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In	war,	it	is	often	dif/icult	to	distinguish	between	the	good	guys	and	the	bad	guys	just	by	looking	at	
their	actions.	Behaviorally,	both	sides	appear	much	the	same.	Both	are	convinced	they	are	killing	
and	dying	for	a	just	and	righteous	cause.	Both	use	extreme	violence	as	a	means	to	their	ends.	And	
both	 are	 usually	 /ighting	 over	 an	 ideology	 they	 believe	 will	 become	 the	 established	 truth	 by	
proving	themselves	victorious.	Truth	is	considered	among	the	spoils	of	war	that	go	to	the	victors.	
It’s	incredible	to	think	about	the	violence	and	fog	of	war	in	these	terms,	as	the	most	extreme	and	
brutal	expression	of	a	common	logical	fallacy,	ad	baculum—the	mistaken	notion	that	might	makes	
right.	The	same	fallacy	parents	commit	when	telling	a	questioning	child,	“because	I	said	so,”	is	the	
one	responsible	for	the	invention	of	the	atomic	bomb	and	the	proliferation	of	nuclear	weapons.	

It	is	also	the	fallacy	I	believe	responsible	for	the	insane	level	of	division	in	our	society	today.	When	
I	was	born	in	1964,	and	throughout	my	entire	childhood,	the	Cold	War	between	the	U.S.	and	Russia	
was	in	full	force	and	the	very	real	threat	of	a	nuclear	war	was	the	world’s	worst	fear.	In	those	days,	
Capitalism	and	Communism	were	the	two	ideologies	the	ad	baculum	fallacy	was	being	committed	
over,	and	that	the	planet’s	two	most	powerful	nations	were	willing	to	destroy	everything	for.	But	
when	the	Cold	War	ended	 in	 the	1980s,	 this	might-makes-right	 fallacy	was	 turned	 toward	other	
Americans	in	the	U.S.:	toward	the	same	internal	enemy	that	had	been	its	focus	before	the	Cold	War	
began—liberals.	

That’s	 when	 the	 Reagan	 Administration	 eliminated	 the	 Fairness	 Doctrine	 requiring	 those	
companies	 granted	 broadcast	 licenses	 to	 present	 various	 positions	 on	 an	 issue.	 He	 also	
deregulated	 the	 industry,	making	 it	 possible	 for	 corporations	 to	 start	 buying	 up	 as	many	 news	
stations	 and	papers	 as	 they	wanted.	 This	 resulted	 in	 the	 emergence	 of	Rush	Limbaugh	 and	Fox	
News,	and	eventually	to	all	our	mainstream	media	becoming	propagandistic	and	being	controlled	
by	 only	 /ive	 corporations.	 We’ve	 now	 had	 two	 generations	 grow	 up	 watching	 news	 programs,	
reading	magazines,	 and	 browsing	 social	 media	 echo	 chambers	 that	 present	 biased	 information	
with	certainty,	while	also	using	 their	platforms	 to	attack	 those	with	whom	they	disagree.	That’s	
what	 news	 has	 become,	 ideological	 warfare.	 That’s	 another	 form	 of	 the	 ad	 baculum	 fallacy,	
thinking	 we	 must	 be	 right	 if	 we	 can	 convince	 others	 of	 it,	 even	 if	 by	 force,	 spin,	 lies,	 and	
manipulation.	And	now,	almost	forty	years	since	all	this	began,	our	nation	is	more	polarized	than	
perhaps	since	the	Civil	War	and	extremist	thinking	that	determines	truth	by	force,	rather	than	with	
reason	and	evidence,	has	become	our	national	epistemology.		

Whether	the	ideologues	consider	themselves	conservative	or	liberal	has	become	inconsequential,	
because	 both	 are	 behaviorally	 the	 same:	 they	 destroy	 their	 ideological	 enemies	 by	 using	 mass	
media	technologies	to	demonize	and	discredit	them,	and	they	do	so	with	no	duty	to	objectivity	or	
facts.	 They	may	 differ	 slightly	 in	 the	 sense	 that	 conservatives	 tend	 to	 believe	 there	 is	 only	 one	
truth,	and	postmodern	liberals	that	there	is	no	such	thing	as	truth,	so	one	truth	is	just	as	good	as	
another.	But,	in	the	end,	both	cling	to	the	supremacy	of	their	truths	by	forcing	them	upon	others.		
Behaviorally,	they	are	the	same.	



Zacchaeus,	Come	Down

The	problem	all	of	us	face	when	it	comes	to	truth	is	that	we	can’t	be	absolutely	certain	of	anything.	
The	kind	of	extremism	that	leads	to	warfare	and	ideological	intolerance	is	an	unhealthy	response	
to	 our	 innate	 dread	 of	 uncertainty.	 It	 is	 a	 way	 of	 coping	 with	 the	 problem	 by	 ignoring	 or	
suppressing	anything	counter	to	our	chosen	beliefs.	With	no	opposition,	we	wrongly	infer	that	we	
must	 be	 right.	 I	 believe	 such	 behavior	 is	 part	 of	 our	 biological	 survival	 instinct,	 as	 it	 is	 for	 all	
creatures.	Life	survives	or	perishes	by	repetition.	Fatal	mistakes	are	seldom	made	twice.	Repeating	
behavior	 that	 doesn’t	 get	 them	 killed	 is	 what	 shapes	 the	 bodies	 and	 behaviors	 of	 any	 species.	
Repetition	is	how	evolution	happens.	

Humans	are	no	different,	except	for	our	ability	to	think	about	what	we	think	about.	We	just	apply	
the	repetitive	instinct	to	what	we	believe.	If	an	idea	doesn’t	get	us	killed,	we	keep	repeating	it.	We	
feel	sure	about	it,	secure	in	it,	and	threatened	by	anything	or	anyone	who	might	cause	us	to	think	
differently	about	things	because	doing	so	might	get	us	killed.	The	information	in	our	genes	wants	
to	survive	our	death	by	getting	passed	on	to	new	host	organisms,	so	we	are	biologically	wired	to	
stay	with	the	tried	and	true.		

Neurologically,	 our	 brains	 are	wired	 to	 fear	 new	 things.	 Fear	 isn’t	 like	 other	 emotions:	 it	 has	 a	
physical	structure	in	our	heads	called	the	amygdala,	which	is	always	on	the	lookout	for	unknown	
dangers,	making	us	instinctively	neophobic—afraid,	that	is,	of	new	things.	For	us	thinking	animals	
this	 includes	 being	 afraid	 of	 new	 ideas.	 This	 is	 probably	 why	 we	 teach	 our	 kids	 to	 beware	 of	
strangers	 and	 why	 so	 many	 cultures	 throughout	 history	 have	 been	 more	 or	 less	 xenophobic,	
because	foreigners	represent	strange	ideas	and	ways.	

Being	sure	our	way	is	the	right	way	and	that	our	beliefs	are	the	right	beliefs	helps	us	cope	with	the	
dread	 of	 uncertainty.	 This	 is	 why,	 according	 to	 Your	 Brain	 at	 Work,	 by	 David	 Rock,	 “The	 brain	
craves	certainty.”	Because	“A	sense	of	uncertainty	about	the	future	and	feeling	out	of	control	both	
generate	strong	limbic	system	responses;” 	which	causes	us	to	feel	threatend.	In	On	Being	Certain,	1

neurologist	 Robert	 Burton	 similarly	 tells	 us	 that	 the	 feeling	 of	 certainty,	which	 he	 considers	 an	
emotion	as	primary	as	anger	and	fear,	releases	dopamine	into	our	pleasure	receptors.	“Might	the	
know-it-all	 personality	 trait,”	 he	 asks,	 “be	 seen	 as	 an	 addiction	 to	 the	 pleasure	 of	 the	 feeling	 of	
knowing?” 		2

If	 the	 science	 is	 correct,	 that	we	 are	 biologically	 and	 neurologically	wired	 to	 feel	 certain	 of	 our	
beliefs,	even	without	any	sound	reasons	for	our	beliefs,	 it	would	explain	why	our	society,	 like	so	
many	throughout	human	history,	has	drifted	so	far	toward	intolerance	and	delusional	thinking.	As	
bad	as	such	tribalism	is,	however,	 it	 is	no	more	so	than	the	internal	intolerance	occurring	within	
our	 tribes.	 If	 their	 members	 don’t	 repeat	 the	 party	 line	 and	 status	 quo,	 they	 are	 quickly	 and	
harshly	dealt	with.	In	other	words,	it’s	no	longer	conservative	against	liberal,	but	liberals	against	
liberals	and	conservatives	against	conservatives.	There	is	no	room	anywhere	for	honest	discussion,	
disagreement,	or	curiosity.			

Last	 month,	 after	 Donald	 Trump	 began	 touting	 delusional	 claims	 of	 mass	 voter	 fraud,	 some	
viewers	 became	 outraged	 when	 a	 certain	 television	 host	 complained	 the	 outgoing	 President’s	
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attorney,	 Sidney	Powell	 “had	not	provided	a	 shred	of	 evidence	 to	 support	her	outlandish	claims	
and	had	even	told	him	to	stop	contacting	her.” 	The	personality	I’m	talking	about	if	Fox	News	host	3

and	conservative	darling,	Tucker	Carlson.	Even	though,	during	the	same	broadcast,	he	also	said	he	
was	keeping	an	open	mind	on	the	matter,	and	actually	encouraged	viewers	to	trust	the	President’s	
other	 attorney,	 Rudy	Giuliani,	 about	 it,	many	 responded	 in	 anger,	 calling	 Tucker	 a	 traitor	 and	 a	
sellout.	

On	 the	 liberal	 side	 of	 things,	 just	 two	 nights	 ago	 a	 guest	 on	 HBO’s	 Real	 Time	 with	 Bill	 Maher	
accused	Maher	of	sounding	like	the	former	conservative	Speaker	of	the	House,	Paul	Ryan,	to	which	
Maher	responded,	“Is	that	wrong	…	To	answer	your	question,	no,	I’m	not	Paul	Ryan,	but	if	I	agree	
with	him	on	something	 it	wouldn’t	make	me	a	horrible	person	would	 it?	There’s	 that	argument,	
‘Oh,	you	sound	like	someone	from	the	Red	Team,	you	must	be	wrong.’”	Maher	is	right,	presuming	
anyone	we	disagree	with	must	be	wrong	if	they	are	on	the	wrong	side,	has	become	the	norm	in	our	
country,	regardless	of	which	side	you’re	on,	and	not	only	ideologically	wrong,	but	morally	wrong.	
Just	consider	what	happened	to	me	after	giving	away	my	book	of	dissenting	views	regarding	the	
direction	 our	 liberal	 religion	 is	 heading,	 and	 all	 the	 name	 calling	 and	 ostracization	 that	
immediately	 transpired.	Perhaps	 the	worst	of	which	were	 those	Unitarian	Universalist	ministers	
who	compared	me	to	the	Nazis	at	Charlottesville,	with	no	intervention	even	though	it	was	said	on	a	
site	 moderated	 by	 the	 Unitarian	 Universalism	 Ministers	 Association,	 which	 soon	 thereafter	
censured	me	in	a	letter	calling	me	a	white	supremacist.	

I	also	think	of	Americans	like	Daniel	Ellsberg	who	was	charged	with	espionage	after	releasing	the	
top-secret	 Pentagon	 Papers	 to	 the	 public	 in	 1971,	 that	 proved	 damning	 of	 our	 government’s	
activities	in	Vietnam.	More	recently,	Edward	Snowden,	who,	in	2013,	exposed	classi/ied	documents	
disclosing	 the	 NSA’s	 widespread	 surveillance	 programs,	 which	 included	 spying	 on	 the	 private	
phone	 calls,	 Yahoo	 and	 Google	 accounts,	 and	 countless	 emails	 of	 millions	 of	 Americans.	 Like	
Ellsberg,	 Snowden	 has	 been	 called	 a	 traitor	 and	 is	 charged	with	 violating	 the	 Espionage	 Act	 of	
1917.	 He’s	 been	 in	 asylum	 ever	 since.	 There’s	 also	 Chelsea	 Manning,	 who	 in	 2013	 was	 tried,	
convicted,	 and	 imprisoned	 under	 the	 same	 Act	 for	 her	 involvement	 in	 the	Wikileaks	 release	 of	
sensitive	military	documents	 indicating	 the	Government’s	mishandling	of	 certain	 foreign	 affairs,	
resulting	in	disastrous	and	deadly	consequences.		

In	all	of	these	cases,	the	national	news	media	and	most	the	private	conversations	I	heard,	focused	
on	the	character	of	these	individuals,	rather	than	the	contents	of	the	material	they	made	available.	
As	with	all	 logical	 fallacies,	 these	ad	hominem	conversations	got	us	all	off	 track	about	what	was	
most	important.	The	character	of	individuals	like	Ellsberg,	Snowden,	Manning,	or	Julian	Assange,	
Tucker	Carlson,	Paul	Ryan,	Bill	Maher,	and	Todd	Eklof,	for	that	matter,	have	no	bearing	on	the	truth	
or	falsehood	of	the	information	they	exposed.	They	must	endure	the	consequences	of	their	choices.	
Who	they	are	and	what	happens	to	them	will	make	no	difference	to	the	rest	of	us.	What	can	make	a	
difference,	however,	is	the	knowledge	they	have	revealed	to	us,	should	we	pay	attention	to	it.	

But	what	seems	to	matter	more	in	our	society	is	which	team	a	person	is	playing	for,	not	the	truth	
or	untruth	of	what	they	have	to	say.	Politics	and	opinion	in	our	nation	has	become	little	more	than	
a	team	sport,	with	 fans	on	both	sides	who	despise	those	on	the	other.	 It	doesn’t	matter	whether	
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their	 team	plays	by	 the	 rules	or	not	because	winning	 is	everything.	The	hosts	on	Fox	News	and	
MSNBC	are	like	drunken	fans	on	the	sidelines	hurling	insults	at	the	referees	for	issuing	legitimate	
penalties	 against	 their	 team,	 while	 cheering	 every	 foul	 issued	 against	 the	 other.	Whether	 their	
team	cheats	to	win	or	is	fairly	beaten	is	inconsequential	to	their	opinion.	Anything	less	than	their	
team,	 their	 tribe,	 their	 side,	 their	 ideas	 winning	 is	 considered	 the	 worst	 kind	 of	 Evil.	 And	 the	
referees	who	 cry	 foul	 against	 them	 are	 the	worst	 kind	 of	 villains.	 They	 are	 considered	 traitors	
conspiring	against	the	home	team.	

But	truth	is	not	determined	by	breaking	the	rules	of	reason,	or	by	force,	or	decree,	or	desire,	or	by	
killing	the	messenger,	or	by	how	many	are	on	our	side.	Nor	is	falsehood	determined	by	those	who	
are	against	us.	Jesus	is	the	/irst	wisdom	teacher	I	know	of	to	have	countered	this	common	notion	
that	“If	you	are	not	for	us,	you	are	against	us,”	by	stating	the	exact	opposite,	“If	you	are	not	against	
us,	you	are	for	us.”	It’s	an	extraordinary	insight,	that	just	because	others	don’t	think	like	us	doesn’t	
make	 them	 our	 enemy.	 So	 long	 as	 they	 are	 not	 actively	 working	 to	 harm	 us,	 they	 are	 not	 the	
opposition,	no	matter	what	they	believe.		

It	was	such	openness	 toward	 the	outcasts	of	his	 society,	 including	 those	who	had	been	of/icially	
demonized	 by	 the	 authorities,	 that	 makes	 the	 historical	 Jesus	 such	 a	 compelling	 and	 inspiring	
/igure	 to	 this	 day.	 He	 publicly	 socialized	 with	 those	 considered	 unclean,	 sinners,	 demonized,	
foreigners,	 among	 others,	 putting	 his	 own	 reputation	 at	 stake	 by	 doing	 so.	 But	 one	 particular	
group	 of	 people	 he	 was	 criticized	 for	 including	 at	 his	 welcome	 table	 belonged	 to	 a	 group	 that	
doesn’t	 get	 much	 attention,	 the	 tax	 collectors.	 Nobody	 like	 taxes,	 but	 why	 was	 it	 considered	
immoral	to	socialize	with	them?	

In	 their	 book,	Excavating	 Jesus,	 about	what	we	 can	 infer	 from	 archeological	 evidence	 about	 the	
historical	Jesus,	John	Dominic	Crossan	and	Jonathan	Reed,	tell	us	“The	term	‘tax	collectors’	or	‘toll	
collectors’	 indicates	 those	who	collaborate	with	 the	 local	or	 imperial	oppressors	and/or	operate	
with	 excessive	 force,	 bribery,	 or	 corruption.” 	 What	 the	 complaints	 against	 them	 don’t	 tell	 us,	4

however,	is	that	they	were	themselves	Jews	who	worked	in	the	service	of	the	Roman	authorities	to	
exploit	their	own	people.	In	other	words,	they	were	considered	traitors	in	cahoots	with	the	other	
side.		

It’s	easy	to	understand	why	some	might	frown	upon	Jesus’	willingness	to	socialize	with	them.	But	
Jesus	seems	to	have	understood	the	tremendous	gap	in	his	society,	between	the	top	1	to	2	percent	
who	controlled	50	 to	70	percent	of	 its	wealth,	depended	heavily	upon	getting	others	 to	do	 their	
dirty	work.	For	this	reason,	it	was	nearly	impossible	for	the	members	of	the	lower	classes	to	ever	
have	direct	 interactions	with	the	ruling	elite.	 Instead,	 they	encountered	members	of	 the	retainer	
class,	usually	other	 Jews	who	were	desperate	 to	escape	abject	destitution,	 to	exploit	and	tax	 the	
peasantry,	which	made	up	most	the	population.	As	theologian	William	Herzog	explains:	

one	of	 their	 roles	was	 to	 shield	elites	 from	popular	violence	and	 resentment	directed	against	 the	
exploitive	and	oppressive	polices	of	 the	elites.	Although	retainers	worked	 in	military	and	priestly	
roles,	 their	most	 important	 functions	were	to	 identify	the	surplus	produced	by	peasants,	artisans,	
and	 other	 villagers	 and	 to	 transfer	 it	 to	 the	 control	 of	 the	 ruler.	 They	 were	 the	 agents	 of	
redistribution	in	the	economy. 	5
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So	 even	 though	 they	were	 themselves	 Jewish,	 they	were	 surviving	 by	 upholding	 the	 oppressive	
system	 established	 by	 their	 Roman	 colonizers.	 Taking	 this	 system	 into	 account,	 Jesus’	 parables	
often	 did	 the	 unthinkable	 by	 eliminating	 the	 retainers	 from	 the	 story	 and	 placing	 the	 elites	 in	
direct	 contact	 with	 those	 they	 exploited.	 There	 is	 one	 parable,	 however,	 that	 is	 about	 how	 the	
retainers,	like	the	tax	collectors	and	other	go-betweens,	are	themselves	victims	of	the	system.	It’s	
usually	 referred	 to	 as	 the	 “Parable	 of	 the	 Bags	 of	 Gold,”	 but	 Herzog	 says	 it’s	 really	 about	 the	
vulnerability	of	whistleblowers.	In	the	story,	a	wealthy	man	gives	/ive	bags	of	gold	to	one	servant,	
two	to	another,	and	one	to	another,	which	they	are	responsible	for	while	he	takes	a	journey.	When	
he	returns	from	who	knows	where,	because	the	ruling	elite	are	never	seen	by	ordinary	people,	the	
master	asks	his	servants	to	account	for	his	gold.	The	/irst	two	had	put	the	gold	to	work	and	ended	
up	doubling	his	money,	which	pleased	him	to	no	end.	He	rewarded	them	by	putting	them	in	charge	
of	even	more	of	his	wealth.		

But	 the	 third	man	simply	buried	 the	one	bag	of	gold	he’d	been	given	until	 the	master	 returned.	
“‘Master,’	 he	 said,	 ‘I	 knew	 that	 you	 are	 a	 hard	 man,	 harvesting	 where	 you	 have	 not	 sown	 and	
gathering	where	you	have	not	scattered	seed.	So	I	was	afraid	and	went	out	and	hid	your	gold	in	the	
ground.	See,	here	is	what	belongs	to	you.’” 	The	Master	was	furious,	“You	wicked,	lazy	servant!”	He	6

shouted.	“You	knew	that	I	harvest	where	I	have	not	sown	and	gather	where	I	have	not	scattered	
seed?	You	should	have	put	my	money	on	deposit	with	the	bankers,	so	that	when	I	returned	I	would	
have	received	it	back	with	interest.” 	7

Of	 course,	 the	 servant	 knew	 that	 the	master	unethically	made	his	money	 from	 /ields	he	doesn’t	
sow	or	seed,	exploiting	those	who	do	by	giving	them	loans	they	depended	on	and	charging	them	a	
hundred	percent	interest.	For	the	third	servant	to	point	this	out	by	openly	stating	his	master	didn’t	
do	anything	to	deserve	his	wealth,	and	refusing	to	participate	in	the	exploitation	of	others,	was	as	
foolhardy	 as	 it	was	 courageous.	 “Throw	 that	worthless	 servant	 outside,”	 the	Master	 commands,	
“into	the	darkness,	where	there	will	be	weeping	and	gnashing	of	teeth.” 	Being	ousted,	imprisoned,	8

and	otherwise	excluded	is	the	usual	fate	of	those	who	betray	the	unjust	systems	they	are	entrusted	
to	uphold,	people	 like	Daniel	Ellsberg,	Edward	Snowden,	 and	Chelsey	Manning.	 Jesus	knew	 this,	
which	is	why	he	didn’t	hold	anything	against	those	who	had	little	choice	but	to	participate	in	such	
injustice,	or	else	end	up	 like	 the	 third	man	whose	 truth-telling	and	noncooperation	ruined	what	
would	be	left	of	what	had	likely	become	his	very	short	life.	

This	explains	the	story	of	Zacchaeus,	who	is	said	to	have	been	the	chief	tax	collector,	which	made	
him	better	 off	 than	most	 he	 lived	 among.	Being	 short	 in	 stature,	 he	 climbed	 a	 sycamore	 tree	 in	
order	to	get	a	better	look	at	Jesus	who	was	surrounded	by	a	large	crowd.	But	Jesus	approached	the	
tree	and	said,	“Zacchaeus,	come	down	immediately.	I	must	stay	at	your	house	today.” 	This	would	9

have	been	quite	a	shocker	to	the	crowd:	Jesus	receiving	hospitality	from	a	man	whose	wealth	had	
been	achieved	by	exploiting	 the	misfortune	of	others.	But	 Jesus	knew	Zacchaeus	and	others	 like	
him	had	 little	 choice	 but	 to	 participate	 in	 the	 system	or	 else	 suffer	 the	miserable,	 if	 not	 deadly,	
consequences.	
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Many	of	us	 take	pride	 in	embracing	 those	who	have	been	exploited	and	despised	 in	our	society,	
especially	those	whose	oppression	has	been	based	upon	matters	of	identity,	like	race,	gender,	and	
sexuality,	but	how	many	of	us	are	willing	to	associate	with	the	traitors	among	us,	with	those	who	
have	taken	advantage	of	the	system	to	avoid	being	crushed	by	it?	Or	those	who	have	betrayed	the	
systems	we	feel	so	certain	of	by	exposing	the	faults	in	our	own	thinking?	How	many	of	us	would	
not	only	 include	 them	at	our	welcome	table,	but	be	willing	 to	be	guests	at	 theirs?	As	guests,	we	
would	have	 to	 listen	 to	 them	and	hear	 things	 from	 their	perspective,	 and	 to	establish	a	genuine	
relationship	 that	 might	 lead	 us	 to	 care	 for	 one	 another,	 just	 as	 the	 encounter	 in	 the	 gospel	
prompted	Zacchaeus	to	begin	giving	away	his	wealth	to	the	poor.	

Edward	Snowden	come	down,	I	want	to	hear	what	you	have	to	say.	Chelsey	Manning	come	down,	I	
want	to	understand	your	point	of	view.	Tucker	Carlson	come	down,	I	want	to	sit	at	your	welcome	
table.	Trump	voter	come	down,	I	want	to	be	your	friend.	Liberal	come	down,	I	want	to	learn	more	
than	I	already	know.	Exploiter	come	down,	 I	want	to	know	why	you	feel	so	desperate.	Foreigner	
come	down,	I	want	to	learn	your	ways.	Stranger	come	down,	I	want	to	learn	something	new.	Gad/ly	
come	down,	I	want	to	know	why	your	words	are	so	biting.	Dissenter	come	down,	I	want	my	ideas	
challenged.	Whistleblower	come	down,	I	want	to	see	what	you’ve	risked	so	much	to	expose.	

Today,	ideological	intolerance	and	our	biological	need	for	certainty	are	dividing	the	human	family	
in	ways	from	which	society	may	not	soon	recover.	But	if,	as	John	Locke	once	said,	“toleration	is	to	
be	 the	chief	characteristic	mark	of	 the	 true	church,”	 it	 is	our	 task	as	Unitarians	 to	push	past	 the	
crowd,	 past	 the	 noise	 and	 pressure	 of	 groupthink,	 to	 approach	 the	 misunderstood	 individual	
hanging	out	on	a	limb,	as	say,	“Come	down	immediately	and	let	us	welcome	one	another.”			
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