
to achieve. When people see a lot of change going around them, it is
important to help them make sense of it and not get lost. We were try-
ing to create a better IRS for everybody that would not only serve the
taxpayers, but would also be a better place to work for employees. An-
other point I think is important is that the changes were not designed
or implemented just by me and the top management team. Though
we in the top group set the direction and managed the process, almost
all of the changes were designed and implemented by a wide range of
people organized in various teams and task-forces. These were com-
posed of people drawn from the whole agency from top to bottom in-
cluding a lot of front-line workers who were union members. Over the
whole process we had two thousand people contribute on a voluntary
basis. It should not be overlooked that they took a risk to get involved
in an unfamiliar process, but most found this kind of collective effort
rewarding. When I concluded my term, a lot of people who had par-
ticipated in the process said that it was the best experience they had in
their whole working life.

The last point I will make is that trust is a difficult thing to regain
when it has been lost. In addition to the organizational reforms, we had
to go through another whole process to work with various stakehold-
ers both inside and outside agency responding to widespread criticism
of the IRS. The fact that I testified before Congress 48 times in five
years gives some picture of this. But there were also people outside the
agency: taxpayer groups, other parts of the government, and people
all around the country. We had to not only acknowledge that we had
problems, but ask for support, ask for ideas, and just keep the lines
of communication open. We also had to make decisions on priorities
because we couldn’t do it all at once. One of the important factors
in regaining credibility was to make sure that when we made com-
mitments, we would actually deliver on them. In the face of criticism,
organizations are prone to make lot of commitments but if they are
not able to deliver them, they end up with less credibility than before.

This article is based on a presentation to the Woodstock Business
Leaders’ Seminar in New York City on May 25, 2010.
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by Rita M. Rodriguez
Woodstock Senior Fellow
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There is something very unappealing, if not outright im-
moral, when a business argues that it cannot afford to pay a
“living wage” to its workers. Is it reasonable to think of a busi-
ness as legitimate when it cannot pay its workers enough “to
live on”? What kind of society allows a system of production in
which workers cannot earn enough to survive decently? Such
questions are concrete and immediate, even during prosper-
ous times, but the depth of the current employment crisis may

present them more forcefully to a wider group. The legal mini-
mum wage in most countries in the world, including the United
States, remains below what many would consider to be a “living
wage” Though the percentage of workers laboring at the legal
minimum wage varies by industry, it remains the lot of the least
educated and skilled workers.

An individual company’s business case for not being able to
pay “living wages” is built on the realities of competition, supply
and demand, and just plain survival. In a somewhat simplified
way, a business person defending her inability to pay “living wag-
es” would argue that an increase in labor costs above those paid
by her competitors is not sustainable. To survive, the higher labor
costs would have to be absorbed by raising prices and/or reducing
profits. Higher prices would result in lower sales to consumers un-
willing to pay prices higher than those offered by competitors and,
ultimately, lower profits. Lower profits would disappoint investors
who see the value of their investment in the business diminished.
It would also impact those who had invested their savings in insti-
tutions such as mutual funds which, in turn, had invested in the
given company. In the future, investors will be less willing to make
their monies available to finance this company, thus endangering
its survival.

“What about reducing executive compensation?” some might
ask. That also presents a problem rooted in competition when
other businesses in the industry are willing to pay more for execu-
tives with similar skills. When the rest of the industry is paying
only legal minimum wages, the argument goes, it is extraordinari-
ly difficult to unilaterally increase labor costs to pay “living wages”
and remain in business. One actor has little ability to set prices—
particularly in a global market. There is much truth to this analysis
in any competitive industry. Any business person with a sense of
compassion for workers receiving less than a “living wage” finds
herself in this quagmire.

Another way to express the business position above is to say
that, as a society, we value economic systems that are efficient in
producing goods and services to satisfy the needs and wants of
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consumers. It is a widely held belief that the modern system of
market capitalism accomplishes this goal better than other systems
that have been tried. Market capitalism is not perfect, but the alter-
natives have produced even less satisfactory results, at least in terms
of production efficiency. Once this idea is accepted, the notion that
paying “living wages” is not possible in certain jobs quickly follows.
The American cultural values of efficiency, individualism and, yes,
materialism lend support to a system of production in which pay-
ing “living wages” may not be possible for the lesser skilled jobs.

The above argumentation is based on business conditions in
which there is no product differentiation and competition is only
in terms of price. In reality, market competition is not perfect.
Products as basic as cereal and toothpaste are differentiated by
brand. If so, there is space to ask questions about the relevance of
moral and religious values in the decision to pay “living wages.” A
story that appeared in The New York Times on July 18, 2010, gives
some indication of the possibilities for bringing moral and reli-
gious values to bear on the decision to pay “living wages.”

The Times story reported how Knights Apparel, a privately-
held company that makes college-logo apparel, had opened a mod-
el garment factory in the Dominican Republic. The factory not
only pays its employees “living wages” but also invites the partici-
pation of labor unions. The article reported that the factory pays
more than three times the local minimum wage typically earned by
garment workers in the Dominican Republic ($2.83 an hour vs. 85
cents). The story is most remarkable because the garment industry
is one of the most competitive industries in the world — so com-
petitive that there is little garment manufacturing left in the U.S.

Behind this factory is a decision by Mr. Joseph Bozich, the
CEO of Knights Apparel, to do something worthwhile that would
make a difference in people’s lives, beyond charity. According to
the article, his motivation was a near-death experience that some
might call an encounter with God. The resulting conversion took
place in the context of an industry in which student activists and
universities argue in favor of paying their workers more than pov-
erty-wages. Mr. Bozich is using two main tools: differentiating his
product and seeking the collaboration of nontraditional allies of

the garment industry. He is differentiating his products by promi-
nently telling the story of the better living conditions that these
products make possible for workers. Thus, he is preparing a video
to show in all college bookstores highlighting the improvements
on workers’ lives and he is tagging the products with an endorse-
ment from the Worker Rights Consortium. The United Students
Against Sweatshops will support his efforts by distributing fliers
urging students to buy the Knights products. Mr. Bozich is also
planning on lower-than usual profit margins that he may intend to
counterbalance with higher volume of sales.

Mr. Bozich’s story is unusual enough to appear in The New
York Times, but he is not the only business person concerned with
bringing religious and moral values to bear on business decisions.
Business membership in associations such as the Fair Labor As-
sociation and the Corporate Social Responsibility programs in
many companies, including those with a focus on human rights,
demonstrate business interest in moral values. What Mr. Bozich’s
story shows is the strategies one might have to employ to reach the
goal of paying “living wages.” His business goals explicitly include
improving the lives of the workers. His religious and moral values
lead him to see workers as one of the stakeholders in the business.
His tools are widely recognized business strategies: product differ-
entiation or branding and promotion to attract the consumer.

Mr. Bozich’s factory provides one example of how a business
person could bring moral and religious values to bear in the deci-
sion to pay “living wages.” But for Mr. Bozich to succeed, consum-
ers must also modify their values. They must be willing to pay as
high a price for the lesser-known Knights brand as for well-known
international brands — just because Knights pays “living wages” to
its workers. Consumers’ moral value of the dignity of workers must
transform prevailing cultural and social values for Bozich to suc-
ceed. The difficulty in doing this perhaps explains the hesitancy in
the title of the Times article: “A Factory Defies Stereotypes, but Can
It Thrive?”

Rita M. Rodriguez is the author of numerous books on international finance, has taught Finance at the University of lllinois at
Chicago and Business Administration at Harvard Business School, and has worked with U.S. multinational companies and

U.S. and foreign government agencies. She is a former full-time member of the Board of Directors of the Export-Import Bank of
the United States. She is currently Chair of the Audit Committee of the Boards of Affiliated Managers Group and also a member
of the Board of Directors for the following organizations: Affiliated Managers Group, Inc. (NYSE); ENSCO International (NYSE);
Phillips-Van Heusen Corporation (NYSE); and Private Export Funding Corporation.
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Though the
relationship
hetween

ecology and
business is not
necessarily
apparent at first
glance, the world
of ecology can
provide some
valuable insights
to the world

of business
leadership.

by llia Delio, OSF
Woodstock Senior Fellow

Ecological Perspectives on

When thinking about business decision-making and ecology, it is good to begin with the prefix “eco”
or the Greek oikos from which the words eco-nomics and eco-logy derive their meaning. In the ancient
world, oikos referred to the household of relationships. Ecology refers to the household of physical rela-
tionships while economics refers to the household of production and distribution of goods. Economics,
like ecology, is about relationships. The study of ecology in the twentieth century has yielded new ways
of understanding the natural world beyond the predator-prey relationship or survival of the fittest.
Here I will focus on three aspects of ecology that can provide insight to the world of business leadership:
1) biological systems are open systems; 2) relationship is the desired end, and 3) cooperation and sym-
biosis define relationships. Each of these areas can illuminate new ways of sustainable business practice.

Today we know that most biological systems are “open systems” operating far from equilibrium
and thus open to spontaneous or outside influences. Open systems include change as part of the sys-
tem. Because a system is an organized web of relationships, changes within the system can produce new
patterns of behavior; in open systems, new things happen. Chaos theory describes systems far from
equilibrium, open to novelty and new patterns of order. The term “chaos” refers to new order in appar-
ent disorder. When systems are open to outside influences, new things can happen; change can evoke
new patterns of life. Closed systems are not open to new influences. They use up the available energy in
the system and then wear down if there is no further input of energy. I think a fundamental question
for business leaders today is to ask whether or not their companies operate as open systems or closed
systems in a global economy. Are they open to new patterns of doing business, new relationships both
within the company and in the global economy? Are they attuned to new patterns emerging within the
company or society that might be signaling new ventures or new ways of doing business?

We humans tend to focus on “ends” but in the ecological world, it is relationships that matter.
Healthy relationships are desired ends. Ecology can offer some vital lessons for the business world based
on the system of relationships. Ecology tells us that we are parts of a whole. Each member of the sys-
tem is a whole and also part of a larger whole. The whole is in each part and each part is something of
the whole. The words “system” and “process” describe relationships in the biological world better than
“order” or “control.” In systems thinking, there is no outside and inside. Instead, systems thinking tries
to account for all the parts and how they work together. The organization of the system is not linear
but circular and contextual. Each part of the system operates according to its own integrity and thus
participates in forming the unity of the system. A single cell, for example, flourishes as a unity when all
the different parts work together for the good of the whole. When the various structures work together
cooperatively, it is a living cell. Most biological systems are self-regulating (the technical term is auto-
poietic). This means they have internal control mechanisms and feedback loops. When one part of the
system is disrupted or injured, another part of the system will assume some of the work; the system can
reorganize itself according to its needs.

Similarly, a business that operates as an open system is attentive to interactions between employees
within the business and its customers, not simply the isolated tasks that each performs. The goals within
the business flow from relationships that form the business. When relationships become secondary to
abstract objectives, then employees can become replaceable parts rather than valuable members. How-
ever in an open system, all members of the corporate system, including the CEO and administration
team, are part of a single system which means new ideas or problem-solving must be done within the
context of the whole company rather than as linear decisions from the top down. A company that fo-
cuses simply on production without considering the web of relationships that form the company risks
viable growth. When businesses focus on objects as ends, then everything other than the objective end
can become subject to manipulation and control.

Systems thinking is based on subject-subject relationships or “I-Thou” relationships. When inter-
personal relationships are reduced to subject-object relationships (“I-it” relationships), a critical com-
ponent is lost. When a material item or a consumer product subsumes interpersonal relatedness, then
the business no longer functions as a whole. An “I-it” relationship is not mutual; it is not dialogical.
It can easily lead to isolated business decisions or autonomous exercise of corporate power that may
cause selfishness and greed at the expense of the whole company. Operating out of a self-enclosed “1”
can create a closed system that ultimately cannot grow; there is no feedback loop within the system for
self-regulation.
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Business Decision-making

In the natural world the majority of interactions between various forms of biological life are not
competitive or destructive. While some competition exists, cooperation is actually more pervasive—both
within species and between them. Life in the natural world depends less on survival-of-the-fittest and
more on adaptation, natural selection and cooperative relationships. Economic sustainability, like eco-
logical sustainability, could benefit from a virtue ethics that promotes simplicity, compassion, mutuality
and justice. Such an ethics might begin with several questions:

What choices among business leaders are needed to form relationships of cooperation and social
justice, both inside the company and outside it? How does a business promote dignity of the human
person? What sacrifices are business leaders willing to make for the sake of the whole company? Are
business leaders willing to be accountable to both human and biological communities?

The American way is to make “the best,” but “the best” is not usually the most sustainable or just
way. The biological world does not always produce “the best” but it does produce “enough” to meet the
needs of the members within the system. In the biological world, life functions very well on simple basic
building blocks. All of life, for example, is based on 20 amino acids. From these simple building blocks,
molecules and compounds are formed for the generation of life. But in a consumer culture we are told
that “basic” does not suffice. We need super-refined, ultra-modulated amino acids, for example. We do
not have a sense of “enoughness” that promotes justice for the whole. The ecological world reminds us
that life flourishes when relationships are mutual, cooperative, compassionate and simple. When the
system has enough to function then the excess can be used creatively within the system or shared with
other systems.

What does this look like in the business world? Two examples come to mind. The first is the story
of Muhammad Yunus who was teaching in Bangladesh in 1974 and feeling the agony of his newly inde-
pendent homeland. He wondered why the people in a nearby village had to die of hunger and wondered
if there was anything he could do to alleviate the misery. On a visit to a nearby village he encountered
a woman making bamboo stools. The woman needed twenty cents a day to buy the bamboo for a stool
but had to borrow the money from a supplier who kept her in an indentured relationship. Yunus had
the idea of lending the women villagers money needed to make their goods, providing them with low
cost loans. In 1983 he set up the Grameen Bank and began to loan village women a few cents or dollars .
at a time with the understanding that they would make small but regular weekly repayments. The sys- Economusl
tem not only restored dignity to the local village people but Grameen Bank became a successful business -
enterprise like ecology,

Another example of ecological business practice is TOMS Shoes. After his visit to Argentina in
2006, founder Blake Mycoskie decided to get involved in shoe giving. Considering sustainability, he con-  |§ UbOUI
cluded that starting a business rather than a charity would help his impact last longer. Mycoskie saw that . .
children without shoes were not only susceptible to health risks, but were not allowed to go to school. relunonSth.

According to the TOMS Shoes website, there are over 1 billion people at risk for soil-transmitted
diseases around the world, and shoes can help prevent it. Mycoskie emphasizes that his company’s goal
is to not only give shoes, but to also educate others on the importance of shoes. Hence, TOMS Shoes
promotes social justice and the dignity of the human person by giving a pair of new shoes to a child in
need for every pair that is purchased. While the company is successful, profit is not the goal. Rather the
company functions for the larger cause of helping the poor. It is an example of a business open to the
needs of the poor and creating a sustainable environment for those in need.

Businesses that form and operate with an “ecological consciousness” are attuned to the needs of
the environment and respond to those needs creatively and justly. The closed business system has led
to unhealthy competition at the expense of the less fortunate members of society. We need sustainable
business practices that meet the needs of people without compromising the goods of the earth. When
business relationships are based on cooperativity, mutuality, sacrifice and compassion, they seek to
work for the good of the whole--the whole company, the whole humanity, the whole earth--and this
wholeness is the harmonious goodness of interrelated life.
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WOODSTOCK BUSINESS CONFERENCE

SCORES OF PEOPLE PARTICIPATE IN MONTHLY WOODSTOCK
BUSINESS ETHICS SESSIONS

For over a decade, the Woodstock Arrupe Program has served people (both active and
retired) who want to and relate their faith to their workplace, family, and the common
good of society. They have been meeting monthly in ten cities of the US, Canada, Great
Britain, and Ireland. These “chapters” form the Woodstock Business Conference. They
receive the results of the research, analysis, and reflection carried on by Woodstock’s
core group of business people and theologians. Chapter coordinators distribute these
results in the form of structured agenda with accompanying readings in social ethics
for business that Woodstock sends them.

WHAT ARE WOODSTOCK BUSINESS CONFERENCE MEETINGS LIKE?

The Woodstock process combines practical wisdom with theological reflection on the

* to integrate faith,

famlly’ and prOfeSSIOnaI issues and problems of the contemporary workplace. The process includes an intro-
life » to deve|0p a duction, opening prayer, reading of the WBC Mission Statement, scripture reading
corp orate culture that and reflection, and discussion of a chosen topic. An article from the newspaper or a

. . . business publication might be offered to help people focus on the concrete details of
is reflective of their a particular situation or event. To this focus they bring similar situations from their
religious values; and own experience. The wealth of personal experiences, freely shared within the group,
powers the process. Here they also recall feelings, drives, motivations and concerns
L associated with the event. What are the data? What does it mean? Is this good? What
beneficial influence shall I do about it? The meeting ends with a reflection to identify key insights, and a

upon society at large.  closing prayer.

* {0 exercise a

Dublin, Ireland
location pending

Coordinator: Steven A. Falci, CFA
Chaplain: Paddy Carberry, SJ

Milwaukee (Gesu)
Gesu Parish Center

Coordinator; David G. Krill
Chaplain: Michael J. Hogan !

Scranton, Pennsylvania
University of Scranton

Coordinator: Patrick McMahon
Chaplain: John J. Begley, S.J.

Upper Saddle River, New Jersey
Church of the Presentation

Coordinator: Walter Kennedy
Chaplain: Fr. Bob Stagg

Reading/Berks, Pennsylvania
Alvernia University
Coordinator: Thomas J. Danks

Milwaukee (Brookfield)
National Insurance Company

of Wisconsin Chaplain: Lucien Longtin, S.J. g:::: F?;ITB%?\;:;; Jersey
Co-coordinator: Lance A. Ehrke i _
Co-coordinator: Thomas Bausch Coordinator and Chaplain:

Baltimore, Maryland
Loyola Graduate Centers

Coordinator and Chaplain:
Jim Connor, S.J.

Msgr. Richard Liddy
Co-coordinator; Danute Nourse
Co-coordinator: Terry Liddy

Chaplain: Nicky Santos

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
St. Joseph's University

Coordinator: George Limbach
Chaplain: William Byron, S.J.

Atlanta, Georgia

Coordinator: Randy Hain
Chaplain: Deacon Mike Bickerstaff
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Activities of the Fellows

SR. ILIA DELIO, OSF met with the
transhumanism project in early September
and continues to carry out research on
ecology, evolution and Teilhard de Chardin
in preparation for a forum on Food,
Ecology, and Consciousness on October 27.
She met with the newly formed Woodstock
Women’s Advisory Committee, gave a talk
to seminarians at Theological College on “Praying in a Busy
World” and led a workshop on “Compassion in the Franciscan
Tradition” at Bon Secours Spiritual Center. Over the summer
she moderated a panel at the Catholic Theological Society of
America annual meeting, taught a course on “Gospel Life in
the 21st Century” at St. Bonaventure University, presented at
a faculty seminar at Seton Hall University, and led a workshop
on “Creation as the Body of God” at the Center for Action
and Contemplation in New Mexico. She is also proof-reading
her forthcoming book, The Emergent Christ: Exploring the
Meaning of “Catholic” in an Evolutionary Universe.

JOHN C. HAUGHEY, S.]. convoked the 4th
colloquium of the transhumanism project
in early September, was interviewed by a
Turkish television station (Rotana Zaman),
and presented at the Woodstock Colloquium

on the life and work of Monika K. Hellwig.
: }l Over the summer he made a presentation

. to Seton Hall University faculty, took part
in a Lonergan Workshop at Boston College, led a workshop
in Belmont Abbey, NC for the heads of fourteen Benedictine
colleges and universities, and made a presentation to colleagues
at the 13th annual conference of the Colleagues in Jesuit
Business Education at Marquette University.

REV.RAYMOND B. KEMP is implementing
Preaching the Just Word (PJW) in a course
for forty-two undergraduates entitled “The
Church and the Poor” and working with
Sr. Nancy Sheridan to complete a book
on praying about biblical justice that they
intend to send to the printer by late Fall.
He had a great summer with half a dozen
weddings and a personal retreat at Eastern Point Retreat House
in Gloucester, MA. From July 28—August 1, he directed a Family
Retreat at the University of Portland in Oregon for a group that
began at Mount Angel Monastery and has been meeting for
close to thirty years (both Fr. John Haughey and Mr. James

Annual Appeal

inilirs

L. Nolan of Woodstock have been a part). It began with a
memorial for Fr. Lawrence Boadt, CSP, who had suggested
Kemp for the role last year. Father Boadt worked closely with
Woodstock and the Preaching the Just Word Program giving
some thirty keynote addresses during his life. He was scheduled
to continue this work in the Fall when the cancer resurfaced.
Woodstock and the PJW team mourn his absence as a loss to
so many of us.

DOLORES LECKEY facilitated the inaugural
meeting of the Woodstock Women’s
Advisory Committee and held a colloquium
to celebrate the life and work of the late
theologian, Monika K. Hellwig. Over the
summer she delivered a keynote address
to the Carmelite Forum at Saint Mary’s
College in South Bend, Indiana, appeared
in U.S. Catholic magazine, and responded to a position paper
from the National Council of Churches on “War in an Age of
Terrorism.”

DANIEL A. MADIGAN, S.]. is presenting a
new course this semester entitled “Who Can
BeSaved?” Itlooksatthewayvariousreligions
understand salvation (or equivalents) and
what they think is going to happen to
the “others.” He lectured on dialogue with
Islam to the State Department’s Institute
of Foreign Service. He continues his work
on the steering committee of Notre Dame’s “Contending
Modernities” project, and over the summer conducted a
workshop on religious pluralism for doctoral students from
all over Europe at Trinity College in Dublin. In Rome he gave
talks to visiting groups of Muslim students from Cambridge
University, and went to Campion Hall, Oxford, to plan two
series of international seminars for Woodstock’s “Christian
Theologies Responsive to Islam” project.

THOMAS REESE, S.J. spent the summer
as a distinguished visiting scholar at the
Markkula Center for Applied Ethics at Santa
Clara University, where he gave a talk on
challenges facing the church. He also gave
talks at St. Ignatius Parish in San Francisco
on the sex abuse crisis in the Catholic Church
and the Eucharist.
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2010 HONOR ROLL OF DONORS

The Woodstock Theological Center is supported by funding from individuals, corporations, foundations and other
donors. We gratefully acknowledge our donors listed below who are members of the following giving categories:
Director’s Circle ($20,000+); Ignatian Group ($10,000 - $19,999); Loyola Council ($5,000 - $9,999); John Courtney
Murray Society ($1,000 - $4,999); Woodstock Associates ($500 - $999); Woodstock Sponsors ($100 - $499); and

Friends of Woodstock (up to $99).

DIRECTOR’S CIRCLE

Anonymous

Anonymous

Anonymous

Carnegie Corporation of New York

John D. & Catherine T. MacArthur
Foundation

IGNATIAN GROUP

Anonymous

H. N. and Frances C. Berger
Foundation

Boisi Family Foundation

LOYOLA COUNCIL

Peter Albert and Charlotte Mahoney
Peter and Lynda Clark

John D. and Barbara C. Cooney
Mrs. Helen S. Curry

Maryland Province of the
Society of Jesus

New England Province of the
Society of Jesus

New York Province of the
Society of Jesus

Robert L. Cahill, Jr.
Mrs. Patricia Figge
Patricia and David J. Hogan

Peter C. Forster

Varghese and Rani George
Frank and Julia Ladner
Angelina F. LoBiondo

JOHN COURTNEY MURRAY SOCIETY

Anonymous

Anonymous

Mr. and Mrs. George P. Clancy, Jr.

David E. Collins

Tim & Ellen Collins

Michael and Kathleen Curtin

C. Maury Devine

Anthony & Darian Downs

Robert A. Dufek

Mary J. Donnelly Foundation

Anthony and Eileen Essaye

Friends of Woodstock

John and Mary Ellen Gannon

Gary and Jeanne Garofalo

Georgetown Univ. Office of Mission
& Ministry

Vito John Germinario (GPR, Inc.)

Jeff Green

Denny and Carl Hattler
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Thomas and Margaret Healey
(Healey Family Foundation)

Julio E. Heurtematte, Jr.

Mr. and Mrs. T. Jerome Holleran

Judy & John Hushon

Jesuit Community at Creighton
University

Jesuit Community of St. Aloysius
Gonzaga

Sherry S. Jones

Kalmanovitz Initiative for Labor and
the Working Poor

Rev. Raymond B. Kemp

Mr. and Mrs. James L. Koltes

Ann and Tom Korologos

Louise Lynch

Gwendolen Makowski

William C. Maxted, Sr., M.D.

Martha Miller

GIFTS OF $20,000 AND ABOVE

John and Kathy Quigley
(Civitas Foundation)
Kathleen G. Wills

GIFTS OF $10,000 - 19,999

Dennis and Rita Meyer
Harry and Grace Rissetto
Agnes N. Williams

GIFTS OF $5,000 - 9,999

Mary K. and Winthrop Rutherfurd lll
Thomas M. Thees

GIFTS OF $1,000 - 4,999

Colin G. and Rose M. Nadeau
James L. and Karen Nolan
James L. Oberstar
J. O’Connor
Dr. and Mrs. James A. O’Neill, Jr.
Stephen & Myra Pavlick
PAX Community
Robert F. Reklaitis and
Patricia L. Maher
Stephen and Regina Risseeuw
Charles and Barbara Rossotti
(Rossotti Foundation)
Mr. and Mrs. Theodore A. Schwab
Douglas B. Shaw and Leonor
Tomero
Scott and Renée Stengel
Most Rev. Joseph M. Sullivan
Harry and Carol Horning Woehrle
Richard J. Wolff




When compiling this list, every effort was made to include and identify each donor accurately. Please contact Nancy
Swartz, Woodstock’s Manager of Donor Relations, at 202-687-7737 or email nls29@georgetown.edu if we need to make
any corrections to our records. Thank you again for your continued support and encouragement.

WOODSTOCK ASSOCIATES

Anonymous

James C. Anderson

R. Donnie Arenth

Mr. and Mrs. William G. Burns

Dr. and Mrs. Francis J. Butler

CLINIC (Catholic Legal
Immigration Network)

Rev. John E. Cockayne, Jr.

Anthony J. Colucci, Jr. , Esq.

Frank and Lauree Connors

Mimi Conway and Dennis Houlihan

David and Elizabeth Crenshaw

Ralph and Mary Dwan

Jean & John Esswein

WOODSTOCK SPONSORS

Anonymous

Kathryn and Shep Abell

Barbara and John Ahearne

Anthony Ahrens

Elena A. Alvarez

Thomas and Donna Ambrogi

Mr. and Mrs. Gregory J. Annick

Thomas L. Applin, M.D.

Terry & Anne-Marie Armstrong

Glen and Daureen Aulenbach

Fred and Patricia Baumer

Thomas A. Bausch

James P. Begin

Gordon Bermant

Richard H. Bernstein, M.D.

Blaire Beuche

Mr. & Mrs. C.W. Blomquist

Mr. and Mrs. John Boyle

Gerard & Frances Brannon
(Brannon Family Foundation)

Rev. John E. Brooks, S.J.

Richard G. Brown

Brinton and Phyllis Brown

Maureen Browne and Michael
Byars

Mary Catherine Bunting

Stephen and Christine Callahan

GIFTS OF $500 - 999

Paul and Holly Fine

John and Mary Pat Fontana
Richard and Mary-Ellen Hibey
J. W. Kaempfer, Jr.

James J. and Catherine D. Kelley
Joli & Paul F. Kemp

John and Leland Keyser
Philip and Madeline Lacovara
Stan Lechner

Dolores R. Leckey

Lee Leonhardy

William R. Loichot

Mr. and Mrs. Robert Mcintosh
John & Cathy Muha

GIFTS OF $100 - 499

Mr. and Mrs. Daniel J. Callahan llI

Matt Carullo

Joseph and Pamela Catanzano

Donald & Barbara Chapin

Rev. Ronald C. Chochol

Dr. Joseph J. Ciancaglini

Suzanne and J. Kevin Colligan

John T. Collins

Mr. & Mrs. E. Dean Conley

Terence G. Connor

John W. Crossin, O.S.F.S.

Mr. John K. Culman

Claire Cunningham and Philip
Ward

William J. Curtin I

Robert Dailor

Mr. and Mrs. P. Gschwindt de Gyor

Maria Teresa De Z Meyer

Andre L. Delbecq

Justin Dickerson

Tony & Ellen DiGirolamo

“Rev. Eamon Dignan”

Tom Dillon

John and Peggy Douglas

Rev. Thomas J. Dove, C.S.P.

Denise & John Dunne

Deacon Steve Durkee

Marie and Jack Murphy

Robin Smith and Bill Plante

Ray and Alice Pushkar

Ed and Kathy Quinn

Rasheedah Sharief and
Islam Sharief

Nancy Dooher and Brian
Stephenson

Mr. and Mrs. William M. Sullivan

John and Kathryn Swope

Martin H. Walsh

Mr. Mark Williams

Ronald J. Yake

Anne & Thomas S.J. Edwards
Andrew Emmett

Robert A. and Anne F. Emmett
Rev. John J. Enzler

Dr. and Mrs. Louis A. Faillace
Cornelia M. Farrell

Susan J. Hofstetter Fenton
Eileen Brennan Ferrell

Jerry & Pat Filteau

Juan Floriani

Tom and Helen Flynn

Patricia K. Follansbee

Mrs. Richard J. Fox (Ann)
Minton Francis, K.M.

Paul M. & Jane L. Frank
Frank and Mary Frost
Beatrice C. Fuller

Odelia Funke

Maureen Gallagher

Ann and Tom Gannon
Leonard Neale House
Carmen L. Gentile

Anthony and Sharon Germinario
Bill and Louise Gioielli

Joyce and John Giuliani

Larry & Janeane Gladden

Mr. and Mrs. Martin Gleason

(CONTINUED)
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2010 HONOR ROLL OF DONORS

WOODSTOCK SPONSORS (CONTINUED)

Jim Gorman and Joanne Ekhaml

Mr. and Mrs. L. Timothy Grady

Mr. and Mrs. Robert L. Graham

Vincent C. Gray

Walt and Anita Grazer

Jo and Carl Greeley

Jim Greenfield, OSFS

Dr. and Mrs. John W. Gruber

Marie-Jeanne Gwertzman

Geoffrey and Susan Hackman

Dr. and Mrs. James P. Hanigan

Mr. Jack A. Harvey

Kevin and Anne Heanue

Ms. Patricia G. Heffernan

James F. Higgins

Margaret J. Howe

Most Rev. William A. Hughes

Rev. Raymond Joyce

Jack and Judy Kannar

Sr. Florence Edward Kearney

Michael F. Kelleher

Marianne and Jim Kelly

Rev. Msgr. Walter F. Kenny

Andrew W. Kentz & Ellen Miskovsky
Kentz

Donald M. and Mary D. Kerwin

John and Katherine Ketchum

James Ketchum & Barbara Van
Ness Ketchum

Sally Kiefer

Crescence C. Kilcoyne

Guy R. Kirby

Donald & Marie Klawiter

Mark J. Knighton

Stanley P. Kopacz

Mr. and Mrs. Joseph S. Kraemer

David G. Kirill

Dan and Kathy Langdon

Gerald J. Laporte

Nancy Eisold Lindsay

George A. LoBiondo

Frank A. LoBiondo, Jr.

Martha Lohmeyer
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Jesuit Community of St. Isaac
Jogues

DeWayne & Lajwanne Louis

Mr. and Mrs. Dennis Lucey

Edward W. Machir

Rev. Frederick H. Maclntyre

Thomas and Rose Mathes

Patricia A. Mathis

John R. McCarthy

Kathleen A. McCarthy

Patrick and Helen McCarthy

Mr. Robert L. McCloskey

Dr. Patrick P. McDermott

John J. McGinn

Francis M. McLaughlin

Patrick J. McMahon

Mr. and Mrs. Daniel J. McMahon

Ellen M. Mehu

James Mercurio

John H. Monroe

Kerry Moriarty

Leonard Mudd

Robert Mulligan

Grace C. Mulvihill

Mr. and Mrs. Justin P. Murphy

Joan V. O’Brien

Dr. Phyllis A. O’Callaghan and
Charles S. Casazza

Matthew and Margaret O’Connell

John and Grace O’Connor

John R. Page

Mariann Payne

Selette H. Pearce

Rev. Jon G. Pedigo

Raymond Prasifka

Dr. and Mrs. Eugene R. Principato

Tom Quigley

Henry & Barbara Rainville

Ted & Jeanne Ratcliff

Ines and Luis Ratinoff

Joseph A. Riggs, M.D.

S. Ford Rowan & Patricia Rowan

Michael and Nancy Rubino

GIFTS OF $100 - 499

Donald T. Russo, Ph.D.
Mrs. Nadia Saad
Al & Leslie Salvitti
Barbara M. Sanders
Kathleen H. Shea
John P. Sheahan and Mary Lee
Giblon-Sheahan
David and Pattie Sherrill
Carl Siebentritt
Richard and Marianne Sipe
Bishop John J. Snyder
Mr. and Mrs. Douglas Spaulding
Nancy L. Swartz
Helen G. Taney
John F. Tarrant
“Catherine T. Tashjean”
Aileen Tejeda
P. M. Timpane
Mary Trainor
Mr. Mark Carthy and Ms. Vera Trojan
Leona Tylenda
Frank Valcour, M.D.
Melanne and Phil Verveer
Robert Wagner
Washington Jesuit Academy
Rev. Charles C. West
Andrew James Whelan Ill
Melanie Wieland and Marty Walsh
William and Mary Fay Wilkinson
Kemp B. B. Wills
Jeffrey Wills
Charles J. Wolf Il
(Payroll Network, Inc.)
Gina & Steve Wolfe
Paul S. Wolfe
Mary Anne Wright
Rose Capizzi Wright
Robert and Linda Yahn
Thomas and Mary Jane Zimmerman
Rev. Leo Zonneveld
James J. Zwolenik




FRIENDS OF WOODSTOCK

Anonymous

Anonymous

Sr. Maureen Aggeler, R.S.C.J.

Dr. and Mrs. Robert Z. Apostol

Bob and Laurin Balkam

Theresa G. Barlow

Dr. & Mrs. Paul D. Barnes

Vincent J. Bartolini

Rev. Syl Bauer

Harrison Beacher

Mr. & Mrs. Charles W. Beeching

Benedictine Monks of Weston
Priory, VT

Jason Berry

Val Bettin

M. Gregory & Patricia W. Bohnsack

Mr. and Mrs. John P. Bonkowski

Deacon Bernard C. Braun

Jack and Sylvia Briley

Marina Brito & Gregory Burd

Rev. Mark Brummel, C.M.F.

Ann M. Bruno

William Burkavage

Mark Busbin

Patrick and Joan Byrne

Lucy M. Campanella

Dr. Mary R. Carter

Joann and Gary Catalano

Catholic Charities of Louisville, Inc.

Edward Chesky

Arlene and David Christian

Francis T. Coleman

Dr. Margaret E. Crahan

Rev. Joseph Criqui

Frank & Gloria D’Alessandro

Mr. and Mrs. William V. D’Antonio

Zachary and Mary DeCarlo, Sr.

Dr. Luce De Vitry-Maubrey

Mr. & Mrs. George L. Deyman

Emily C. Donahue

Arnold Donahue

Rev. J. G. Donders, M.Afr.

Marian and Richard Dowling

Edmund A. Duggan

Joseph E. Earley

Dr. T. R. Eckenrode

David J. and Christine B. Evans

Colleen F. Evert

Catharine M. Farnan

Bruce M. Filak

Rev. Timothy Fitzgerald, C.P.

Kathleen Flynn

Gerald M. Forlenza
Helen B. Franceschini
Ann Friedman
Dr. Aurelia T. Fule
Marie L. Garibaldi
George W. Gerner
Rev. Douglas J. Gits
Mr. and Mrs. Robert E. Gittings
George A. Godlewski
Peter S. Gray
Michael and Mary Ellen Guerra
Kathleen A. Haley
J. C. Harvey, M.D.
Robert Hennemeyer
Sr. Mary Hentz, R.S.M.
Kenneth J. Herian, S.J.
Mr. and Mrs. Luke C. Hester
Marguerite Bernadette Hoehl
Daniel P. Horan, OFM
Dr. Roberta Paul Horton
Warren J. Howze
Jesuit Community of

St. Michaels Church
Mary Carroll Johansen
Barbara Jones
Emelia A. Junk
Edward M. Kelly
William & Victoria Keogan
Barbara J. Kowich
Rev. James F. Kuhns
Mr. and Mrs. Richard Landfield
John V. and Mary C. Lawler
Jane E. Lytle-Vieira
John D. MacEachen
John C. Maine
Mr. and Mrs. Joseph Mancias, Jr.
Stephen C. Matula
Art Maurer
Paul and Margaret McElligott
Neil and Cynthia McMullen
Theresa McQueeney, S.N.D., Ph.D.
Harry J. Meyer
Mary Lou Miller
H. Jerome Miron
Mary Frances Moriarty
Alex Moulter & Cynthia Frechette
Ms. Sheila Mulvihill
R. William and Rhoda D. Nary
Rev. Thomas Nellis
Jean C. Newsom
M. Joseph Nichols
Ms. Nancy L. Norris

GIFTS UP TO $99

Martin and Virginia Novak

Joseph M. Oberlies

Gerard J. O’Brien, Jr.

Mr. and Mrs. William F. O’Connor

Mary Jo O’Connor, D.W.

Mr. and Mrs. Raymond V.
O’Connor, Sr.

Carol and Eilert Ofstead

M. M. O’Neil

David T. Osborne

Rev. Robert E. Osborne

Anthony J. Ossi, Jr.

Robert C. O’Sullivan

J. Denis O’Toole

Sr. Christine Partisano, C.S.J.

Harold and Ellen Radday

Rev. Dennis A. Reardon

Louis and Grace Reiss

June S. Rietz

Sr. Ann Muriel Ronan, S.S.J.

Mary E. Saint-Laurent

Matteo Salonia

Salutary Technology, Inc.
(Wayne Becker, Pres.)

CH Colonel James E. Sanner, USA
Ret.

James C. Savage

Rev. Edward F. Schaefer

Mary Ellen Schehl

Margaret E. Schott

Dennis H. Scott

Dr. Jan V. Sengers

Patrick Shaffner

Martha Sifnas

Ms. Catherine M. Simoneaux

Sharon L. Beamer and Gary M.
Solamon

Gladys C. Stenger

Celeste Sundermann

Anda and Zoltan Sztankay

Rev. Joseph V. Trupkovich

Dr. William P. Walsh

Peter F. Warker

James S. Wayne

Mr. and Mrs. Walter Webdale

Mrs. Mary Ellen Whitcomb

James A. Wood

William Glenn Yarborough
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WOODSTOCK
THEOLOGICAL CENTER
AT GEORGETOWN UNIVERSITY

Box 571137
Washington, D.C. 20057-1137

Address Service Requested

WOODSTOCK THEOLOGICAL CENTER
MISSION STATEMENT

The Woodstock Theological Center is an independent, Jesuit-sponsored, non-
profit institute located at Georgetown University that engages in theological and
ethical reflection on topics of social, economic, business, cultural, and political
importance.

The Center’s purpose is to provide a method of inter-disciplinary reasoning and
reflecting on human problems from a Roman Catholic Faith perspective, so that
public policy makers, the business community, religious groups, educational insti-
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